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1. Introduction - The Light Aircraft Association (LAA) 
1.1. The LAA is a members association representing some 6800 members building, 

owning and flying light aircraft operating on Permits to Fly.  With 2700 operating 
aircraft and a further 1600 in various stages of build it is a large fleet.   

1.2. The LAA operate as the Continuing Airworthiness Authority for the above fleet 
under delegated authority from the CAA and is a NATMAC listed Consultee.  

1.3. The LAA is a member of the General Aviation Alliance (GAA) representing 72000 
members across all forms of General Aviation. 

1.4. The LAA support the objective of the “once in a generation” opportunity 
presented by the AMS to modernise the UK airspace, its potential to benefit the 
UK economy through systemisation and utilisation of modern aircraft increased 
performance and navigation capabilities. 

1.5. The LAA support the ICAO and CAA Policies that the define the default 
classification for airspace as Class G 

1.6. The LAA further support the intent of the AMS and SARG Policy 126 in minimising 
the amount of controlled airspace (CAS) commensurate with ensuring safety 
and the requirement for justification of any higher classification lying with the 
sponsor of that higher classification. 

1.7. The LAA would add to that the need for the sponsors to demonstrate that any 
request to increase in classification, from Class G is not exporting or ignoring 
the risk to safety, such as mid-air collision (MAC). 

1.8. The LAA approach to any consultation is of positive engagement, supporting 
when appropriate, with constructive criticism to the best of our ability and 
experience when needed.  The LAA believe that such collaboration in 
consultation processes is beneficial to all airspace users, sponsors and 
designers in arriving at a shared understanding of the issues at hand and leading 
to effective mitigation. 

1.9. We liaise and often collaborate with the other General Aviation (GA) bodies, 
nationally and locally, in the interest of efficiency and effective interaction so 
that sponsors may benefit from a comprehensive response.  Some of the 
referenced documents are resultant from that collaboration and as many of our 
members are connected to those local organisations and can provide a 
significant level of detail to the response in the interests of the foregoing 
paragraph. 
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2. Consultation History / Previous Contact 
2.1. The LAA have been formally involved with and followed, with the same 

representative throughout, the Edinburgh and Glasgow Airports ACPs from their 
Stage 1 consultations.  The LAA have maintained informal contacts with 
Edinburgh Airport in the intervening periods.  There has been no informal 
contact with Glasgow Airport in the intervening periods. 

2.2. Despite the assertion in (p103, para 7.5.9) – “The NERL ScTMA project has 
engaged at all stages with representatives of GA. Focusing on those most likely 
impacted by the proposed changes (BGA, LAA and local flying clubs) and have 
requested feedback on proposals as they have been developed.”  We must 
register our objection to this false statement as the LAA have had no previous 
contact with NATS NERL regarding their ACP.  

2.3. The LAA did have very informative and much appreciated contact concerning 
the MTMA potential ACP.  During that engagement we were advised to expect a 
similar information session in the near future for the ScTMA ACP.  In the event 
there was no such session.  Whilst we are aware of contact between NERL and 
the BGA we are not aware of any contact with “local flying clubs” as is also 
claimed. 

2.4. We note with disappointment that requests made at both airports Stage 1 
Consultations do not seem to have been taken into account or even noted.  
Namely the so called “German” model of CTR with a width of 3 miles to either 
side of the runway centreline.  This was presented with the question “why not” 
by the A4all representative at Edinburgh Stage 1 and by the LAA in later contact 
and by the LAA to the Glasgow Stage 1 consultation. 

2.5. We therefore once again ask the same question: ”why not” ..adopt a minimum 
controlled airspace model as suggested, as required in CAA SARG Policy126 
and as the AMS set as an objective ? 

 

3. Webinars and Q&A Sessions Attended at Stage 3 
3.1. The LAA representative attended the GA Webinar for all three ACPs on 10 

November 2025.  The GA community requested online meetings with Edinburgh 
Airport that took place on 10December 2025 .  A further GA Q&A session 
provided by Glasgow Airport was attended on 11 November 2025. 

3.2. There were no informal contacts, other than emailed questions and requests, 
with the sponsors during the period of consultation beyond the request to 
Edinburgh for the above meeting. 
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4. The Current Process 
4.1. The varied documentation formatting across the three separate documents did 

not assist in speeding comprehension of a significant volume of material.   
4.2. Questionnaire Responses are suitable for some audiences and for some levels 

of content and are apparently aimed at simplifying the task of counting the 
responses for or against any option.  They are absolutely not suitable for more 
involved stakeholders, with particularly detailed and extensive comments, such 
as the LAA and sister organisations representing groups of airspace users.  
Further the wording of some responses is inappropriate and potentially 
misleading for our need to provide detailed responses. 

