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Mr M Burch 
General Manager, Air Traffic Services 
(CAS Consultation) 
Norwich Airport Ltd 
Amsterdam Way 
Norwich NR6 6JA 
 
        Date XXXXXXX 
 

Please use this draft to formulate your own views and response to Norwich.  Any 
comments or suggestions about the LAA draft are welcome.  Send to 

norwichACP@laa.uk.com 
 
Dear Mr Burch, 
 
Consultation on Controlled Airspace - Response by the Light Aviation Association 
 

Introduction 
 
Thank you for consulting the Light Aircraft Association (LAA) on your proposals to establish 
controlled airspace at Norwich Airport.  The LAA has some 8000 members and regulates over 
4000 recreational light aircraft on behalf of the CAA. Our aircraft fleet ranges from historic 
examples to modern high performance aircraft with sophisticated navigation systems.  Pilot 
experience and qualification covers the full spectrum of professional and amateur.  Because 
of our role, we have a high regard for air safety and we take a broad view on safety matters 
generally.  Where there are significant public transport movements at an airfield we support 
the establishment of appropriate airspace protection for the benefit of all airspace users.  We 
expect airspace to be utilised in a safe and efficient manner taking into account the needs of 
all users. 
 
We have been fortunate in having amongst our membership, pilots with considerable 
experience of operations in the Norwich area.  Contributors to this response include those 
who have flown extensively from RAF Coltishall, those who operate helicopters and both 
large and small public transport aircraft from Norwich Airport as well as many owners of local 
airstrips and based light aircraft.  Although LAA members operate mainly in day VFR 
conditions, many expect to be able to cross appropriate CAS on request and are very familiar 
with CAS throughout Europe. 
  

The Basis for The proposed Change 
 
Your consultation proposes to enhance the safety of aircraft operating to and from NIA and is 
based on 2 elements:  the growth of Air Transport Movements at Norwich (3.1.3) and the 
demise of RAF Coltishall resulting in “the opening up of a large volume of airspace to new 
uncontrolled activity resulting in an increase in ATC workload” (1).   The combination of these 
2 elements has, you state “resulted in progressively greater numbers of public transport 
aircraft becoming exposed to risk in the critical stages of flight.”  You note that Norwich now 
“operates in an area of intense, unknown, predominantly military activity that frequently 
conflicts with Norwich arrivals and departures” (4.1.9).  We therefore examined in some detail 
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your public transport figures, MOR and Airprox events and the nature of air activity in North 
Norfolk and likely workload for Norwich ATC before relating that to the proposed airspace 
change and the effect of it on all airspace users.   
 

Analysis 
 
Norwich ATM 
 
Although you detail a range of aviation activities at Norwich, any CAS should be justified on 
the needs of public transport aircraft only.  Flying clubs, FTOs, maintenance facilities and 
emergency services do not need CAS so we discount those as well as all reference to “total 
movements” which has no relevance to the proposal.  The design focuses entirely on the 
needs of fixed wing public transport aircraft so we looked at those in some detail.   
 
You state that traffic growth has been sustained when you know that is not true (3.1.3).  CAA 
figures show a long and steady fall in fixed wing ATM and passengers in recent years.  During 
2006 fixed wing ATM declined by 6%, in 2007 by almost 20%, in 2008 by 22% and in the first 
five months of 2009 by just over 21%. FlyBe has closed its Norwich base cementing these 
reductions which you may not want to recognise but they are fact.  Given that this decline 
began before the recession and outstrips the industry as a whole, there is no basis for 
projecting growth.  Of course Norwich can put whatever figures it chooses into its Airport 
Master Plan but these are just fanciful and should have no place in Government policy 
making.  We therefore reject all assertions about the need for controlled airspace based on 
your misleading statements about the growth of fixed wing air transport movements. 
 
The core safety issue related to traffic is must be the number of flights for the purpose of the 
public transport of passengers.  Fixed wing figures can be gleaned from your flight schedule 
and we attach our analysis of 2009 flights at Annex A.  This shows a total of some 1850 
flights, an average of 5 per day which suggests one take-off and one landing every 5 hours or 
so throughout the 24 hour period although we recognise that there is some bunching.  This 
leads in turn to long periods of the day with no relevant movements at all. 
 
