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1. Introduction 

1.1. Overview 

This document provides an overview of the comments received as part of Leeds East Airport’s (LEA) 
targeted stakeholder consultation on the introduction of RNP approaches and LEA’s responses. It is 
supplemented by Appendix A which provides the consultation responses details and references to 
LEA’s answers. 

1.2. Background 

LEA is seeking to introduce instrument approach procedures (IAP) to two of its runways (06/24). 
These approaches are intended to support the development of the airport into a Business and 
Executive Aviation hub for North Yorkshire, permitting safe use of the airport under a wider range 
of weather conditions. The IAPs will only be used for runways 06 and 24 with conditions and/or 
restrictions of use applied. 

Further details on the change are provided in the consultation document, available here. 

The initial application for instrument flight procedures lodged with the CAA was undertaken in 2016 
and was followed by two consultation processes in 2017, which was incomplete, and 2019. 

Within the 2019 consultation, feedback was received from the gliding community about possible 
conflicts between gliders and aircraft on approach or conducting a missed approach in their vicinity. 
In order to mitigate these concerns, changes were made to the routes followed by aircraft should 
they not be able to land following an instrument approach (missed approach procedures or 
‘MAPs’). 

Following these comments, changes were made to the proposal and a new consultation was 
launched. Changes to the proposal from 2019 (reflected in the consultation just gone) are as 
follows: 

• The Initial approach fix (waypoint) over Full Sutton Airfield was removed, 

• All holds were removed, and 

• Separate MAPs were introduced for smaller category A/B & larger category C/D aircraft to 
maximise separation between the MAPs and local flying sites where possible. 

Further details on the consultation process are provided in section 2. 

1.3. Document structure 

The structure and contents of the remainder of the document are as follows: 

• Section 2: Provides a summary of the consultation process, covering the stakeholders consulted, the 
types of response requested e.g. support/objection etc., and consultation timeline. 

• Section 3: Provides a breakdown of the number of responses into stakeholder group and stance. 

• Section 4: Outlines the themes of support and those for the proposal. This section also provides LEA’s 
response to the themes against the proposal. 

• Section 5: Provides the conclusions and next steps. 

• Annex A: Summarises each objection and gives LEA’s response to each. 
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4.2.1. Process 

A main theme of the objections was that the process was inadequate. Several respondents 
complained that they were unaware of the consultation until it was too late and that the number of 
workshops held (one workshop that was initially advertised, with two more subsequently arranged) 
was inadequate for the number of consultees. 

Furthermore, questions were raised as to why CAP 725 was being used as opposed to CAP 1616, 
which has superseded CAP 725 in recent years. 

Three respondents outlined Sherburn’s similar proposal for the introduction of RNAV procedures 
and, considering the overlapping nature of the procedures, stated that there should be a single ACP 
encapsulating both LEA and Sherburn proposals. They suggested that the separation of the 
proposals, as is currently the case, cannot enable the interdependencies to be properly assessed. 

Finally, some objections were raised regarding a lack of transparency due to a full safety case not 
being presented as part of the consultation process. The respondents stated they did not have faith 
in the process and that there was not enough information to support the proposal. 

LEA response: 

Consultation Distribution 

As part of the consultation strategy, impacted aviation and non-aviation stakeholders were 
identified and included as part of the consultation distribution. The consultation strategy and 
distribution list were reviewed by the UK CAA before consultation. The distribution list included 
over 340 consultees. 

The distribution list covered national and local gliding and light aircraft associations, Parish 
Councils, District Councils and Members of Parliament (MPs). Emails were used as the primary 
means of consultation. Therefore, leaflets and flyers were not distributed to every resident, 
although all communication and intentions were passed through Parish Councils.  

Further to this, all members of NATMAC (the National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee) 
were individually included as consultees, which includes BGA, BMAA and LAA.  

An initial email was sent to each consultee at the start of the consultation period, followed by four 
reminders. These communications advertised the consultation material, which has remained on 
LEA's website and Facebook page throughout the consultation period. 

LEA and Sherburn proposals 

The Leeds East (LEA) and Sherburn Aero Club (SAC) consultations have been conducted separately 
on advice from the CAA.  

Co-ordinations have been implemented between the two airports via a Letter of Agreement to 
ensure their safe operations and deconflict the two approach paths. There is a slot system, that 
ensures two aircraft will not simultaneously use both LEA and SAC approach paths.  This is the only 
interaction between the two ACP applications. 