4.3. The purpose of this document is to provide more detail than is possible in the 
online response and with as necessary diagrams and other information.  As 
agreed with the sponsors this document will be referred to within the online 
response and is to be read in conjunction with that online response to each ACP 
as if they are one. 

4.4. As the three ACPs are indeed, to a degree, interdependent, if not as appears an 
integrated design, this document will address the response to all three and will 
be referred to on each ACP. 

 

5. LAA Response Format and References 
5.1. Online Responses 

The LAA will complete all three online responses. 
5.2. Referenced Documents listed below will have been sent under separate 

responses to the various sponsors but are referenced and included here for 
completeness.  

5.2.1. A4All “German” Model of CTR Dimensions  
5.2.2. East of Scotland Strut of the LAA Response Document 
5.2.3. Flightplan Aviation / Fife EGPJ Response Document 
5.2.4. Kirknewton Flying Group Response Document 
5.2.5. General Aviation Alliance Response Document 
5.2.6. Scottish Aero Club Briefing Document 
5.2.7. British Gliding Association / Portmoak Scottish Gliding Centre Response 

Document, with appendices 
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6. NERL Systemisation 
6.1. Although it was expected to be an “integrated” design between all three 

sponsors, due to the relatively small distance between the airports, it quickly 
became clear that it is not integrated at all.  Beyond the airports and NERL, as 
confirmed by question during the webinar of 11 November, defining a point in 
space for the connection between the instrument Flight Procedure (IFP) and 
airways there appears to be no further definition of that “interface” as might be 
expected in a systemised environment.  It might be expected for instance to 
define an arrivals rate / capacity that the airport could accept from the upper 
airspace and in so doing avoid the need for vectoring, and potentially holding, in 
normal circumstances and in turn obviate the need for some CAS.  That was our 
understanding of the systemised environment described at the outset and for 
the AMS as an objective.   

 

6.2. From the Manchester TMA (MTMA) meeting we learned. In addition to the design 
and simulation processes, that flow regulation in the airways is in existence, 
although the package name is not recalled.  Added to that “pairwise” where the 
departing airport coordinates the departure timing with the destination airport 
to avoid holding and vectoring for spacing reasons so that runway capacity is 
maximised at the same time and with obvious environmental benefit. 

 
6.3. At the MTMA briefing meeting we commented / questioned that the underlying 

“blocks” of airspace were not being changed in any apparent way and that the 
result was constraining the designer’s freedom to adopt a truly clean sheet 
approach in order to fully exploit the “once in a generation” opportunity.  Whilst 
we have not had a similar briefing for the ScTMA, we are assuming that, again, 
the underlying blocks are as the 1950s or whenever design was set out.  
Certainly, it seems so from the continuing and irregular shapes of CAS at 
interface with the CTA.   It would appear that a reduction in CAS from the 
improved accuracy of navigation is not being realised. Indeed the report 
indicates as much. We are happy to be corrected in our assumption ? 
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6.4. The use at Glasgow of vectoring as part of a hybrid RNP/Vectoring system, and 
vectoring at Edinburgh & Glasgow in anything other than extreme weather or 
emergency would appear not to meet the AMS objectives and potentially require 
more than minimum CAS above 7000ft.    

 

6.5. NERL - Coyle Hold. Whilst many of our community typically occupy lower 
altitudes a significant number do fly higher and more so in the highlands for 
safety reasons as the terrain rises and becomes less hospitable to a forced 
landing.  Thus, the additional Coyle hold is an issue for our members safety 
through creating additional CAS.  Secondly when the Fyner hold to the NW is 
more likely to be more frequently used for non systemised traffic arrivals, and 
yet is Class “E” why, and apparently illogically, is Coyle at Class “D” ? 

 

6.6. We are aware of some reasoning for the Coyle hold as shared with us by 
Glasgow.  But we remain unconvinced of the need based upon the suggested 
capacity, traffic origin and location of the Coyle hold and in a systemised 
environment.  For instance, the suggestion that arrivals from Turkey and the 
middle east would use Coyle will surely incur undesirable additional track miles.  
We refer to para 6.2 and Appendix 4 of the BGA / Portmoak Response, without 
the need to repeat here, having studied the same arrivals data provided in 
correspondence with yourselves. 

 

6.7. Consulting some of our members who operate from Glasgow as commercial 
airline pilots further confirmed that the Coyle hold, in their view, is unlikely to be 
required or be desirable for most of the inbound traffic. 

 

6.8. The DOPEY Star, with its connection to Coyle and the creation of additional CAS 
is, as in 6.7 similarly not necessary and, as it impacts upon Class G 
unnecessarily, should be dispensed with at the same time. 
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6.9. The case for Coyle is further reduced in our view due to the proposal by Glasgow 
to operate a hybrid RNP / Vectoring system.  Though we do not believe that 
specific option serves the AMS objective either and is commented later. 

