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• Any other interested parties.  

The AC team contacted the CAA’s Skywise audience (12,931 stakeholders who have signed up to receive CAA alerts about airspace 
matters), those on the CAA’s Airspace mailing list (1,261 stakeholders who have signed up to receive more detailed messages about 
airspace matters) and 109 stakeholders who had responded to the AC’s call for evidence for a previous AC review and who had 
commented on the MLLR review. 

Although individual members of the GA community are not listed on the sponsor’s stakeholder list, the AC team have clarified that GA 
stakeholders have been targeted via multiple channels including GA-specific trade media outlets such as “Flyer” and use of the CAA’s 
Skywise alert system and Airspace mailing list as discussed above.  The sponsor has advised that the Skywise and Airspace mailing lists 
include key representatives from GA stakeholder national organisations such as the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA), the 
General Aviation Alliance (GAA), the British Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association (BHPA) and the Light Aircraft Association (LAA). The 
sponsor used these organisations as intermediaries to disseminate information on the MLLR proposal to their members.  

The NATMAC list of stakeholders includes the national GA organisations mentioned above and the sponsor has advised that briefings on 
the proposed changes to the MLLR were provided to the NATMAC membership in October 2023 and April 2024.  

B.1.2 Please provide a summary of responses below 

 

The AC team received 322 responses to their online engagement survey with 300 (93%) from individuals and 22 (6.83%) from 
organisations. The quantitative data obtained from engagement responses is set out below. 

After being asked for their name and whether they were responding on behalf of an organisation, stakeholders were asked to select the 
best description for them as a respondent: 

Question 3 Are you answering as… 

Resident affected by aviation 8 (2.48%) 

Airline passenger 2 (0.62%) 

Member of GA community 288 (89.44%) 

Unmanned Aerial System 1 (0.31%) 

Member of the commercial aviation 
industry 

15 (4.66%) 

Central or local government body including 
military 

4 (1.24%) 
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Elected political representative (for e.g., 
councillor or MP). 

0  

National representative organisation (for 
e.g., trade association).  

3 (0.93%) 

Local organisation (for e.g., community 
action group). 

1 (0.31%) 

Not answered 0 

Totals 322 

 

GA community members were asked to provide further detail. 

If you are a member of the General Aviation community, which sub-category are you 
answering as? 

Balloon 0 

Fixed-wing 0 – 2 tonne MTOW 213 (66,15%) 

Fixed-wing 2+ tonne MTOW 14 (4.35%) 

Glider 0 

Hang Gliding and Paragliding 0 

Helicopter 15 (4.66%) 

Microlight 49 (15.22%) 

Model Aircraft 0 

Other  3 (0.93%) 

Not answered 28 (8.70%) 

Total 322  
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Members of the commercial aviation industry were asked to provide further detail.  

If you are from the commercial aviation industry, which sub-category are you 
answering as? 

Airline 9 (2.80%) 

Airport 2 (0.62%) 

Air Navigation Service Provider 2 (0.62%) 

Business Aviation 6 (1.86%) 

Other  18 (5.59%) 

Not answered 285 (88.51%) 

Total 322  

 

Those falling within the “other” category above included a helicopter instructor and the police. 

Question 6 asked respondents about the proposal to reclassify the LLR to Class G airspace.  A free-text box provided stakeholders with an 
opportunity to provide their reasoning.  The qualitative data obtained from this question is discussed later in this assessment at question 
B.5.4 below. 

Question 6 What are your views on the proposal to reclassify the MLLR to Class G 
uncontrolled airspace? 

Strongly support 202 (62.73%) 

Support 72 (22.36%) 

No strong feelings either way 31 (9.63%) 

Oppose 12 (3.73%) 

Strongly oppose 5 (1.55%) 

Not answered 0 

Total 322  
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Question 7 asked for views on raising the altitude of the MLLR. A free-text box provided stakeholders with an opportunity to provide 
their reasoning. The qualitative data obtained from this question is discussed at question B.5.4 below. 

