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1 Introduction

1.1 Between October 2013 and January 2014 NATS and Gatwick  Airport Limited
(GAL) conducted a1l 2-week consultation on proposed changes to flight paths
for Gatwick Airport and London City Airport . This consultation was for the first
phase of the London Airspace Management Plan (LAMP) which has scope to
modernise the airspace structure over London and the south east of England

1.2 Areport detailing the consultation response was published in April 2014 ; this is
referred to herein asthe dnitial Feedback Report 6(Ref 1). The initial feedback
report can be found at www.londonairspaceconsultation.co.uk

1.3 This followup 6 De s i eport 6Betails how we have considered that feedback in
our development of the design since consultation ,and outline s the design that
we will submit to the CAA for their assessment

1.4 The original consul tation document can also be found onth e website above .
This feedback document does not repeat the description of the airspace or
definition of terms ;i t is assumed that the reader is familiar with the original
consultation material .

2 Gatwick Area Overview

2.1 GAL undert ook further consultation in Summer 2014 on  specific low altitude
options for route changes. This focused onthe low altitude routes below
4,000ft where accountability for route design rests with the airport. For this
reason, itwas not a joint exercise with NATS.

2.2 Following this consultation GAL decided to postpone low altitude changes in
order to undertake more work to better understand their options and next

steps .
2.3 NATS remains confident that the Gat wi poikt mérge O6design for arrivals at
higher altitudes, describe  d in the joint consultation, would be an improvement

in line with CAA/DfT requirements. However, NATS has decided to postpone
the Gatwick point merge and associated elements of the route network while
the airport undertakes its further work.

2.4 Modernisation of the airspace for Gatwick remains a requirement ofthe CAAO6 s
Future Airspace Strategy (FAS)in order to achieve environmental benefits , to
comply with European requirements and to ensure that the UK remain s
competitive in the global aviation market .

2.5 NATS will continue to work wit  h GAL as they develop their low altitude
proposals to ensure that we have a point merge design that complements the
airport & low altitude solution s.

2.6 The detail of N A T $dposed network design for Gatwick point merge and
associated departure routes is partly dependentonthelow  altitude solutions
that GAL develop s. As a consequence we are not in a position to finalise and
publish our proposed network design until GAL have completed their  additional
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work and are ready to progress their low altitude designs .. Note that GAL has
not declared any timescales for completing this work.

2.7 The feedback we received  during the joint consultation (  October 13-January 14)
noneth eless remains valid and will be considered in the network design for
Gatwick . Therefore once this additional  design work has been completed , NATS
and GAL will produce a further  feedback report that explains how the
consultation response has beentaken into account . Stakeholders who
responded to the joint consultation ( October 13-January 14) will be notified
when detailed feedback regarding any changes in the vicinity of Gatwick Airport

is published.
2.8 NATS intends to proceed with a proposed change to one Gatwick arrival route
that crosses Kent at higher levels. This route needs to be changed because it

interacts wit h proposed London City Airport arrival routes over the Thames
Estuary. This change does not affect route structures near Gatwick Airport, or
any part of the route below 7,000ft. Thischa nge is described in Paragraph
5.53.

3 London City  and Biggin Hill Overview

3.1 The NATS consultation on routes for London City and Biggin Hill airport s
focus ed on new route structures above 4,000ft inthe areas shownin Figure 1

overleaf . The proposed alignment of the routes within these areas is discussed
in Section 5.

3.2 Below 4,000ft the London City and Biggin Hill route structure s are not required
to change interms of route alignments, but require modernisation as they are
based on outdated navigation technology . This means raising them to modern

ORNAVO standards as descri bed IiRef2fthi® isconsul tat
required under a mandate notified by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) in
December 2014 (Ref9) .

3.3 Modernising routes whil st not changing their ~ alignment is achieved through a
process cal l ed Landoe @ity Airpoatt ihasncémpleted a separate
consultation on their route replications which cover s the area around the airport
(west of the black area show n inin Figure 1). The results of the London City
Airport consultation are published in a sepa rate report (Ref 3).

4 Consultation Objective and Analysis Process

4.1 Whenwe propose changes to airspace arrangements we t ake into account
Government and CAA guidance (foundin  Refs 4 & 5 respectively ). These
highlight a number  of factors that must be considered and balanced in the
development of a proposal, ranging from safety and delay management , to CO,
effi ciency and nois e mitigation

The CAA process for airspace change ( Ref 5) states that consultation is about
@onfirming and attaining opinions about the impacts of a proposed change 6 To
that end the Initial Feedback Report describes the issues raised , and this D esign
Response Report describes how key issues have been considered. There were
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also a number of questions raised in the consultation response T these are
covered in Section 6.
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Figure 1: Geographic Ex tent of Proposed Route Network Changes for London
City & Biggin Hill Airports

4.2

© NATS 2013 except Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2013

It is important to note that the CAA has indicated that the aim of the airspace

consultation process is not to gauge the popularity of a proposal per se ; itis not

a voting process, but  rather it is a process for identifying new and relevant
information that should be taken into account in the proposal alongside the



INATS

existing guidance ( Refs 4 & 5). All relevant issues are therefore considered
equally , whether they are raised by a single respondent or a majority.