Furthermore, the CAA is aware of the proximity of the airfields to one another and will be assessing 
each ACP in light of the other. 
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Workshops 

The initial workshop was widely advertised (to more than 300 consultees) but a fairly small number 
of people – approximately 20 – attended and there were no requests from people that wanted a 
workshop but could not make the date. Only one consultee joined that did not represent a gliding 
club and this was a parish council representative.  

The two follow-on workshops were run to address the technical concerns of the gliding clubs. If LEA 
had received requests from other stakeholders it would have set up other workshops.  

Consultation process 

The consultation has followed the requirements of the CAP725 process. LEA also believes that the 
consultation process has been run in a meaningful manner and according to government principles 
on public consultation. See: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/consultation-principles-
guidance  

The alignment with government principles covers: 

- Consultations should be clear and concise: The consultation document was written in plain English 
and was clear on the proposal being put forward and the questions being asked. 

- Consultations should have a purpose: The consultation purpose was outlined in the introduction of 
the consultation document 

- Consultations should be informative: The consultation document provided a summary of the 
proposed changes as well as the expected impacts on local communities and aviation stakeholders. 
Three workshops were held to discuss the proposals, including specific workshops to discuss the 
safety risks and instrument approach procedures themselves. 

- Consultations are only part of a process of engagement: The recent public consultation has 
followed previous engagement with local gliding clubs/ aviation stakeholders and have included 
adjustments to procedures following feedback. 

- Consultations should last for a proportionate amount of time: The consultation lasted for 12 
weeks, consistent with CAA guidelines. And late responses were accepted despite being beyond the 
published deadline. 

- Consultations should be targeted: The consultation material was targeted at local communities 
and representatives e.g. Parish Councils and MPs, as well as local and national aviation 
stakeholders. It was also made available online for anyone to download. 

- Consultations should take account of the groups being consulted: Consultation material was 
written in a clear way for non-aviation stakeholders as well as more technical consultees. 12 weeks 
provided adequate time for all parties to provide responses. Workshops were held and a regularly 
updated Q&A document was produced. 

- Consultations should be agreed before publication: The consultation strategy and consultation 
material were reviewed by the CAA before the consultation. 

- Consultation should facilitate scrutiny: The workshops allowed consultees to scrutinise the 
proposals. Email questions were responded to in the Q&A document. This consultation report 
analyses the responses and contains LEA's response. 
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- Government responses to consultations should be published in a timely fashion: Although not a 
government consultation, the report has been published within 12 weeks of the consultation 
closing. 

- Consultation exercises should not generally be launched during local or national election periods: 
This is not applicable to an airspace change. 

CAP 725 

CAP 725 has been superseded by CAP 1616, but it was the applicable process when the airspace 
change process was initiated and, in discussion with the CAA, it was agreed that CAP 725 should 
continue to be used despite the new process being available. It has not been 'discredited' as 
described by some consultees. 

 

4.2.2. Noise / Traffic 

The main concerns were related to the increase in aircraft numbers expected at LEA and the 
additional noise that would create for local residents, particularly with respect to the larger aircraft 
– Category C and D. Five separate Parish Councils raised objections with respect to noise and 
aircraft numbers, with one respondent stating that the increase of one movement per hour 
proposed by LEA would represent a significant increase in aircraft and hence noise. 

Considering the increase in aircraft proposed by LEA, 11 respondents stated that additional 
planning permission should be sought from Selby local council. Two respondents suggested that 
Selby’s former Chief Planning Officer had the view that “intensification” of the airfield would 
require further planning permission. Furthermore, four respondents highlighted a 3,500-property 
settlement proposal at Selby as an additional reason for requiring further planning permission. 

Nine respondents objected over their concern that the airfield will be used 24 hours a day, raising 
particular concern over operations during the night even though this is not the case. 

LEA response: 

Increase in noise and pollution 

Although an increase in movements is predicted at LEA, it is not expected to provide a significant 
increase in noise disturbance. The increase will be no more than 1 arrival per hour and (because of 
sharing with Sherburn) it is expected to be 8 arrivals per day (16 movements). 

It is expected that movements of the largest and noisiest aircraft (CAT C&D) will only be around 1 
movement every 4 days. 