Question 7 What are your views on the proposal to raise the altitude of the MLLR from 
1300 ft to 1500 ft? 

Strongly support 269 (83.54%) 

Support 45(13.98%) 

No strong feelings either way 5 (1.55%) 

Oppose 1 (0.31%) 

Strongly oppose 2 (0.62%) 

Not answered 0 

Total 322 

 

Question 8 sought views on the proposal regarding the proposal to implement a Restricted Area (RA) with stakeholders asked to indicate 
their level of support to the use of speed restriction, 5km visibility, the QNH altimeter setting and weight restriction of 40,000 kg or less. 
The responses are captured in the following four tables.  There was also a free-text box to capture reasoning for responses provided. The 
qualitative data obtained from this question is discussed at question B.5.4 below. 

Question 8 What are your views on the proposal to implement a Restricted Area 
covering the MLLR? 

Speed restriction. 

Strongly support 140 (43.48%) 

Support 77 (23.91%) 

No strong feelings either way 75 (23.29%) 

Oppose 16 (4.97%) 

Strongly oppose 13 (4.04%) 
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Not answered 1 (0.31%) 

Total 322 

 

Question 8 What are your views on the proposal to implement a Restricted Area 
covering the MLLR? 

5km visibility 

Strongly support 127 (39.44%) 

Support 94 (29.19%) 

No strong feelings either way 62 (19.25%) 

Oppose 26 (8.07%) 

Strongly oppose 9 (2.80%) 

Not answered 4 (1.24%) 

Total 322 

 

Question 8 What are your views on the proposal to implement a Restricted Area 
covering the MLLR? 

QNH setting 

Strongly support 164 (50.93%) 

Support 92 (28.57%) 

No strong feelings either way 51 (15.84%) 

Oppose 4 (1.24%) 

Strongly oppose 4 (1.24%) 

Not answered 7 (2.17%) 
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Total 322 

 

Question 8 What are your views on the proposal to implement a Restricted Area 
covering the MLLR? 

Weight restriction of 40,000 kg or less 

Strongly support 159 (49.38%) 

Support 57 (17.70%) 

No strong feelings either way 78 (24.22%) 

Oppose 12 (3.73%) 

Strongly oppose 11 (3.42%) 

Not answered 5 (1.55%) 

Total 322 

 

Question 9 asked about increasing the width of the MLLR. A free-text box provided stakeholders with an opportunity to provide their 
reasoning. The qualitative data obtained from this question is discussed at question B.5.4 below. 

Question 9 What are your views on the proposal to increase the width of the MLLR to 
the east? 

Strongly support 233 (72.36%) 

Support 63 (19.57%) 

No strong feelings either way 19 (5.90%) 

Oppose 2 (0.62%) 

Strongly oppose 4 (1.24%) 

Not answered 1 (0.31%) 

Total 322 
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Question 10 sought views on safety concerns. 

Question 10 Do you have any concerns about the safety of the airspace if the proposed 
amendment is implemented? 

Yes 60 (18.63%) 

No 259 (80.43%) 

Not answered 3 (0.93%) 

Total 322 

 

Question 11 asked respondents about environmental impacts. There was also a free-text box to capture reasoning for responses 
provided. The qualitative data obtained from this question is discussed at question B.5.4 below. 

Question 11 Do you have any concerns about the impact on local communities or the 
environment if the proposed amendment is implemented? 

Yes 14 (4.35%) 

No 306 (95.03%) 

Not answered 2 (0.62%) 

Total 322 

 

Question 12 asked stakeholders whether they would fly in the area more if the proposals were to be implemented. There was a 
typographical error in the question with the word “it” omitted. 

Question 12 If implemented, how likely is (it) that this proposed amendment would 
increase how often you fly in this area? 

Extremely likely 37 (11.49%) 

Likely 97 (30.12%) 
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formal engagement period. Activities were tailored to suit the nature of the stakeholder audiences being targeted. 