 

6.10. NERL therefore need to reconsider relocating, within the existing TMA 
ideally, and / or dispensing with the Coyle hold and if unconvinced to do so, then 
provide effective justification, than so far has been the case, for it meeting the 
AMS objective of minimised CAS ? 

 
7. Edinburgh 

7.1. Size of CTR – Proposed as 7nm either side of the runway centreline and 
extending 12.9 miles from the threshold.  The issue of the excessive size has 
been raised on a number of occasions and most recently at the Stage 1 
Consultation, face to face, meeting in Edinburgh when Mr John Brady of A4All 
tabled an example which we are calling the “German” model of CTR with a width 
of 3 miles either side of the runway centreline and with it the question “why not 
?  It was raised again in subsequent contacts to Edinburgh but is not referred to 
in documentation of previous contact and clearly neither is it the question 
answered in the design. 

 

7.2. Edinburgh has approximately  one third of the flights compared to other 
comparable sized single runway airports such as London Gatwick or Norwich 
and yet it has a CTR twice the size of London Heathrow.  Why is this so and why 
has this once in a lifetime opportunity to rationalise airspace not been taken to 
rationalise the 1950s airspace design to suit modern aircraft ? 

 

7.3. Clean Sheet – Repeated assurances were given at Stage 1 and since that a 
“clean sheet” approach to the design was being taken.  The result is very clearly 
not a “clean sheet”.  Instead, it is several “tweaks” and areas of increased CAS, 
laterally and vertically, for no apparent justifiable reason and no meaningful or 
useful reduction in CAS.  The motivation seems to be regularising the CTR shape 
geometrically, and extending it, generally for no justified technical or operational 
requirement as current operations, in theory less optimal than systemised, 
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operate safely enough with current airspace.  Why then is the CAS not reduced 
beyond the geometrical adjustments ?  

 
7.4. Had it been a clean sheet design the shape of the CTR and the shape of the CTA 

should have been considered from first principles, against the documented 
operational requirements, applicable design, “buffering” rules and best practice 
coupled with modern capabilities and resultant improved accuracy.  Clearly 
retaining and tweaking the CTA elements has not been done following such a 
process. 

 

7.5. CTA – 5. NE Routes / Forth Crossing – We, the LAA & BGA, were together briefed 
during past informal meetings of the development of the NE routing for future 
route growth and the potential benefit to the environment and to capacity in the 
airways to the south of Edinburgh, offering reduced track miles which objective 
we can support. However, at the time we pointed out the importance to GA, 
local and from distance too, of the frequently used route across the Forth 
Estuary and that increasing the distance across water or limitation to the 
crossing altitude was unacceptable on safety grounds.  The heat map below 
shows GA traffic using sky demon. 

 

 

Figure 1 Heat Map GA Forth Crossings Courtesy Sky Demon 
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7.6. The routing across the Forth was recognised by the Future Airspace Strategy VFR 

Implementation Group (FASVIG) in 2017 as “of particular importance to VFR 
aircraft transiting between central and north-east Scotland and England” and 
that “any increased vertical or lateral restriction increases the hazard in the 
event of engine failure as the Firth of Forth widens significantly to the east” 
 

7.7. A minimum altitude of 5000Ft was discussed and that the crossing distance be 
minimised.  As it now appears that requirement has not been met in either 
dimension.  The additional airspace means the crossing distance is significantly 
increased and the 3000ft altitude is unacceptable on safety grounds.  Adopting 
the CAA “Take 2” approach would result in a crossing altitude of just 2300Ft for 
an overwater distance of 11.5 miles or additional crossing requests to Edinburgh 
(EGPH) ATC. 

 
7.8. Having researched the typical altitudes for aircraft on approach to Edinburgh, 

the base of CTA-5 at 3500 ft and at distance from the runway is also not justified.  
CTA4,5&6 are expansions of CAS without justification in aspects of their detail 
such as altitude and that have the potential to impact on the safety of GA traffic 
crossing the Forth 

 
7.9. We note what we assume to be a typo in the text describing descent angles as 

3% and climb at 7% rather than in degrees.  
 
7.10. The situation is more severe for gliding in that the change will, without a 

timely transit being given, prevent their long distance / record flights that require 
to cross the Forth at altitude and that their need, from the same meeting, 
appears not to have been addressed either. 