Furthermore, the increase of movements is anticipated to be spread over several years given the 
impacts of the pandemic. The estimates given in the consultation report are based on a 2019 
baseline and LEA do not expect these activity levels to return for a number of years. 

Some respondents commented on a recent increase in traffic. LEA has seen a partial recovery 
following COVID lockdowns but this is not related to the proposed ACP. 

Levels of noise 

Some respondents asked for information on actual measured noise levels. The level of aircraft noise 
heard on the ground depends on numerous factors outside of the airport's control, for example 
weather conditions and pilot behaviour. The only method for measuring aircraft noise would be to 
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install noise monitors at several locations near to the airport. However, this solution is not feasible 
for the number of aircraft movements in and out of LEA. 

Planning permission and Selby 

Any other permissions required to increase airport movements are determined by the local council 
if deemed necessary.  

Other impacts, such as changes in road traffic caused by additional movements, are reviewed by 
LEA in light of the overall benefits to the community that the introduction of the IAPs would bring.  

The settlement at Selby is at a planning stage and has not been approved. The ACP is restricted to 
considering the impact of approved or actual developments.  

Operating hours 

There is no plan to regularly operate during the night, albeit there may be rare occasions when 
there will be limited movements late and early in the day. The airport operating hours are 01 Apr - 
31 Oct 0730-1700, 01 Nov - 31 Mar 0830-1630 as described in the AIP. Extensions are by 
arrangement. 

Ryther 

Ryther is about 1.5km from the end of the runway for arrivals to RWY 24. All arrivals (whether 
current arrivals or the ones from flying new procedure) will take a similar path here just north of 
Ryther.  Departures will also generally climb straight before turning. Again, the aircraft flying the 
new procedures will pass by Ryther on a similar track to the existing aircraft. The airfield has been 
active for many years, including as an RAF Station dating back to the second world war. 

 

4.2.3. Safety 

There were several different concerns raised with respect to safety, particularly from the local 
gliding community and a local airfield. The main concern relates to the perceived high risk of mid-
air collision that the use of an IAP in all weather conditions would create. This itself is in light of the 
general aviation activity conducted in the vicinity of the approach paths; four separate respondents 
highlighted the Area of Intense Aerial Activity (AIAA) and/or “intense gliding activity” (as 
represented on VFR navigation charts) in the Vale of York as main factors for the suggested high 
risk. Other specific areas were highlighted as having an increased risk, including the area north of 
Appleton Roebuck and the Upton Corridor (a route used by some gliders when particular weather 
conditions permit). 

One safety risk relates to the concern that pilots flying by their instruments would have their head 
down and therefore not have a sufficient lookout. It was outlined that this could significantly 
increase risk. Furthermore, it was outlined that the risk of mid-air collision particularly increases 
when an aircraft on an approach path transits from cloud to visual conditions i.e. descending into 
an area of intense gliding activity without having adequate visibility prior to entering visual 
conditions. 

Other safety concerns raised included in the following: 

• Although it has been proposed that the missed approach paths are only expected to be 
flown 1% of the time, due to the proximity of the missed approach paths with respect to 
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gliding club bases, the gliders would need to assume that each aircraft could fly the missed 
approach and hence would not be able to fly in the airspace for risk of collision. 

• IFR flights in Class G airspace. 

• Use of LNAV procedure, which was suggested was not appropriate to be used in the North 
of England 

• Not all pilots being aware of the use of instrument approach procedure prior to flying. 

• Due to the overlapping nature of LEA and SAC proposed IAP tracks, pilots not knowing 
whether aircraft are on the LEA or SAC approach path, and hence misunderstanding the 
pilots’ intentions. 

• A concern that the airspace change might be approved without Letters of Agreement with 
all local airspace users being agreed. 

LEA response: 

Safety 

LEA has undertaken a safety assessment and there are a set of procedures and mitigations which 
LEA believes are sufficient to manage the risk to other airspace users. The safety assessment is a 
qualitative analysis, the approach of which has been discussed and agreed with the CAA, and is 
based on both historical analysis of risk within the Vale of York, expected traffic levels going 
forwards, and mitigations proposed. 

The mitigations, which LEA believe brings the risk to as low as reasonably practicable (ALARP), 
include the following: 

- use of slot systems, which restricts both the overall number of movements into the airport and 
avoids simultaneous aircraft on approach to LEA. 