Preliminary engagement 

Prior to commencement of the formal engagement period in May 2024, preliminary engagement was conducted with tier 1 and 2 
stakeholders. For tier 1 stakeholders, this activity included an initial meeting held in October 2023 followed by a HAZID session in January 
2024. In October 2023, tier 2 stakeholders were signposted to a report on the MLLR (that had been published in July 2023), highlighting 
issues identified and proposals for change under consideration. Subsequently, these stakeholders were invited to attend an in-person 
briefing (held February 2024 in Manchester) and encouraged to provide their feedback on initial proposals presented. 

In addition, the AC team presented their proposals at four Local Airspace Infringement Team (LAIT) meetings held between July 2023 and 
April 2024.  These are meetings that are open to the flying community to attend. 

Formal engagement period 

The steps taken to encourage participation in the formal engagement period are as follows. 

• On the first day of the engagement period, namely 21 May 2024, emails were sent to targeted stakeholders. 

• Publicising of the engagement period and the drop-in session details was via a Skywise alert issued on 21 May 2024, a local media 
briefing issued to newspapers circulating in the Manchester/Liverpool area and a briefing issued to GA trade media via email. 

• A dedicated email address was provided for any questions to be submitted to the AC team. 

• A public drop-in session was held on 4 June 2024 in Northwich.  Information boards were displayed, and members of the project 
team were available to answer questions and encourage completion of the online survey form. The event was attended by 25 
stakeholders. 

• An email was circulated to stakeholders on 8 July 2024 (4 weeks prior to engagement closing) informing that the engagement 
period was being extended. 

• Publicity materials were refreshed and issued on 8 July 2024 to publicise the extension. This was supported by social media posts 
on X and LinkedIn and social media paid adverts which specifically targeted communities under the Restricted Area (RA).  

• Updates were posted on the sponsor’s social media platforms on 5 August 2024 informing stakeholders that the engagement 
period was closing that day.  

• Although the engagement activity was hosted on the CAA’s consultation website, provision was made for postal responses to be 
submitted if stakeholders were unable to respond electronically. The address for postal returns was included in the engagement 
document and on the presentation used at the public drop-in session. No postal responses were received.  

There was a minor typographical error in the trade media briefing for editors issued on 21 May 2024 which referred to a 6-week 
engagement period when it was originally 8-weeks. However, the briefing did contain a link to the online response platform which 
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coming the other way. Manchester Airport stated that concerns existed about the reduced vertical separation from aircraft arriving on to 
RWY 05R and RWY 05L.   A wider corridor was sought by some respondents to allow for greater separation of aircraft using the corridor 
and to reduce choking and risk of mid-air collision (MAC). There was a suggestion that the airspace be widened further to the east to ease 
transit into Barton.  Manchester Airport sought for no further extension east than articulated within the engagement materials as they 
were concerned that any further widening might impact future airspace designs yet to be finalised and still subject to public consultation.  

Sponsor’s response: Further expansion would interfere significantly with either current operations at Manchester and/or Liverpool 
airports or interfere with their ongoing airspace change proposals. Going beyond the proposed dimensions and requiring changes to 
existing procedures would require application of a regulatory process outside the CAP 1991 framework. The height and width proposed 
are the maximum feasible without negatively impacting surrounding operations. Manchester Airport Group (MAG) and Liverpool airport 
are expected to minimise CAS requirements as part of their Future Airspace Strategy Implementation (FASI) proposals.  

Alternative classification 

Various views were express on classification including that Class D airspace be maintained with a listening squawk or that the airspace be 
re-classified as Class E airspace. Alternatively, it was considered that class G would encourage pilots that currently avoid the LLR due to its 
class D classification, provide flexibility, reduce workload for pilots and improve safety. Many were of the view that the current 
arrangement provides no more than the equivalent of a class G environment anyway. Manchester Airport stated that reclassification 
would be the best option available once the ORS4 expires.  They stated that retaining the LLR as Class D airspace without this exemption 
would lead to an increased workload on the airport’s ANSP and potentially a reduction in the safety of Manchester Airport’s operation. 