 
7.11. We refer you, for further detail, to the East of Scotland Strut, Scottish Aero 

Club, Flightplan Aviation (EGPJ) and Kirknewton Flying Group response 
documents whose significant and detailed concerns we share. 
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7.12. We note too with concern that a comment from the airport in the meeting 
with Edinburgh implied that they wanted “us” to” quantify” the GA traffic using 
the Forth Crossing and that causes us to assume that they were unaware of its 
importance to GA.  Whilst the above reports contain heat maps, kindly provided 
by Skydemon, we believe it is the sponsor / airports responsibility to survey their 
environment as part of the design and justification process.  Further they have 
access to far better facilities in order to do so.  

 
7.13. CAS to North pf the CTR– This is a pinch point through expansion of CAS 

and potentially exports an increased risk of mid-air collision (MAC) through 
compressing east west traffic into a narrower corridor north of Thornton.  The 
risk is particularly to eastbound traffic being in close proximity to inbound and 
circuit traffic at Fife EGPJ.  It further forces overflight of a model flying site at 
Coaltown of Balgonie with additional MAC risk.   

 

 

Figure 2Fife Airport Proximity to CTR - Courtesy Fife Airport 
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7.14. Traffic following the CAA “Take 2” initiative and skirting the northern 

boundary of CAS would fly straight through the Fife circuit or potentially infringe 
by late action to avoid the Fife circuit.  Considering that. Fife EGPJ is clearly 
identifiable on the charts the designers need to explain why they did not 
consider this aspect ? 

 
7.15. The A92 road is a feature typically used by transiting VFR pilots and that 

will now be within the CTR.  This is not an acceptable or even sensible design.  
Neither is the need for additional CAS justified. 

 
7.16. Thornton Village – Traffic, giving way to other arriving traffic or for skydiving 

at EGPJ to ensure separation, typically orbit the village of Thornton which will be 
precluded in this design. 

 

7.17. CAS Extension to SW.   CTA-1. This area is heavily populated with 
windfarms and, due to their height, flight below 2200 is effectively precluded.  
The CAA “Take 2” initiative similarly suggest flight above 2300Ft is inadvisable 
beneath the base of CAS at 2500ft.  Thus, traffic is at an increased risk of 
breaching the 500ft obstacle clearance rule or of infringing.  The risk of MAC is 
increased by forcing potentially opposing and even same direction traffic into a 
narrow vertical corridor.  This is poor design, apparently made in ignorance of 
the surrounding operations and as such in unacceptable on grounds of safety. 
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Figure 3 Windfarms in CTA-1, VRP inside CAS - Courtesy Kirknewton Flying Group 

 
7.18. The additional CAS in the CTR to the SW would encompass and prevent 

use of the Cobbinshaw VRP which is used by VFR traffic at Kirknewton and by 
traffic transiting the Edinburgh zone.  Suitable alternatives in the rural area are 
limited. 

 
7.19. CTA-2 has increased in size and with a base at 2500Ft appears 

incompatible with others at 6000ft? 
 
7.20. Edinburgh / Glasgow Corridor – This area has been a long-standing issue 

for gliding and for GA due to its restricted width and potential for infringements.  
We are aware and support the request by the gliding fraternity for a 10 mile wide 
to 5000Ft corridor without which, even with their LOA in place, makes the 
corridor unusable by unpowered flight. 
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7.21.  We note positively that Glasgow have been able to raise the base to 
4500ft and would encourage Edinburgh to do the same and as CTA-1 is not 
justified even by current operations.  Neither is it appropriate to retain CAS 
permanently for “vectoring in case of bad weather or emergency’  when  suitable 
separation in such infrequent and unlikely scenarios is available by other 
means. 

 
7.22. The extent of Edinburgh airspace in the corridor poses a further challenge 

to aircraft flying downwind on the missed approach from Cumbernauld EGPG.  
Almost certainly a high pressure situation for the pilot when setting up to fly the 
approach once again but heading for a wall of Edinburgh airspace, due to its 
extension to the West, at the same very limited time. 

 
7.23. Further, the very detailed discussion of these areas is found in the 

Flightplan Aviation Response document which has our support and as such 
there is no need for us to reproduce here.   We commend for consideration, the 
very practical suggestions for modifications to the design in some areas and 
generally lifting the base of CAS or preferably removing altogether. 

 
7.24. Having consulted with several commercial pilots, who are LAA members, 

with A380 ratings downwards and as the “emergency” quoted by Edinburgh was 
equipment (GPS) failure we have confirmed that a RNP routing could be if 
necessary hand flown with sufficient accuracy.  So that “Emergency” as a 
justification for retaining CAS “just in case” should be removed on that basis. 

