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- All reasonable costs and benefits quantified 
- All other costs and benefits described qualitatively 
- Reasons why costs and benefits have not been 

quantified 
- Detail on the preferred design option, setting out 

reasons for the preference (where relevant) 
- A more detailed assessment of the impacts on safety, if 

completed by the change sponsor 
- A quantified and monetised environmental 

assessment, including all direct and consequential 
impacts 

[CAP 1616f: para 4.14] 

the fuel burn, carbon dioxide emissions reviewed the 
impact on safety and air navigation service providers. This 
address the evidence gaps identified in the previous stage. 
Sponsor also utilised BADA to help address the evidence 
gap on environmental impacts of aircrafts.  
 
The partial approach to quantifying the benefits is 
proportional to the level 2 airspace change proposal. 
 
Other impacts are qualitative of which the key impact is in 
relation to airspace capacity. Section 2.4.4 outlines the 
impact on capacity within the baseline scenario with 
traffic growth.  
 
The preferred option is then set out in sections 2.5.1 to 
2.5.2 in relation to three coordination points plus other 
related changes.  
The environmental assessment has been monetised 
through modelling simulation; sponsor acknowledges that 
emission benefits can be attributed to more efficient flight 
paths within airspace adjacent to UK airspace.  
 
Within the baseline scenario, sponsor outlines how 
airspace for commercial airlines need to be more actively 
managed by air traffic controllers or reroute to avoid the 
risk of delays, which could have consequential 
environmental impacts. 
 
Recommendation: Sponsor should amend the appraisal to 
label the economic impact on general aviation and 
commercial airlines as qualitative. 
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The preferred option is then set out in sections 2.5.1 to 2.5.2 in relation to three coordination points plus other related changes. In the appraisal, 
when summarising the monetised impacts, the Sponsor should take care to ensure the present value of benefits is presented alongside the costs 
to stakeholders which have been qualitatively assessed, and ensure in the consultation paper that stakeholders impacted are able to comment 
on the appraisal. 
 
The environmental assessment has been monetised through modelling simulation; sponsor acknowledges that emission benefits can be 
attributed to more efficient flight paths within airspace adjacent to UK airspace. Within the baseline scenario, sponsor outlines how airspace for 
commercial airlines need to be more actively managed by air traffic controllers or reroute to avoid the risk of delays, which could have 
consequential environmental impacts. 
 
Sponsor has summarised the rationale for discontinuation of option 2 in the consultation paper. Sections 2.4.7 - 2.4.8 set out that the more 
complex airspace will require additional air traffic control intervention. However this will result in limited environmental impacts and less flexible 
airspace.  

 

Has 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? 

The key data in this airspace change proposal is the air traffic forecasts. Footnote 10 in the consultation forecast came from NATS November 
2025 base forecast. This is based on market knowledge and economic forecasting by the sponsor. Table 3 in the consultation paper in relation to 
average speed did not have an identifiable source. Sponsor should ensure an external reader is able to understand underlying sources if they are 
not publicly available via an external link. Similarly, descriptions such as “lower” forecast are unhelpful without additional context. Sponsor 
should ensure all data presented, particularly in tables, are clearly referenced. 
 
Sponsor has set out methodology in some detail in the documents in relation to the modelling approach. The key point in relation to the 
quantified impacts is that the sponsor has set out that it is used carbon dioxide emissions as a proxy for greenhouse gas emissions.  
The key point in relation to the modelling approach is set out in section 2.2.1 where sponsor explained that it has analysed at least  90% of all 
traffic through focusing modelling on 543 routes. There were significantly more permutations, but the approach taken is proportionate. Sponsor 
also explains that it has made no assumption of airport expansions under the planning system.   
 
Update 07/09/26 – key recommendations addressed and sole requirement has been addressed 

 

 