Air Traffic Management at NIA 
 
In describing the earlier ATM situation you note that the closure of RAF Coltishall has resulted 
in the demise of an ATC agreement between the 2 organisations, which you claim “effectively 
provided a substantial volume of airspace within which almost all aircraft were known to, or 
under the jurisdiction of, the integrated ATC Units” (4.2.3).  This is a gross misrepresentation 
of the situation which ensured that departures and arrivals to the two airfields were 
coordinated.  This agreement did not provide the Norwich controllers with knowledge of all 
military aircraft in Norfolk airspace most of which operated autonomously then as they do 
now.  It did not include any coordination arrangements with RAF Marham, RAF Honington, 
RAF Wattisham or with any of the other military or “itinerant” traffic” in the area.  Rather under 
the previous arrangement RAF Coltishall provided LARS which is now provided by NIA itself.   
Moreover, the consultation document implies that there has been an increase in military 
aviation in Norfolk because of the relocation of units from RAF Germany.  This is simply 
untrue.  Overall there has been a reduction in both the numbers of RAF aircraft based in the 
area and in the amount of fixed wing low flying in Norfolk's LFA5.  The MOD state that since 
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1988 the total number of low level sorties in the UK have reduced by one third and those 
made by fast jets have halved.  In 2005 / 2006 there were 26321 fixed wing flights.  This has 
stabilised to around 20,000 flights / year 2008 / 2009 in the UK Low flying system.  The MOD 
statistics for LFA 5 published on the MOD website show that there were some 3000 hours of 
low flying in the period 2008/09.  1200 hours are fixed wing and the rest rotary.  The total 
amount of activity has remained broadly constant for the last 5 years although the number of 
fixed wing movements has reduced slightly with an increase in rotary movements.  This 
information is readily available to NIA but they have chosen to spin false information to 
mislead consultees. 
 
We have scoured the section on ATM issues (4.0 to 4.4.7) for references to GA aircraft , 
gliders, paragliders,  and other non- commercial civil traffic that may have caused a problem 
for NIA traffic or controllers but we can find nothing specific whatsoever.  It is clear that this is 
an issue between NIA and MOD.  This is recognized (4.1.9) by the statement that NIA 
“operates in an area of intense, unknown, predominantly military activity that frequently 
conflicts with Norwich arrivals and departures”.  We therefore aver that NIA does not have any 
significant issue with civil traffic that could warrant the establishment of controlled airspace.  
Moreover, we challenge the statements that Norfolk is an area of intense operations and that 
conflicts with NIA traffic are frequent.  It is clear that this is one of the quietest commercial 
flying areas in England and we have shown that NIA has very little relevant traffic.  We 
examine the reported conflicts later and particularly analyse the “unacceptable number of 
conflicts” that occur to NIA traffic on final approach or immediately on departure (4.4.4) 
 
Those of us who operate commercially into main airports know what a busy ATS unit is like.  It 
is quite astonishing that NIA should say that RTF transmissions and inter-controller 
communications are “frequently” blocked by conflict resolution (4.4.5 and 4.4.6).  The level of 
traffic at NIA is so low that there appears to be little for controllers to do at all and the 
frequency of conflicts will be shown to be very low indeed. 
 
General Operating Difficulties 
 
You pull together a number of themes under the heading of “General Operating Difficulties” 
(4.4).  We have issues with almost everything you assert here: 
 
“NIA traffic has continued to grow… is a challenge” (4.4.1).  Oh no it isn’t!  We have shown 
that NIA traffic has declined year on year so this is a false statement and you know it is.  You 
appear to have set out to mislead consultees with this but everything which flows from the 
statement must now be void. 
 
“Increased traffic density…thoughout the whole airspace …means that risk has increased” 
(4.4.1) is also a false statement as NIA traffic has decreased and military traffic is but a 
shadow of its former glory in East Anglia.  Again you appear to have set out to deliberately 
mislead your consultees. 
 