- mandatory visual lookout in VMC 

- restrictions on LEA's movements i.e. there will be no CAT C and D training, and CAT C and D will 
only be used following coordination with the local aviation stakeholders 

- communication channels to make other airspace users aware of the use of the IAPs 

- pilot briefings, including information on local traffic, particularly gliding operations. 

Furthermore, aircraft transiting the area would be expected to use normal procedures to plan their 
trip accordingly, and if in the vicinity of LEA call the airport to obtain local traffic information. Once 
established in VMC, pilots will be expected to use normal see and avoid techniques  

Following the workshops, a traffic study is being conducted to better understand the traffic levels 
around LEA. This will be provided as an input to the safety assessment. LEA will review the safety 
assessment in the light of the traffic study. Additional mitigations may also be agreed with local 
clubs if additional LoAs are defined.  

As LEA explained during the consultation process, it will not make public its safety assessment but 
that the assessment will be reviewed and assessed by the CAA. 

Flying in Class G airspace 

A general principle of Class G airspace is that it is open to all aircraft types and any user can fly 
without restriction as long as they adhere to the relevant rules and regulations.  There is no air 
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traffic control and it is the responsibility of all pilots to avoid and manage separation from other 
aircraft.  

Regardless of this or any other ACP seeking to introduce RNP IAPs into existing Class G airspace, the 
Air Navigation Order permits IFR flights in such airspace and has done for many years without 
further regulatory intervention. 

Mitigations have been proposed to reduce the risk within the airspace, which include mandatory 
lookouts for all flights in VMC and warnings related to glider activity being provided in the Pilot 
Brief. 

Furthermore, the introduction of instrument approach procedures provides other users greater 
predictability about where aircraft will be, thereby increasing safety. 

Following the concerns raised in the consultation an additional traffic study has been conducted by 
the airport to gather more information on risks. 

Note that the new procedures also offer an increase in some aspects of safety because they offer 
greater predictability of operations. 

Denied access to Class G 

LEA cannot, nor does it intend to, try to restrict access to other airspace users to the local airspace. 
Class G airspace is, and should, be available for all airspace users. The main aim of the mitigations is 
to ensure effective communication and coordination thereby ensuring each party is aware of the 
others' movements. 

The Rules of the Air have specific collision avoidance requirements and all pilots are required to 
follow them. 

The slot times are not airspace reservations, they are there to restrict the number of inbound 
instrument approaches to LEA and at the same time provide other airspace users greater 
predictability of inbound traffic. 

Class G airspace provides no restrictions on who can fly and when. Through appropriate 
mitigations, which LEA believe to have provided, LEA believe the risk of MAC to be low and 
therefore expect all airspace users to be able to continue their operations. 

LoAs 

LEA has applied significant resources to draft LoA's with fair compromise but it has not agreed LoAs 
with all relevant airspace user groups.  

At the time of writing, draft LoAs are agreed with Leeds Bradford Airport, Doncaster Sheffield 
Airport, Sherburn Aero Club, Yorkshire Air Ambulance, National Police Air Service Yorkshire and 
Garforth airfield. Elvington Airfield and LEA are in discussions to mitigate their respective 
operations. 

LEA continues to offer resources to further agree LoA's with all stakeholders, however the safety 
case provides mitigation to reduce risks to ALARP. 

All the draft LoAs will be submitted to the CAA with the ACP application. 
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AIAA 

LEA recognise that within the Vale of York an area of ‘Intense Gliding Activity’ is highlighted within 
VFR navigation charts, however taking consideration of the traffic levels (to be further analysed 
through a traffic study) and mitigations to be put in place, the risk is deemed ALARP. 

Furthermore, the Area of Intense Aerial Activity noted within the AIP is related to historic military 
operations conducted from Church Fenton, RAF Leeming, RAF Linton on Ouse, RAF Dishforth, RAF 
Topcliffe. Many of these bases are now closed or have reduced levels of activity.  

Nevertheless, LEA believes the level of gliding activity in the vicinity of the IAP approach paths is 
manageable with respect to safety when taking into consideration the mitigations proposed. 

Types of procedure 

The following approaches are proposed for the new IAP, all of which are approved by ICAO and the 
CAA: LNAV, LNAV/VNAV and LPV. LEA is aware that LPV approaches may be unavailable because, 
post-Brexit, the UK is no longer eligible for the EGNOS Safety of Life service but it will implement 
LPV if this situation changes.  

