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Thursday, July 7, 2011 

 
SE England TA Consultation Co-ordinator  
Mailbox 9A,  

NATS 

4000 Parkway, 
Whiteley, Fareham  

Hampshire,  

PO15 7FL 
 

Dear Sirs. 
 
Harmonisation of the Transition Altitude in SE England 

Consultation Response from the Light Aircraft Association 
 

Thank you for consulting the Light Aircraft Association (LAA) on your proposal for a 
common 6000ft transition altitude (TA) in SE England and thank you for extending the 
deadline to allow is to respond properly.  The LAA supports a common TA throughout 

the UK FIR and looks forward to the introduction of a TA of 18,000ft as is common 
elsewhere in the World.  As an interim we also support a common TA of 6000ft but we 
have operational and safety concerns with the way you propose to implement it in the 

SE that are not addressed in your consultation document.   
 
First, we recognise the issue raised by the BGA in their response, of Class G airspace 

headroom reduction during periods of high pressure.  This is clearly a significant issue 

for gliding which need mitigation but you do not address that in your consultation.  It 
is particularly concerning to read that whilst mitigation was offered in relation to the 

Midlands TA harmonisation, nothing appears to be forthcoming.  As the BGA notes, 

the impact of the change can alter glider profiles and increase the risk of collision 
between them and other class G airspace users.  We would therefore wish to see the 

issue addressed and some firm commitment in this area in the present proposal.  

Perhaps before taking this forward to DAP you should engage with the BGA and reach 
an agreement on the nature and extent of mitigation. 

 

We now turn to the impact of the change on “other airspace users”.   You aver that 
the change will simplify the airspace and reduce the risk of confusion or infringement.   
We agree that there will be simplification within the South-East and that an aircraft in 

class G airspace below the designated area will have consistent altimeter setting rules 
thereby increasing safety.  However, the risk of confusion or infringement that occurs 
at the interface boundary between the present 6000ft TA area and the 3000ft TA 

areas surrounding it are moved but still remain.  These boundaries are not marked on 
the VFR chart and although the 6000ft areas are listed in ENR 1-7-2, this is not 

suitable for in-flight reference.  This is complex enough for UK-based GA pilots but 
foreign based pilots are placed in a particular risk position.  It is our belief that the UK 
government and its agents should so arrange its airspace that boundaries and the 

rules that apply within them are easily evident to all pilots.  Your proposal would 
increase the length of the 6000ft/3000ft interface and so could arguably increase the 
opportunity for infringement.  Moreover, this increased boundary will not be obviously 
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evident except in complex planning documents and you have not considered or made 

any proposal to mitigate the potential increased risk.  There are several ways such 
risk could be mitigated: 
 

It seems to us that the most obvious solution is to remove the potential for 

infringement at the boundaries by removing those boundaries altogether and 
establishing a 6000ft TA throughout the FIR.  You do not explain why certain 

areas have to remain with a TA of 5000ft or why you propose to leave other 

areas at 3000ft.  No doubt there are technical or commercial reasons for that but 
we are sure that if there was sufficient will within DAP, they could be resolved.  

In the areas outside your proposed 6000ft boundary there appears to be little to 
prevent such a change.   This is our preferred solution and we would be grateful 
if you would present it to DAP with your change proposal.  It is certainly 

something which should be addressed in your ACP and we are ready to discuss 
the issues with you.  As parts of this are beyond the direct responsibility of NATS 

we intend to write to DAP separately asking it be considered but we would like to 
know how you intend to proceed before we do that. 
 

Another but less useful mitigation could be to note the TA on VFR charts at the 
boundaries where it is not self evident.  For example, where the lower level of 
CAS is marked as 5500ft it is apparent that the TA can only be 6000ft.  Where 

the lower level is below 5500ft the TA could be different so some prompt is 
needed to help reduce infringements if, as you say, that is an issue. 

 

Moving on to the impact of the change on IFR traffic in class G airspace below the 

TMA, rule 34 will not apply in that airspace and there is no mandatory system of 
cruising levels for IFR flights.  GASIL suggests that flights retain their quadrantal 

levels (albeit setting at least one altimeter to actual QNH) but that is just a suggestion 

and no more.  To subject further volumes of airspace to similar conditions as the 
DTY/Midlands airspace will increase the volumes in which there are no regulated 

cruising levels for IFR flights.   This would not be a safety improvement and it will be 

necessary to consider what risk will be incurred and how it should be mitigated. 
 

In summary, we would prefer a 6000ft TA throughout the FIR with appropriate level 

mitigations where airspace is likely to be lost for gliding.  We would prefer that this 
was achieved in one step rather than in stages in order to minimise risk resulting from 
multiple changes.  We consider that the issue of controlled altitudes for IFR traffic 

should be addressed. 
 

 
John Brady 
Vice-Chairman 

john.brady@laa.uk.com 