In para 4.4.2 you go on to assert that this growth has led to extended routing or delay.  It is 
clear to all of us who operate commercially from NIA that there is so little traffic that delays 
and extended routing are almost unknown.  Compared to major airports and hubs throughout 
Europe delay is non-existent.  Again you have set out to mislead by gross overstatement of 
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something that is trivial by comparison with other airports. 
 
Your attack on the nature of military flying operations (4.4.3) is not within our bailiwick but it 
seems to us that your reliance on disruption to your traffic flows suggests that you actually 
have a flow, much as we might find at the London airports with but a minute between aircraft 
all the day.  We have shown that you have a relevant take-off and landing but once every 5 
hours.  Hardly a flow but more of a drip we think. 
 
You then turn to an unacceptable number of conflicts (4.4.4) causing distraction to crews and 
delays in giving optimum RTF calls (4.4.5).  Again because of the low number of relevant 
movements which is reducing every year, we cannot find anything convincing in this 
proposition.   As users of the Norwich approach frequency, our contributors know it is far from 
busy and in slack periods RTF exchanges often degenerate into social chit chat.  Once again 
the consultation document tries to create the impression that the Norwich operation is far 
larger and than it actually is.  With only a few relevant movements per day, it is highly unlikely 
that critical transmissions are missed due to high workload.  It is more likely that controllers 
have insufficient work to keep them active and current.  Also the frequent disruption to co-
ordination (4.4.6) you cite has no credible basis given the little relevant traffic you have. 
 
Your statement (4.4.7) that commercial operators find ground delays unacceptable would be 
credible were it not for the fact that NIA has probably the lowest such delays of any airport 
close to London.  Those of us who have routinely sat in the departure queue at Gatwick for 30 
minutes or so would laugh at your suggestion which is clearly designed to deceive non-
aviation consultees who might take your proposition as fact. 
 
Occurrences and other airspace events 
 
To support the case for controlled airspace you list some 68 'Occurrences and other airspace 
events' between 11 Jan 06 and 1 Oct 2008.  Whilst a few of these events were relevant, the 
majority are trivial or poorly described and contribute little to the case for controlled airspace.  
48 involved military aircraft and only 7 are identified as civil aircraft and whilst we considered 
analysing all the listed events we decided not to present this to you.  Nonetheless we would 
challenge an assertion that these events represent a safety situation requiring the 
establishment of CAS. 
 
We examined the 5 AIRPROX reports (4.5.1) but found only 2 to be relevant:   
 

• Incident No 16 was never reported (or recorded) by the AIRPROX Board. 

• Incident No 23  AIRPROX 141/06 occurred at FL180 and is not relevant to the 
consultation and should not have been included.   

• Incident No 29  AIRPROX 045/07.  This incident is relevant to the consultation however 
it is of note that the helicopter involved would have been just been within the proposed 
new airspace. HMR3 leaves the proposed controlled airspace just beyond Coltishall.  
The Tornado flying at 1000' could still operate in Class G airspace in this area and 
would be more likely to as it would have to avoid your airspace.  A similar incident in a 
similar area will not be prevented by the proposed airspace. 

• Incident No 39  AIRPROX 107/07.  This incident is relevant.  

• Incident No 48  AIRPROX  040/08  This incident occurred at FL 100 and is not relevant 
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to the consultation 
 
The consultation document has been widely distributed to many organisations with little 
aviation knowledge.  The misleading use of invalid APPROX reports is mischievous and 
undermines the validity of the document.  
 
Safety 
 
Although you cite this as a safety proposal, NIA is not known for its supportive attitude to GA 
safety.   It is one of only 10 UK airfields not to implement the CAP 667 9.2(c) recommendation 
not to charge GA aircraft for making an emergency or precautionary diversion landing.  
Moreover it actively discourages small aircraft by applying a punitive minimum billing amount 
to visiting aircraft.  This highlights its policy of income over safety. 
 
As we mentioned earlier, contributions to this response have come from airline pilots who 
operate from NIA.  They report that there is a problem with conflict with military aircraft but it is 
concentrated over wider East Anglia and The Wash with very little conflict in the NIA area.  
They report very few conflicts, delays or issues on departure or arrival in the proposed NIA 
controlled airspace. 
 