Sponsor’s response: The MLLR will cease to exist due to the expiration of the current exemption in ORS4 No.1596.  Continued class D 
would result in a degradation of safety barriers and likely all but remove service provision due to high ATC workload. Safety related issues 
and risks identified in our review have to be addressed via this amendment. The amount of CAS must be kept to a minimum to maintain 
a high standard of safety.  There is no requirement for the MLLR to remain as controlled airspace under Class E or any other classification.  
Class E does not require ATC interaction for Visual Flights Rules (VFR) traffic and only applies separation to Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) 
traffic.  The airspace dimensions are not appropriate to provide separation standards and the lack of control over VFR operations offers 
no improvement to safety, or risks lowering, over Class G.  

Restricted Area 

Concerns were expressed that the changes proposed to the RA, could create confusion, deter use, and add complexity. Some 
respondents raised concerns regarding the potential closure of the RA when other airspace users require access. It was suggested that 
the exemption list be extended to include military traffic. Enquiries were made regarding how the RA would be enforced. 

Sponsor’s response: RAs are common across the UK and are designed to enhance safety without significantly impacting accessibility.  
Restrictions for entry to the RA will be published on VFR charts. A communication campaign will be conducted to raise awareness of the 
changes.  The “Fail Safe” design of the changes will ensure that any pilots erroneously entering the airspace in alignment with current day 
procedures will by default adhere to the RA conditions and so safety will not be inadvertently compromised. In the event a temporary 
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closure of the RA is required, this would be managed in accordance with established procedures and any closures communicated in 
advance with alternative routing provided where necessary to minimise disruption. There has been no request from the military for an 
exemption to be applied to the RA’s proposed ruleset and a blanket exemption for all military traffic is not considered appropriate 
particularly given the size and speed of some military traffic. Enforcement of the RA will be in line with established practices used in other 
RAs across the UK.  

Restricted Area and speed restriction 

Various suggestions were made for higher and lower speed limits within the RA or to eliminate the speed restriction entirely. The MoD 
via DAATM opposed the speed restriction proposal and stated that without dispensation for military aircraft to cross at above 140kts 
with a service, or for fast jet aircraft to cross flying at 250kts below 10,000 ft, they would have to remain clear of the expanded MLLR and 
seek crossing of congested airspace potentially closer to Manchester or Liverpool, potentially causing higher workloads for both crews 
and controllers.  

Sponsor’s response: The speed limit of 140 knots (kts) has been carried over from the existing MLLR ruleset and is designed to enhance 
safety by giving pilots more time to employ see-and-avoid techniques and so reduce the risk of MAC.  The 140 kts limit is justified in 
SERA.5001 Table S5-1 note 3 as giving a pilot more time to avoid a collision. It is not lower than the limit that users of the MLLR are 
currently used to. 

CAA note: In response to a clarification question put to the AC team (MLLR Clarification Questions Template) regarding whether there 
has been any supplementary engagement with DAATM regarding their feedback, the sponsor has advised that they did not engage 
further with DAATM because the 140 kts is a cornerstone of their safety case to enable the change proposed. They state further that 
maintaining the restriction is essential for achieving the desired safety outcomes. The solution being proposed does not alter how the 
military interact with this volume of airspace compared to the current scenario. Military aircraft will continue to operate as they do today 
and there should be no additional impact on their operations.  

Restricted Area and 5km visibility 

Some respondents considered the 5km visibility limit to be unnecessary or excessive compared to other class G airspace.  An alternative 
suggestion was to make the transit zone mandatory for ADS-B and mandate that all aircraft transmitting it are equipped with ADS-B Out 
to be electronically conspicuous to each other.  

Sponsor’s response: The visibility requirement is carried over from the current ruleset and designed to reduce the risk of MAC in an area 
of busy and complex airspace by giving pilots more time to visually identify and avoid other aircraft.  The enhanced visibility supports 
more accurate visual navigation which helps to minimise the risk of airspace infringements near the CAS of Manchester and Liverpool 
Airports. It provides enhanced situational awareness for pilots and will aid them in identifying ground features which can assist in 
ensuring aircraft remain outside CAS structures. Introducing mandatory electronic conspicuity would represent a significant change.  EC 
technology is not yet mature enough for consideration as a mandatory requirement in this airspace.  
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Restricted Area and QNH (altimeter setting for measuring altitude above mean sea level (AMSL) 

Concerns were raised regarding the mandatory QNH requirements, for e.g., that it would provide insufficient mitigation against airspace 
infringements.  It was suggested that Manchester QNH should be mandated. 