5 The Proposed Route System and Options Considered

5.1 This section descri bes the individual elements of the route structure in turn and
describes our rationale for the positioning of each. Howeve r, the individual
routes are part of a wider air  traffic control system . Interms of operational
efficiency , the benefitto the system asawhole is more than the sum of the
benefit s from the individual components . This section therefore begins by
outlining the overall benefit that we expect from this proposal, before
considering the details of the specific routes we are proposing to change.

Overall Fueland CO , Benefits ofthe Proposal

5.2 Overall we expect the proposals covered in this document to reduce the fuel
require ment by over 10,0 00 tonnes per year by 2020. This benefit would be
share d between the London City and Gatwick  flights flying the routes discussed
in this document

5.3 The proposal is also part of a wider programme of changes re ferred to as
Phase 1 of the LAMP . This also inc ludes some changes to routes at Stansted
(see Ref 6), some changes over the South Coast (see Ref 7), and some high
altitude route changes for Luton  Airport where they crossthe  Thames Estuary .
The combined reduc tion in the fuel requirement for LAMP Phase 1is 18,000
tonnes per year by 2020. We estimate that this would relate to an actual CO ,
saving intherange 23,000tonnes i 46,000 tonnes p/a by 2020 1.

Minimise  Future Delay

5.4 The system would also improve operation al efficiency , helping minimise  future
delays for the travelling public . N AT Sxcellent performance in managing flight
delay is due to continuous improvement in the efficiency of the UK
through changes such as this.

5.5 Testing has show n that the improved system efficiency delivered by this
proposal would accommodate forecast air traffic growth on the relevant routes
to 202 0 without significant delay. Without such changes, delays would increase
rapidly as traffic grows. We do not wait for the system to become inefficient
before acting.

Enhanced Safety

5.6 Saf ety i s Ndofity pn dwitechsrdlogy can offer opportunities to
enhance safety further. In particular the modern navigation standards on
which this proposal is based  would increase the predictability, and in turn

! The fuel requirement is the trip fuel that airlines will plan for. In practice not all of this fuel is spent because aircraf t rarely follow their
planned route for the complete journey; air traffic control often provide more direct routes when the traffi c situation allows. This is
difficult to predict and model with certainty; however we have taken it into account both by reducing our claimed CO2 benefit , and

presenting it as a range to represent the uncertainty.



5.7

5.8

59

5.10

511

5.12

5.13

INATS

reduce the complexity , of the air traffic control system. It is generally accepted
that reducing complexity enhances the overall safety of the system

Rationales for Positioning Individual Route Segments

At the heart of this proposal lies the proposed @oint merge 6system for London
City and Biggin Hill arrivals. All the other changes  discussed in this document
are required because of their interaction with the point merge system.

This section describes each set of routes in turn:

1 th e London City/Biggin Hill point merge system,

1 the routes taking London City and Biggin Hill traffic out of the point
merge system

1 the routes feeding London City and Biggin Hill traffic into the point merge
system

1 the London City departure routes thatcr  oss the point merge  system to
send traffic south

1 Gatwick arrivals from the east that need to be realigned to avoid the
point merge system  over the Thames Estuary

1 Southend arrivals from the south and east that needt o be realigned to
avoid the point merge system over the Thames Estuary

The consultation presented wide swathes for positioning the routes above

4,000ft associated with this proposal , making clear that the final route could be
anywhere within the relevant swathe . NATS has considered a range of factors
in determining where to position the routes within these swathes ; t hese include

operational factors, the generic guidance on airspace change ( Refs 4 and 5) and
feedback receivedt hrough consultation

This sec tion describes how we have taken these factors into account when
finalising the proposed alignment for each of the routes in question.

There are times when it is appropriate for aircraft to deviate from the
prescribed route, for reasons of safety or efficiency. Therefore while flights
would be more concentrated around the routes presented in this document,

they would still occasionally be seen over any part of the swathes presented in
the consultationd ocument ( Ref 2).

Position of the London City/Biggin Hill Point Merge System

Part F of the consultation document (Ref 2) describes how we propos e a
fundamental change to the way in which we manage arrivals for London City
Airport i referredtoas @oint merge dwhich is described in the consultation

document  Arrivals that currently fly inefficiently  at low altitudes over parts of

east London , Essex and Kent would instead be position ed in an orderl y stream
coming in over the Thames Estuary . This would keep the arrivals higher for
longer, and minimise the time spent overflying populated areas atlow altitudes .
It would also be more operationally  efficient and enhance the safety of the air
traffic system .

The proposed point merge system is shown in Figure 2 overlaid ont o d a ffights
patterns , which are shown as the colour coded shading.
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Figure 2: Proposed Network Route System for London City and Biggin Hill
Arrivals  Overlaid on Today & London City and Biggin Hill Flight Paths
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