We note 2 airline safety reports (4.6.2) where pilots blamed cockpit errors (a flap overspeed 
and a level bust) on RTF distraction and you cite those as reasons that Cass D airspace is 
required.  We do not find those excuses convincing as they were almost certainly used by the 
crews concerned to defend themselves against failure to use proper cockpit procedures. 
 
The safety evaluation of the document is limited to the Norwich ATS perspective.  There is no 
analysis of the effect of the proposed changes on other airspace users.  It is not practicable 
for military aircraft operating at normal speeds to be able to obtain clearances to use airspace 
such as is proposed.  They will avoid it.  Similarly, gliders, most microlights and many light 
aircraft will be ill equipped to cross CAS and will also avoid it.  Horizontal and vertical choke 
points will be created which will bring these aircraft together increasing risk.   
 
Most importantly, the increased density of military and civil traffic at the choke points around 
the proposed CAS will also increase risk to NIA rotary traffic serving the North Sea which has 
to cross these areas and which constitutes the majority of air transport operations at NIA.  
Nowhere in the consultation do you examine these risks and it is clear that your policy of 
excluding military traffic will increase risk to the vast majority of airspace users including your 
own. 
 
Options for Change 
 
For brevity we consider only the selected option.  The proposed CTA would cover 978 km² 
compared, for example, to 920 km² at London Gatwick.  Looked at in terms of public transport 
movements, airspace efficiency in the Norwich CTA would be 97.8 km² per 1000 movements 
compared to 3.6 km² at Gatwick.    
 
 
 



Draft #3 

6 of 9 

 

Airport CTR size 
km2 

CTA 
Km 2 

FW ATM 
(1000) 

CTR Efficiency 
Km2/1000 FW 

ATM 

CTA Efficiency 
Km2/1000 FW 

ATM 
Gatwick 463 920 256 1.81 3.59 
Norwich 369 978 10 36.9 97.8 

 
This is an extraordinary difference in efficiency of airspace use in an area that is important to 
sport and recreational aviation as well as the military, accordingly we consider it 
unacceptable.  You note that the expansion of the London TMA is pushing traffic further north 
and this is indeed true.  However, you now propose to take nearly a thousand square 
kilometres for yourself even though you have very little traffic to use it and you would then 
force the majority of airspace users into an even smaller area.  This does not seem to follow 
the policy of meeting the needs of all airspace users. 
 
Design Proposal 
 
We strongly oppose the introduction of the proposed Class D airspace on the grounds that it 
is quite out of proportion to the traffic volumes it is designed to protect, it does not use 
airspace efficiently and it does not balance the needs of all airspace users as required by 
CAP 724.  It is created only to force the MOD to avoid the area when normal coordination 
arrangements have failed to satisfy Norwich, probably because the MOD does not accept its 
arguments.  By creating both vertical and horizontal choke points it is probable that the 
introduction of this airspace will increase the overall risk to all users of the airspace and 
particularly to general aviation, to military operations and especially to rotary wing air transport 
flights.  
 
The design of the proposed airspace (5.2.3 ) “must facilitate the effective integration of VFR 
flights operating to and from NIA and other small airfields in the vicinity, transiting VFR and 
IFR flights and access to the maximum extent practicable of other flights (including balloons, 
microlights, gliders and military aircraft).”  The consultation document asserts that the 
introduction of Class D controlled airspace would adequately meet the basic requirement but 
this is simply not the case.  The effect on all other airspace users will be dramatic.  Balloonists 
will have to move their normal operating areas.  Microlights will in general keep clear of 
controlled airspace and will be forced to fly round the airspace.  Gliders will be excluded from 
crossing the airspace because they cannot maintain an altitude or accept a specific route 
clearance.  Some of the so called “small airports in the vicinity” have more movements than 
Norwich particularly at the weekends. 
 
We note that the airspace is configured to accommodate NDB approaches when public 
transport aircraft would not normally use that procedure but would expect a direct to final 
approach.  Locally based pilots have told us that when NIA Approach is closed, they self 
position for a straight in ILS and never go via the beacon.  We believe that this design is 
inappropriate and encompasses too much airspace that will never be used by public transport 
operations. 
 
