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and benefits were not quantified. These included in 
local air quality and noise. Sponsor noted that 
infrastructure costs to airports and air navigation 
service providers could not be reliably estimated by 
the sponsor as they would be incurred by external 
organisations.  

The full options appraisal also briefly sets out in 
Section 2.1.5 the preferred design option. This would 
be 10 parallel ATS routes systemised by design, while 
overflights at a higher altitude would get flight plan 
able direct routes. This would be facilitated by 
changes to standard terminal arrival routes and 
alterations to the boundaries of adjacent military 
airspace through the design of the controlled airspace 
for the preferred design option. 

As this is a level 2 airspace change proposal, the key 
quantified environmental assessment was in relation 
to the overall change in track miles and subsequent 
impact in fuel burn and CO2 emissions. Nevertheless, 
consequential environmental impacts by all airspace 
users should be taken into account at least 
qualitatively. Within the baseline scenario, sponsor 
limits the impact of managing rising traffic levels in the 
medium to long term as through airspace delays. But 
the annex to the appraisal suggests the modelling 
approach doesn’t indicate whether the fuel burn from 
additional air traffic control interventions is taken into 
account although the same impact was identified as 
plausible in the design principle evaluation for option 
2.   

 

Recommendation: Sponsor should identify 
infrastructure costs as an evidence gap for the final 
options appraisal and permit stakeholders to 
contribute towards addressing the gap through a 
specific question in the consultation paper. 
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on no change anticipated, no impact was assessed. 

Due to the altitude of the airspace design, some costs and benefits were not quantified. These included in local air quality and noise. 
Sponsor noted that infrastructure costs to airports and air navigation service providers could not be reliably estimated by the sponsor as 
they would be incurred by external organisations.  

The full options appraisal also briefly sets out in Section 2.1.5 the preferred design option. This would be 10 parallel ATS routes systemised 
by design, while overflights at a higher altitude would get flight plan able direct routes. This would be facilitated by changes to standard 
terminal arrival routes and alterations to the boundaries of adjacent military airspace through the design of the controlled airspace for the 
preferred design option. 

As this is a level 2 airspace change proposal, the key quantified environmental assessment was in relation to the overall change in track 
miles and subsequent impact in fuel burn and CO2 emissions. Nevertheless, consequential environmental impacts by all airspace users 
should be taken into account at least qualitatively. Within the baseline scenario, sponsor limits the impact of managing rising traffic levels in 
the medium to long term as through airspace delays. But the annex to the appraisal suggests the modelling approach doesn’t indicate 
whether the fuel burn from additional air traffic control interventions is taken into account although the same impact was identified as 
plausible in the design principle evaluation for option 2.   More rigorous evidence has been developed through computer simulation of the 
baseline traffic forecast against one where the airspace was managed through the design option. This modelling helped inform the quantification of 
the environmental impacts. 

Has the change sponsor used the most up-to-date, credible, and clearly referenced sources of data to assess the impacts of the baseline 
scenarios and design options? 

Sponsor states that the traffic forecast for 2029-2038 was based upon the NATS Long Term Forecast which itself was built upon DfT 
methodology and Eurocontrol STRATFOR forecasts. Sponsor also sets out at the start of the appraisal other inputs including Eurocontrol 
input prices and references for the impact of delays. This is a good transparent approach, and the Sponsor should be more consistent in 
taking this approach. 

In appendix b, sponsor has set out in detail, the methodology underpinning quantified impacts and the data which has been used to as 
inputs into the modelling approach. BADA datasets were used to gather information on observed climb and descent rates by aircraft. 
MATS Part 2 were used to identify vertical constraints and speed restrictions in the airspace. 

Sponsor indicated that 2025 data was used for the Central Flow Management Unit for the air traffic modelling dataset. The data fed into 
that modelling was from the 348 most used routes in order to get the simulation results from the Airtop model. 

Sponsor also confirms fuel price use was £618.80 per tonne and based upon the price information averaged over a year from 
indexmundi.com. This is proportionate given the volatility of the fuel price due to geopolitical tensions.  

The sponsors approach in using this data within the modelling approach is key. Assumptions made, modelling constraints and impacts not 
quantified should be set out more transparently in the appraisal with limited use of footnotes. This would help inform the conclusions and the 
summary of the present value of the design options would benefit from the costs assessed qualitatively being presented alongside for context. In 
addition, adjustments made to the data e.g. for conservatism should also be presented more clearly to help understand the extent to which this 