Sponsor’s response: To ensure consistency of altitude readings and to reduce the risk of aircraft inadvertently reducing vertical 
separation against aircraft within CAS, mandating a QNH setting is essential to maintain an acceptable level of safety.  Due to the 
proximity of Manchester and Liverpool the QNH at these airfields is usually the same or varies by 1hPa and extremely rarely by 2hPa. 
With such a small variance the safety assessment of using either QNH was conducted by Manchester ATC and Liverpool ATC and the 
suggestion adopted into this proposal. We are confident using either QNH is appropriate and safe, and it remains appropriate that 
individual pilots have the flexibility to choose local QNH that best suits their flight or operation. 

Suggestion to use QFE (atmospheric pressure at aerodrome elevation or at runway threshold) 

One GA (microlight) respondent, while welcoming the proposed increase in height, sought the use of QFE for either Manchester or 
Liverpool as a safer option for terrain clearance in the MLLR and as it would be far better in the event of a precautionary outlanding. 

Sponsor’s response: The use of QFE would increase risk by offering only a reference against a single point of elevation at either airport.  
QFE is of no use when navigating away from an airfield. QNH is safer for en-route navigation and is essential in maintaining consistent 
altitude references against airspace volumes with limits also defined as an altitude.  Better separation is ensured from terrain and other 
aircraft. 

Restricted Area and weight restriction of 40,000 kg or less. 

Concerns were raised regarding the chosen weight restriction for the RA. The view was expressed that the weight restriction should be 
much lower as a 40-tonne aircraft was considered too big and not sufficiently manoeuvrable.  

Sponsor’s response: This restriction represents an improvement over today’s operation of the MLLR and is important to maximise safety. 
It is not intended to open the RA up to larger aircraft and will officially exclude any aircraft of wake turbulence category “Medium” and 
above. The weight limit proposed is due to feedback from local airfields that the “Small” category allows them to continue 
accommodating aircraft such as Chinooks which are vital to their operations and growth.  

Impact on safety 

Concerns were expressed that safety would decrease and a funnelling effect would result.  Reference was made to current mid-air 
collision (MAC) risk. 

Sponsor’s response: The changes proposed will result in a reduction of risk.  The safety assessment confirms that the proposal meets all 
safety requirements and is deemed acceptably safe.  The elements of the proposal are designed to enhance safety. The RA conditions will 
improve safety by enforcing appropriate speed limits, visibility minima, the use of consistent QNH settings and weight restrictions. These 
measures will reduce the risk of MAC and emergency landings. 
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Engine failure 

Concerns were raised by a commercial operator of a negative impact on safety, regarding a straight-ahead engine failure procedure for 
example from RWYs 23L and 23R at Manchester.  Aircraft experiencing one-engine out would be entering a hold within class G airspace 
at an altitude where it could easily conflict with uncontrolled GA traffic. TUI stated they had calculated that aeroplanes would be outside 
CAS for 4 – 5nm or more in an extremely high workload scenario and this was likely to be worse in the summer with higher temperatures 
and decreased aeroplane performance when more Visual Flights Rules (VFR) traffic would be active. When combined with no 
requirement to have an ATC listening watch, TUI expressed their objection.  

Sponsor’s response: Procedure designers for a long-haul airline at Manchester have informed the AC team that the procedure is designed 
to avoid obstacles on the ground and terrain – airspace is not considered as an air traffic service (ATS) is provided. The situation of an 
aircraft leaving CAS and entering Class G airspace at low level when employing this procedure is common at virtually all airports in the 
UK. Liverpool Airport’s safety assessment concluded the risk associated with engine-out procedures in this context is deemed tolerable 
with appropriate mitigations in place and in alignment with comparable procedures at other airfields nationwide.  