Your proposal to cede part of the proposed CAS to RAF Marham and the proposed LOA 
would prevent you giving other aircraft normal crossing clearances.  We believe you have 
proposed this as a means to find agreement from MOD but it ignores and indeed excludes 
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other airspace users.  We regard this as hostile and wholly unacceptable.  It is clear that 
Norwich seeks an airspace sharing arrangement with the MOD.  This should be settled by bi-
lateral negotiation, perhaps facilitated by DAP.  The proposed unilateral solution is not 
appropriate. 
 
Commercial Considerations 
 
Although not addressed in your consultation, we are aware that the acquisition of controlled 
airspace increases the market value of airport businesses.  As Norwich traffic and revenues 
are decreasing year on year, the owner of such a business would be remiss in not pursuing 
something which can add shareholder value at little direct cost.  However, we are not able to 
comment on the extent to which commercial consideration might effect the consideration of 
the options in this case. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The LAA considered your proposal that demise of RAF Coltishall resulting in “the opening up 
of a large volume of airspace to new uncontrolled activity resulting in an increase in ATC 
workload”.   The combination of these 2 elements has, you state “resulted in progressively 
greater numbers of public transport aircraft becoming exposed to risk in the critical stages of 
flight.”  You note that Norwich now “operates in an area of intense, unknown, predominantly 
military activity that frequently conflicts with Norwich arrivals and departures”. 
 
It was clear that NIA has little or no issue with GA in all its forms but seeks to establish 
controlled airspace to resolve an apparently bitter dispute with the MOD about access to 
airspace. 
 
Statements about growth of traffic at NIA appear to be false as CAA data demonstrates that 
traffic is declining year on year.  Similarly, statements about increased military traffic do not 
stand scrutiny. 
 
Of the 5 airprox reports quoted, only 2 appear to be relevant and most of the “occurrences” 
collected by NIA are of limited relevance to the issue. 
 
The volume of airspace proposed would be grossly under-utilised because of the low and 
reducing level of public transport flights.  It would also have the effect of forcing all other traffic 
into choke points around the proposed CAS, increasing risk to all other airspace users 
including rotary wing air transport movements which form the majority of movements at NIA.  
The size of both the proposed CTR and CTA are greater than is needed for normal public 
transport operations. 
 
The LAA concludes that the proposed airspace is not warranted and opposes it. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this submission. 
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
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Vice-Chairman 
 
 
Annex A:  Analysis of NIA public transport flight schedule 2009 
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Annex A to 
LAA Consultation Response  
Dated XXXXXXXXXX 
 

NWI Programme of Fixed Wing Flights 

      Dest Freq From To Rotations 

 

      Scheduled 

    

      AMS daily  

  

365 

 GVA  Sat 19-Dec 07-Mar 13 

 ABD daily 

  

365 

 EDI daily 

  

365 

 EXE M/W/F 30-Mar 23-Oct 87 

 JSY T/T/S 02-May 22-Sep 63 

 MAN daily 

  

365 

 TOTAL Scheduled 

  

1623 

 

      Charter 

     

      CFU Mon 31-Aug 05-Oct 4 

 CFU Fri 01-May 30-Oct 26 

 HER Fri 22-May 03-Jul 6 

 HER Fri 28-Aug 09-Oct 3 

 LCA Sun 24-May 05-Jul 6 

 IBZ Sat 02-May 22-Sep 16 

 JSY included in scheduled 

  PMI T/T 05-May 29-Oct 50 

 MLA Tue 07-Apr 27-Oct 29 

 MEN Mon 04-May 26-Oct 25 

 DLM Fri 01-May 26-Jun 8 

 DLM Fri 24-Jul 30-Oct 14 

 TOTAL charter 

  

187 

 

      One Off Flights 

  

40 

 TOTAL ALL PUBLIC TRANSPORT FIXED WING 1850 

 Average Flights per day 

 

5 

 Average movements per day  

 

10 

 

      Data taken from NWI website Destinations page on 29 July 09 

Number of rotations may be subject to minor rounding errors 

 


