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limited to 2 key stakeholders and 17 other aviation stakeholders. According to the sponsor, this approach ensured proportionality and 
relevance, aligning with the expected low impact of the change. 

Key Stakeholders (Military stakeholders where the potential impact is greatest) included: 

• Ministry of Defence (MoD) via Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management (DAATM): DAATM acts as the central point for 
military aviation matters and coordinates feedback across all branches of the military. 

• United States Air Force in Europe (USAFE) via Lakenheath RAPCON: RAPCON provides air traffic services for RAF Lakenheath and 
RAF Mildenhall. USAF regularly operates at high flight levels in the vicinity of the proposed change and is therefore a key 
stakeholder. 

Other Stakeholders (stakeholders that may have an interest but are less likely to be significantly impacted) included: 

Relevant Airports 

• London Luton Airport (LLA) as arrivals use the airspace within scope. 

• Cambridge City Airport as located adjacent to and beneath the proposed change. 

Relevant Airlines- Based on 2024 flight planning data for LLA arrivals via OFJES: 

• Wizzair Group: 58.8%, EasyJet: 17.7% and Ryanair: 7.1% 

Together, these 3 airlines account for 83.6% of relevant traffic and were invited to respond. Other operators (each <2.6%) were not 
formally invited but were welcome to provide feedback. 

Relevant GA Airfields- Sponsor identified powered and glider GA airfields within a 45nm x 30nm area around the proposed change: 

• Powered GA: Duxford (EGSU), Fowlmere (EGMA), Little Gransden (EGMJ) 

• Glider GA: Cambridge Gliding Club, Essex Gliding Club, Rattlesden Gliding Club 

Excluded: farm strips, heliports, military airfields (covered via DAATM), and Cambridge City Airport (already addressed). 

Relevant NATMAC Member Organisations - Only those representing GA users who may operate above 6,000ft were invited: 

• General Aviation Alliance (GAA) 

• British Gliding Association (BGA) 

• British Business and General Aviation (BBGA) 

• PPL/IR Europe 

• Light Aircraft Association (LAA) 













 

CAP1616 Airspace Change Engagement Assessment – template updated May 2025 Page 9 of 12 

OFFICIAL - Public. This information has been cleared for unrestricted distribution.  

OFFICIAL - Public 

Sponsor Response: Sponsor confirmed LoA procedures reviewed biennially (last update September 2025, next review March 2026). 

Improvements can be implemented at any time. No design changes were required. 

4. BGA noted that the ACP would lead to a minor adverse impact and highlighted legacy mismatch with SERA and CAS. 

Sponsor Response: Sponsor provided detailed explanation stating that CAS base kept high, radar analysis showed minimal GA use, 

Class C rules allow VFR access. No design changes were required. 

5. Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association (AOPA) highlighted that the ACP would lead to a minor adverse impact specifically noting the 

limited flexibility for higher GA flights. 

Sponsor Response: Sponsor provided detailed justification in the clarifications document, including mitigation rationale. No design 

changes required. 

For both BGA & AOPA, sponsor confirmed Class C procedures allow VFR transit requests; controllers would consider glider 

performance and traffic context. Sponsor further stated that should any pilot request transit of the airspace, the controller would 

consider the request in context of the current traffic situation, the nature of the request itself, and the performance of the type of 

aircraft involved.  A clearance to transit may be issued by the controller, provided the pilot can accept the terms of that clearance. If no 

such clearance can be given under the evolving traffic scenario, the controller would have no choice but to instruct the aircraft to 

remain outside CAS until such time as a clearance may be viable, or it may be that the traffic scenario is expected to preclude a 

clearance for a significant period of time. Radar analysis showed no glider activity at proposed levels over 12 months, making such 

requests extremely unlikely. 

6. Duxford Aerodrome stated that the change would result in a minor adverse impact specifically, reduced vertical distance for 

aerobatic aircraft and noted bias toward CAS expansion. 

Sponsor Response: Sponsor took follow-up action, engaged British Aerobatic Association, which confirmed aerobatic flights rarely 

exceed 6,000 ft, validating minimal impact. Email record included in evidence. 

The sponsor’s responses were appropriate and adequate (See ops assessment re; technicalities) with the clarifications document reinforcing 

assurance that all feedback was considered proportionately. None of the feedback influenced the final design, so no design changes were 

required, and no further engagement was deemed necessary. In total, 10 responses were received, including two key stakeholders (MoD and 

USAFE) and eight additional stakeholders. 

 