 
7.25. Vectoring due to bad weather local to the airport was given as another 

reason for retaining airspace “just in case”.  A reasonable expectation would be 
that movements would be held if the weather was close in  to the airfield. And 
that a safety case would be made for the rare occasions and limited use that 
vectoring may be required outside of CAS, with the absence of anything but IFR 
traffic in such conditions, without the need to retain CAS “just in case”.  Such 
retention of CAS  is inappropriate,  inconveniencing to normal operation by other 
airspace users.  Thus we question whether such retention is appropriate under 
CAA policy and the AMS ? 
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7.26. And the question, Why not ? must be repeated regarding consideration of 
the “German” model of reduced CAS or even in comparison with similar single 
runway airports, such as Gatwick and Norwich, having far more movements and 
yet far less CAS ?   

 
7.27. In summary the Edinburgh ACP is not the clean sheet design as stated 

and anticipated, it represents unwarranted expansion of CAS in areas crucial to 
and impacting upon GA safety.   

 

 
8. Glasgow 

8.1. Edinburgh – Glasgow Corridor - We note positively that Glasgow have been able 
to raise the base to 4500 ft and would encourage Glasgow to consider raising a 
further 500 ft to the requested 5000 ft 
 

8.2. The Infringement hotspot at Loch Carron has been highlighted in consultations 
as has the lack of understanding about the shape of the airspace in that 
location.  Rumour has its origin being for a Surveillance Radar Approach (SRA).  
The question was asked again during the online Q&A webinar with Glasgow but 
no answer was possible.  We were instead shown the IFPs in that area which, 
somewhat surprisingly, seem to route around the periphery of the existing 
airspace profile.  We are none the wiser as regards the origin / shape of the 
projection into Loch Carron or its marginal shift southwards.  The shape of the 
airspace in this location and the extent both contribute to infringement and 
should be removed / altered. 

 
8.3. The below heat map shows firstly that the majority of VFR / GA traffic routes 

around the CTR and shows the volume of traffic concentrated into the 
Kilmarnock ScTMA5 / CTA-3 Corridor and similarly the Edinburgh – Glasgow 
Corridor to the east of the Glasgow CTR. 
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Figure 4Glasgow CTR / Edinburgh - Glasgow Corridor Courtesy Strathaven Airfield 

 
 
8.4. We understand that in a similar consultation with representatives of 

Cumbernauld  airport highlighted the need for a rapid 180 degree turn 
immediately after going around, for aircraft on a missed approach at 
Cumbernauld EGPG and which is far from an ideal situation. 

 
8.5. In both of the above cases it was suggested that “there may be some flexibility” 

in moving Glasgow airspace to the West in this area.  That “flexibility” raises the 
question again – Why was the projection at Loch Carron there and why is it being 
preserved ?    Whilst it will be a positive move to solve both issues it does appear 
indicative that the Glasgow design has not achieved the AMS and SARG Policy 
126 objective of minimum CAS. 

 
8.6. Glasgow, as at Edinburgh, has several multiples of the airspace around London 

Heathrow Airport with some 10 miles to either side of the runway centreline and 
8 miles from the boundary to the threshold.  As mentioned above, Glasgow was 
also presented with the A4All “German” model with the same “Why not” 
question.  Again, this was neither recorded nor answered in the interim or, it 
would appear, in this design. 

 
8.7. Commercial traffic at Glasgow is approximately 20% less than Edinburgh.  

Movements at Glasgow are enhanced by two flight training establishments at 
the airport whilst there is no flight training at Edinburgh.  As can be shown on 
heat maps GA traffic typically route around Glasgow airspace incurring 
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additional track miles and creating enhanced risk of MAC.  The cause of this is 
unclear but it has certainly been the case in the past that the airport has stated 
that no transits will be given due to ATC capacity constraints. 

 
8.8. Reduction in the volume of airspace would reduce the need for transits and 

reduce ATC workload, improve GA Safety and reduce unnecessary track miles 
as well as reduce the opportunity and thus frequency of infringement.  Having 
made the proposal at Stage 1, in line with LAA and CAA policy, it is disappointing 
to see that CAS has increased in lateral and, in some areas, vertical extents.  GA 
representatives repeatedly suggested that Glasgow should adopt a clean sheet 
approach, as at Edinburgh.  Clearly by simply tweaking and extending of the 
existing CTA and preservation of the already large CTR it is not a clean sheet 
design from first principles and neither is it as a result, taking advantage of 
modern aircraft performance and improvements in navigation as expected by 
systemisation. 

 

8.9. Coyle Hold – As in the NERL ACP response above the justification for this hold 
existing and at Class D is not made and neither for the Dopey Star that feeds it 
along with the necessary CAS.  The proposed hybrid RNP/vectoring option 
chosen by Glasgow along with the experience of our local members who are 
professional commercial pilots, would seem to obviate the need too.  Removing 
and/or relocating within the TMA and reducing it to Class E would go some way 
to minimising the volume of CAS. 