CAT C&D operations 

As per the consultation document, Category C & D movements will not be operated without 
coordination and agreement with all local aviation stakeholders. 

It will be a rare event for a CAT C&D aircraft to fly a missed approach. CAT C&D will not conduct 
training on the new procedures. Also, due to the dependency on wind direction, the MAPs will not 
be used at the same runway end each time 

 

 

4.2.4. Instrument Approach Procedure (IAP) design 

The main objections related to the IAP centred on the concern that the designs had not given due 
consideration of the local gliding activity. Four respondents questioned why other routes could not 
be used, with one respondent illustrating alternative route options. One respondent made specific 
reference to the GAINS project (a European R&D project), which used advanced navigation 
techniques to overcome limitations in typical procedure design, and asked why the outputs of the 
project hadn’t been fully incorporated into the designs.  

Several respondents questioned why the procedures were not apparently based on standard 3° 
glide path. 

LEA response: 

IAP 

The designs have been developed by a CAA Approved Procedure Design Organisation to comply 
with the latest Edition of: ICAO DOC8168 Aircraft Operations Vol II Construction of Visual and 
Instrument Flight Procedures, Seventh Ed 2020, and relevant State guidance and criteria. They have 
been designed to minimise the impact as far as practicable for all stakeholders.   
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The designs were developed to adhere as closely as practicable to the suggested PANS OPS 
standard GNSS T or Y bar concept cognisant of such guidance in CAP1122 which was in force during 
initial development. 

The IAPs have not made use of the advanced navigation techniques used in the European GAINS 
project because aircraft arriving at LEA will not generally be equipped with suitable equipment for 
these techniques. Examples of this include Radius-to-Fix (RF) legs and very high navigation accuracy 
(RNP) requirements. 

Furthermore, non-standard procedures (eg course reversal for missed approach) would only be 
used for obstacle avoidance, and the CAA has told LEA that it would not consider them appropriate 
for airspace management and not desirable for a typical General Aviation approach procedure.  

Recommended vertical profile 

The final approaches are based on a standard vertical profile of 3°, which aircraft will be expected 
to adhere to. There are some waypoints along the approach path which have a corresponding 'not 
below' altitude. These are not to be read as the optimum flight profile and does not mean aircraft 
will always be at that height. 

The designs provided in the consultation documentation are graphical representations of the 
procedure only and not meant as a chart for AIP publication. The charts were accurate but 
indicative. The final charts will be compliant with UK AIP standards 

Note that the procedures are a standard PANS Ops design, and as such noise will not be made 
worse by the procedure design. 

 

  

4.2.5. Environment / Climate change 

Five respondents objected on the grounds that increased aircraft to LEA would have an adverse 
impact on climate change and questioned how the expansion of operations was in line with 
government climate change targets. Two respondents questioned whether a full environment 
impact assessment had been conducted and highlighted increases in carbon emissions from private 
jets over the previous 15 years. 

LEA response: 

An environmental impact assessment has not been conducted and is outside the scope of the ACP 
application.  

However, LEA is a very small airport in national terms and believes that its additional movements 
would not prevent government meeting national climate objectives. Nevertheless, LEA, and its local 
aircraft operators, will of course be subject to government climate policies. 
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4.2.6. Economic benefits 

Three respondents raised concerns that the economic benefits the implementation IAPs would 
bring would not outweigh the negatives i.e. noise and pollution. Two respondents questioned 
whether an economic impact assessment had been conducted. 

LEA response: 

LEA has not produced a public economic evaluation but believes that the introduction of IAPs will 
bring an overall economic benefit both to the airport and local area.  
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5. Conclusions and next steps 

This report has summarised the response to the LEA airspace change consultation. The consultation 
lasted for 12 weeks and the consultation materials were sent to over 300 consultees.  Seventy 
responses were received of which: 

• 29 objected to the introduction of the IAPs,  

• 14 were in support of the proposals,  

• 10 responses provided either no comment or no objection. 

The themes of support and objection have been summarised in this document, as well as LEA’s 
response. 

As a response to some of the issues raised: 

• LEA will undertake a traffic study to better understand the traffic levels around LEA. This will 
be an input to the safety assessment which will be updated as appropriate. 

• LEA will invite local airspace users to propose wordings for the notices on the final charts. 

• LEA continues to offer resources to agree LoAs with local airspace users.




















































