Specific routes for northerly and southerly traffic flow within the RA. 

Separation between northbound and southbound traffic was suggested in the form of a dual carriageway to mitigate against the risk of 
MAC even further or that a “keep right” recommendation be implemented.  

Sponsor’s response: This option has been previously discounted but on re-consideration on account of feedback it is assessed as not 
feasible as the limited airspace prevents the establishment of safe buffer zones between opposite-direction tracks and the surrounding 
CAS.  Also, this option would conflict with the principles of class G airspace which provides the flexibility to navigate freely.  

Request for mandatory designated frequency or squawk 

Some stakeholders stated that a designated monitoring frequency or squawk should remain mandatory or that they would want to 
receive assistance from ATC. One respondent stated that even with improvements the LLR would still be a dangerous area of airspace 
and that if mandatory squawk was removed and radar coverage reduced, then it would be a backward step.  

Sponsor’s response: We are no longer in a position to mandate these elements. Class G airspace is designed to provide greater flexibility 
and accessibility for airspace users and so mandatory frequency, or squawk codes do not align with the principles of class G airspace. 
Airspace users will still be able to request a service outside CAS from ATC.  The use of Frequency Monitoring Codes (FMC) is actively 
encouraged in the area.  

Transponder Mandatory Zone (TMZ/Radio Mandatory Zone (RMZ) 

Making the MLLR a TMZ and RMZ was suggested. One respondent considered that making the area an RMZ would achieve the same 
outcome but be more logical. Another felt that a TMZ would reduce airspace infringements. 

Sponsor’s response: We do not want to exclude airspace users who currently have access to the airspace. Without access, users would 
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need to either request an alternative clearance through CAS from Manchester or Liverpool airports which could significantly increase ATC 
workload or fly a much longer route around CAS with increased risk of overflying high ground or open water.  

Position of the LLR over schools 

One respondent explained that the route passes over a very high pupil population with Hartford being an educational hub and sought a 
re-location of the LLR well away from this high-density school population.  

Sponsor’s response: We understand the concerns regarding the presence of schools and potential safety implications. Our primary goal is 
to enhance safety for both aircraft and those on the ground, including in areas where schools are located. The proposed amendments 
are designed to reduce the risk of incidents and provide greater protection for all individuals beneath the airspace.  

Potential impact on Ashcroft Airfield 

An aircraft operator from Ashcroft Airfield, while supporting the raising of the height of the LLR as it would potentially increase 
separation from Ashcroft circuit traffic, remained concerned regarding the potential for conflicts between LLR traffic and circuit traffic at 
Ashcroft.  

Sponsor’s response:  This feedback was considered to be out of scope.  

Environmental concerns 

As outlined at B1.2 above, 95% of respondents had no environmental concerns.  One respondent asked if the CAA had carried out due 
diligence checks on environmental impact.  The view was expressed that the route should be higher both for safety and to alleviate noise 
impact and reference was made to the extension to the east possibly causing some residents not currently affected to experience 
increased noise disturbance.  

Sponsor’s response: Environmental assessment has concluded that no impact on the environment or noise levels is expected. Neither 
traffic volume nor noise will increase. Higher flight altitudes and possible greater noise dispersal due to the extra width may reduce noise 
in areas that are currently overflown. Noise increases in newly overflown areas will be minimal with significant noise events expected to 
occur less than once a week. Overall impact is assessed as zero. The changes will not result in increased emissions, breaches of air quality 
limits or a negative impact on local biodiversity.  

Concerns regarding engagement activity 

Some respondents stated that the engagement should have been more closely aligned with CAP 1616 requirements and that the activity 
was impacted by the General Election.  

Sponsor’s response: The engagement was conducted in accordance with CAP 1991 which allows for a proportionate approach, while 
referencing CAP 1616 best practise principles. The engagement period was extended due to the General Election and comprehensive 
efforts made to communicate this to stakeholders. Additional engagement activities were utilised to maximise participation.  