 
8.10.   The choice by Glasgow of a hybrid RNP / Vectoring system seems to go 

against the intent of the AMS and the systemisation of air traffic that was 
suggested at the outset.   Vectoring, as was amply demonstrated in the initial 
stages, consumes vast swathes of airspace, is not liked by airlines who would 
like where possible to” cut the throttles at 35000ft and descend straight in” and 
impacts negatively on runway capacity.  It cannot be compliant with the CAA 
policy of minimal CAS and AMS intent, if not the letter, to “modernise the UK 
airspace”. The LAA therefore object to this option on principle and in the 
interests of minimising CAS and providing equitable access to airspace for all 
airspace users. 
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8.11. Campsie Fells  CTA-1  This area to the North of the airport is shown as 
Class D and down to low level.  Whilst it is an important site for wave soaring 
and for hang gliding it is also trafficked by GA and not by commercial traffic so 
that the justification for Class D, in an already massive CAS is questionable? 

 
8.12. Secondly as many local pilots know, and as we recall confirmed during 

liaison for COP26, this area is largely blinded to radio calls by the high ground, 
similarly blinded by radar and is largely outside the radar calibrated range for 
ATC to be able to issue instructions to traffic in the area.  Thus, why when no 
“control” is technically possible is the Classification at “D” or CAS at all ? 

 
8.13. ScTMA7 Gla CTA-4  Again this area is poorly served by radio so that the 

reduction in base of CAS to 4500 and change from Class E to Class D is both 
pointless and obstructive to GA traffic in the area. 

 
8.14. The LAA object to the various reductions in the base and increases in the 

classification  of CAS in the Glasgow, including TMA-3, - CTA-13 as unjustified 
and unjustifiable, counter to the AMS objective and CAA policy SARG 126. 

 
8.15. Crosbie Windfarm / Hunterston Gap – The gap is a well-known pinch 

point, often causing pilots to route over water to avoid the risk of infringing either 
CAS or the Restricted Area (RA) and remains so in the Glasgow ACP thus 
continuing to impact upon safety.  Although Hunterston is now closed it would 
be unwise to assume removal of the RA as seems to be the case in retaining the 
CTA and continuing the horizontal pinch point.  Further the Q&A session again 
indicated “flexibility” in the airspace here so that again the assumption is that 
Glasgow is again not designed to minimal CAS. 

 
8.16. The area and safety are further impacted by a new windfarm “Crosbie” 

and as with the windfarms adjacent to the Edinburgh CTA these have the result 
of channelling GA traffic into a reduced vertical corridor against the base of CAS 
above and the required 500Ft clearance to the turbines below. 
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Figure 5 Crosbie / Hunterston - Courtesy Strathaven Airfield 

 

8.17. Kilmarnock Corridor / West Kilbride - A similar issue arises in the 
Kilmarnock Corridor which again is a common GA routing to avoid Glasgow CAS 
and around West Kilbride where traffic is squeezed against the base of CAS.  In 
addition to the heat map in 9.3 above.  The below graphic shows the form of the 
corridor. 

 

Figure 6 Representation of the Kilmarnock Corridor Courtesy Strathaven Airfield 
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8.18. A similar issue even more constricted situation occurs in the Irvine 
Corridor as the graphic below shows:- 
 

 

Figure 7 Irvine Corridor - Courtesy Strathaven Airfield 
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8.19. And again in the area of West Kilbride:- 

 

Figure 8 West Kilbride Corridor - Courtesy Strathaven Airfield 

 

8.20. The Glasgow CTR is approximately 10 miles to either side of the runway 
centreline and has CAS approximately 3 times the area of London Heathrow .  
Yet Glasgow has only one runway, less traffic than Edinburgh and so even less 
than one third of the traffic at, for example, London Gatwick. 

 
8.21. Reducing CAS, quite apart from the AMS intent and CAA Policy is surely 

good practice for the airport too in reducing the airport costs of managing CAS 
and reducing volume of transit requests which, bearing in mind the apparent 
limited capacity of ANSPs to provide such transits should be welcomed by them 
too.  Less CAS is further beneficial by reducing infringement opportunities and 
reduced exportation of MAC risk to airspace users outside of CAS. 
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8.22. The irregular shapes seen in most airspace and at all levels in the UK are, 
for VFR pilot, part of the recipe for uncertainty and infringement creating as they 
do, dead ends and pinch points to catch out the unwary and unplanned.   These 
shapes are assumed to be the product of 1950s thinking coupled with aircraft 
performance of the same period. Thus the AMS intent to modernise the airspace 
etc. as a once in a lifetime opportunity is the chance to remove this relic of the 
past.  The AMS must benefit all airspace users and as those operating within 
CAS will almost never have to contend with the problem experienced outside of 
CAS.  In this respect the “modernisation aspect seems to be stalled in a halfway 
house for reasons unknown and is apparently attempting to overlay a modern 
design on a 1950s backbone, as the closest analogy.  It is a limitation on the 
designers’ ability to deliver the truly modern systemised that the AMS envisages.  
And so the questions to be answered is :- Why has this framework and this ACP, 
apparently not been subject to a clean sheet approach? 
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9. Conclusion 

