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TAG Farnborough’s letter to CAA dated 4 Sept 2017. Additionally, the Class E + TMZ will facilitate itinerant, autonomous operation of VFR 
transponder equipped aircraft within its volume, but these will be visible to both Farnborough and TC. From a Farnborough perspective, this is better 
than the current Class G based operation. Non-transponder equipped VFR aircraft will still be able to call for access to the Class E + TMZ CTAs.  
 
Ongoing CAA Class E related policy work will need to be concluded (Mandate for ‘Rationalisation of procedures associated with Class E airspace’), 
plus Farnborough and TC will, as with any change to airspace design, need to work up a training plan (TC en-route controllers in particular are not 
used to VFR interactions inside CAS) and interface arrangements. I accept there will be added complication for both units, but I don’t think this is a 
reason not to use a legitimate ICAO classification and better facilitate other airspace users. Manager AR. 
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This Airspace Change Proposal has been challenging and controversial for all parties. It has been a protracted and heated debate with modification 
and compromise. The Consultation was particularly challenging for the sponsor given the strident responses from stakeholders. Equally for those 
potentially affected the various iterations of this proposal have represented significant contention. I am satisfied that the case is now made for 
controlled airspace to contain the RNAV SIDs and STARS. I endorse the comments of the Head of Section above, particularly the introduction of 
Class E + TMZ, to be clear I propose this for CTA 9 and the whole of CTA 8. I see no argument for segmenting CTA 8 as one of the options inferred 
by “Head of section” as this would add unnecessarily to the complexity of the proposal, also by all of CTA 8 being Class E + TMZ the ability to transit 
North-South is less limited by Class D. In conclusion: CTA 8 & 9 are thin volumes of Airspace, in both cases just 1000’, large swathes of class G will 
continue to exist beneath them and beneath the vast majority of this proposal allowing other airspace users unfettered access. 
  
 