9.1. The LAA support the aims of the AMS in modernising the UK airspace 
9.2. The LAA expectation was for real change and significant reductions in that CAS 

as a result and for areas such as these in the Scottish TMA having apparently 
overly large volumes to be significantly reduced 

9.3. The LAA have concern for the future if, as is demonstrated here, and all too often 
in other ACPs the needs of GA and our members along with the policy or 
equitable access for all airspace users, are it appears, not recognised. 

9.4. The proposed expansion of CAS in the airport ACPs here, and the apparent 
ignoring of CAA initiatives such as “Take 2” in the design process that would see 
traffic routing through an airfield circuit are but one of several, as set out, 
demonstrations of our concerns in10.3 

9.5. We refer to a number of documents above produced by, generally, local bodies 
within which our members for a constituent part and in order that the process 
can benefit from their invaluable detailed local knowledge. We thus commend 
them to you in order that they be read. 

9.6. The clear breaches of the CAA policy 126 in, it appears, not minimising CAS, 
retaining CAS on a “just in case” basis. Wafer thin justifications, such as the 
Coyle hold and related significant volume of CAS, for possible future use. Are 
perhaps symptoms of the process complexity, cost and concrete like nature of 
the result.  This does not serve all airspace users equitably and would perhaps 
be better replaced with a more flexible, economic and responsive process. 

9.7. Whilst not directly related to these ACPs the future Airspace Design Service will 
be dealing with far more involved and complex situations in the future and so 
this exercise will we hope be a learning exercise for all involved. 

 







Response to Edinburgh Airspace Proposal 

Justin Kennedy 07798661985  
 

1. General 

This document is a response to the Edinburgh Airspace Change Proposal. It 
is the product of a series of club and Strut meetings that have included 
many General Aviation users of this airspace as possible. The Scottish Aero 
Club, relevant Struts of the Light Aircraft Association, East of Scotland 
Microlights have all been involved. This document has been widely 
distributed to the GA community affected by the Edinburgh proposals. The 
Edinburgh response has involved Justin Kennedy, Chairman of the LAA East 
of Scotland Strut in conjunction with Keith Boardman representing the LAA 
Strathtay Strut and William Scott, Chairman of the Scottish Aeroclub.  We 
are also directly associated with Ian Sweetland, LAA Director based in 
Scotland, who is also responding to the Glasgow proposals. 

Our primary concern is the North/South VFR transit adjacent to the 
Edinburgh CTR and CTAs proposed changes below 7,000ft. The proposals 
have a detrimental effect on such transits and given the traffic density 
projections at Edinburgh it is hard to imagine that North/South zone transits 
would be more readily available.  
The Edinburgh Proposals detrimentally affect the safety and availability of 
the alternative routes. Our points consider the CAA Policy for the Design of 
Controlled Airspace and conform to legislation on separation (VSM) In less 
favourable weather conditions, North of the central belt could be 
completely cut off from the South. 
We expect you to be hearing from affected pilots 

  
The concerns are threefold.  

2. Eastern Boundary concerning area 7 & 8. 
3. Low level river crossing in Area 3,4 & 6. 
4. Boundary concerning CTA1 and CTA3. 

 

 

  

 



The maps and diagrams throughout are taken from the Edinburgh 
Airspace Change Proposal and are referred to in the coming sections. 
The light aircraft Heat Map is provided by Tim Dawson OBE of Sky 
Demon.  
 
 

 
 
 

 Produced by Tim Dawson OBE of Sky Demon.  (2 years of SkyDemon flights to Nov 24) 
 



1. Eastern Boundary area 7 & 8 
 
We are concerned by the Edinburgh Proposal for the river crossing between 
Largo Bay and North Berwick just outside of the Eastern boundary of the 
current Edinburgh CAS.  As can be seen from the Heat Map above, this is a 
heavily used route by GA especially for aircraft routing to and from Perth to 
Newcastle and the South. Eliminating the need for many zone transits 
through the TMA.  

The Edinburgh proposal to create Area 8 with a base of 3500 ft reduces the 
safety and usability of our existing crossing. 
Asking pilots who have been to our meetings, most say they make the 
crossing at 5,500 ft.  

We therefore seek a 5500 ft Forth crossing, in or near this area, as 
necessary to avoid a serious reduction in the accessibility of a safe 
crossing for light aircraft in Class G Airspace. 

 In pursuit of this aim we obviously need to move our corridor to the East to 
allow the commercial aircraft descending onto the ILS for Runway 24 to 
have separation from our requested corridor with a 5,500 ft ceiling. The 
problem is that the most Northerly tip of Area 8 (marked by the cross 
hatched area) on the map on the next page has a 3500 ft base that cuts off 
our requested corridor. 

We therefore suggest that our new corridor (marked in Green) move further 
East to run from Largo Bay to Earlsferry and then turn South direct to North 
Berwick. 
This means that a light aircraft would be over land by following the coast 
until coasting out East of Earlsferry and tracking across the shortest 
crossing to North Berwick. This would only require a small change to Area 8 
as shown on our map below.  

The small change to the Edinburgh Proposal that we are requesting is that 
the part of Area 8 that is marked by cross hatching in black would be 
removed from Area 8 and be added to the Scottish TMA5 which will give it a 
base of the 5,500 ft that we need. Made possible by moving our route 
Eastward. 
The base of both Area 7 & 8 ignore the law on separation (VSM) we think 
they should both be 500 ft higher than the Proposal sets them.  



 
Chart from page 533 of the Full Operations Appraisal 
attached to the Edinburgh Proposal 

The route of the descent of inbound aircraft to the ILS Runway 24 shown on 
your map shows that the commercial aircraft will be at 6000 ft at point 
Davis and over 7,000 ft as they cross both the coast at Largo Bay and 
Earlsferry coastline thus giving a healthy 1,500 ft separation. They will not 
be on the ILS at this point. Our research shows that aircraft are usually well 
above this that far out. 
The light aircraft using this the Class G airspace below the Scottish TMA5 
would have the 5,500 ft they need all the way from Largo Bay to North 
Berwick in Class G airspace with a ceiling of 5,500 ft. 

 The route would be easily navigated accurately by VFR aircraft by staying 
over the land all the way from Largo Bay and coasting out just East of 
Earlsferry then routing to a very visible Bass Rock after the shortest 
crossing possible. This easily navigable VFR route would reduce 
infringements and increase safety by providing a shorter crossing to North 
Berwick.  Light Aircraft would only have to fly an extra 5 miles or so. A 
satisfactory safe compromise which accommodates all airspace users.  



We would suggest that these small changes to the Edinburgh Proposal for 
Area 8 provide a satisfactory solution to both commercial and light aircraft. 

The base heights of both Area 7 & 8 ignore the law on separation (VSM) we 
think they should both be 500 ft higher than the Proposal sets them 

 
3.  Outbound commercial aircraft from Runway 06 

 
Chart from page 531 of the Full Operations appraisal 

This picture above is taken from the Edinburgh Proposal shows the 
outbound route from Runway 06 (marked in Red). None of these routes will 
conflict with the ceiling of Area 8 let alone our suggested Class G corridor. 
In the worst case the outbound aircraft from Runway 06 to the West will be 
well over 10,000 ft as it goes over our suggested corridor. No conflict with 
commercial aircraft and our requested route outbound. 



4.  Areas 3,4 & 6 of the Edinburgh Changes Proposal  
 
The airspace in Area 3,4 & 6 currently has a base of 2,500 ft and is now 
proposed to be down to the surface. For light aircraft this low level crossing 
area is a way to get round Edinburgh Airspace when other routes are 
unavailable. Its’ usage is considerable as can be seen from our Heat Map of 
the Area below.   

 
Produced by Tim Dawson OBE of Sky Demon.  (shows 2 years to Nov 24) 

The Edinburgh proposal changes this area from Class G to Surface to 6,000 
ft. The Proposal is to close this airspace completely which would cut off 
another North/South lifeline to light aircraft and GA. This will be a 
significant restriction to VFR operations around the CTR and reduce the 
flexibility that general aviation pilots currently depend on. The current 
arrangement in Area 3 has worked satisfactorily for decades. 
Currently Area 3 is Class G airspace and has had a base of 2,500 ft for 
years. The ILS for Runway 24 puts the aircraft on the ILS at 3,000 ft as they 
enter the existing CTR at 9.33 nm from touchdown which is only a 500 ft 
separation from Class G airspace below. Not a legal separation at all! 
However this anomaly does not detract from the fact that this airspace is 
valuable to light aircraft.  

We are requesting the Area 3 base be set at 1500 ft. Inbound commercial 
aircraft, on the ILS, are at 3000 ft the on the CTR boundary. This gives a legal 
separation 1,500 ft. This airspace is not used by you in your proposals or 
otherwise and it is a short crossing over water that it is a safe VFR transit 




















































