DPD

Internal shortlisting meeting

Internal review after the shortlisting meeting, prior to recall workshops

Changes suggested at recall

Changes suggested at recall

FDP wording

DDP ref. . o 3 N 5 i PDP ref workshop 1 workshop 2 B . FDP ref
Section 11 of the submission, Section 12 of the submission, Section 13 of the submission, Section 17.5 of the submission,
f f ) f f ) 4 f ) (Section 17.2 of the submission) (Section 17.2 of the submission) ( f )
As a result of an email from
Glasgow Airport (Appendix C), a N .
newgDP waspaddidpp ) Collaborate with other Scottish
"Collaborate with other Scottish U LS
N the airspace design options are
airports and NATS to ensure that . N a
n g 0 e o compatible with the wider
the airspace design options are 15 Explain "FASI North". No changes suggested. N 6
compatible with the wider programme of lower altitude and
rogramme of lower altitude and Bt paceichanges Belne
pros! B N coordinated by the FASI North
network airspace changes being rogramme.
coordinated by the FASI North Les )
programme."
New wording was proposed as a
2 "Fly over the sea/fly down the Forth" Accepted for further discussion B LD ) Wording of this DP remained
. 5 result of feedback from the wider
New wording was tested with the . unchanged . .
N B project team - " ~ . Flight paths should be designed
"Reduce flight: /fl I [ "Evaluate dispersal for mitigation purposes" [ e "Where possible, flight paths e e AT e R paths Removal of "where possible" to include track concentration
5 S A O JORTUED Accepted for further discussion DDPs 2, 5,9, 19, 28 and 43 were merged | Based on the discussion, a new : o BRI "Procedures should be designed e ey should be designed to include 13 Remove "where possible”. P ] 5 1
areas" B ' remained unchanged. N should be designed to include . agreed. and/or track dispersal options to
into anew DP - DP was added - to evaluate dispersal for N track concentration and/or track . B B
o R L " track concentration and/or track | . N N N provide noise respite.
"Minimise the total adverse impact of |"Evaluate dispersal for mitigation purposes'’ . . N dispersal options to provide noise
. L0 dispersal options to provide .
9 "Do not fly over currently unaffected areas in planning" |Accepted for further discussion aircraft noise". purposes". N o respite.'
noise respite.'
19 "Avoid over flying rural areas" Accepted for further discussion The three existing DPs were
28 "Do not flight paths" Accepted for further discussion merged into a new DP -
43 "Concentrate flight paths during work hours" Accepted for further discussion "Minimise the total adverse
impact of aircraft noise (41/51
It was decided that this DP will be dba Laeq)"
1 "Reduce night flights and early morning flights" Accepted for further discussion considered as part of the DP on
minimising adverse effects of noise.
New wording was tested with the
34 "Ensure true accessibility in design" Accepted for further discussion This DP was moved to the noise section. wider proji -
. - . . project team
The two DPs about aircraft noise impact were merged into a single "p d ¢ be designed
6 "Minimise noise" Accepted for further discussion DP - . rofe. u‘restr:u: tei :slgne As a result of feedback from the
P B q fn @ 0 minimise the total adverse  |\yider project team, these two  |Wording of this DP remained Not convinced about changing the
15  |"Consider noise from take-off/ landing/turning" Accepted for further discussion Minimise the total adverse impact of aircraft noise. i i i !
/ &/ £ d ! impact of aircraft noise below  |ppg \vere merged and reworded |unchanged wording from "should" to "must". |Flight paths should be designed
16 "Take background noise into account" Accepted for further discussion It was decided that we would create a | Wording decided as - 7,000ft to "Flight paths should be designed Investigate this further. to minimise the total adverse
Accepted for further discussion, only  |general DP about impact of noise under |"Minimise the total adverse "Flight paths should be designed [to minimise the total adverse 4 Change from "should" to "must". effect on health and quality of life 7
G e (e & i naiea, 7.000ft. impact of aircraft noise below to minimise the total adverse effect on health and quality of life Merge with PDP7 and change the |created by aircraft noise and
18 “Minimise noise/flights below 7,000ft" Minimising flights is against Wording to be discussed. 7,000ft". effect on health and quality of |impacts created by aircraft noise wording of the resulting DP to issit
programme aims and that aspect was life impacts created by aircraft |and emissions." "must".
rejected. noise and emissions."
24 "Restrict aircraft turning over communities" Accepted for further discussion
14 "Consider impact on mental health/wellbeing" Accepted for further discussion New wording was tested with the
The three DPs in this group were wider project team -
n e Considerother healthi s A ted for further di . merged into a new DP - This DP was reworded to "Procedures should be designed
onsider other health impacts ccepted for further discussion "Minimise health impacts created by |"Minimise health impacts created by aircraft noise and emissions". to minimise health impacts
aircraft." created by aircraft noise and
30 "Consider impact on sleep" Accepted for further discussion emissions"
New wording was tested with the |As a result of feedback from the
. . . B & . N . The wording of this DP remained
It was decided that this DP would be wider project team - wider project team this DP was " N o ) N - .
. N unchanged Add “we will work with air traffic The predictability of flight tracks
Py o . . reworded to - This DP was reworded to "Procedures should be designed |reworded to - " . -
35 Minimise route deviations' Accepted for further discussion N v " o N "The predictability of flight tracks 14 control to keep these flight paths |No changes suggested. must be maximised for 5
the pr of the the pr of the track flown". to pr of the |"The pr of flight L X 3
" N N - must be maximised for as narrow as possible.” of operations.
track flown". track design for consistency of |tracks must be maximised for N N "
. 3 . consistency of operations.
operations. consistency of operations.
Remove "where possible".
As a result of further feedback G
. N o n . As a result of feedback from the  |from the wider project team this Q . Dot A 8
8 "Avoid overflying of schools' Accepted for further discussion 3 N ) proj Change "taken into account" with Flight paths should be designed
wider project team this DP was DP was reworded to " . L .
" N P . meet the requirements of to minimise population overflown
New wording was tested with the Jreworded to Flight paths should be designed . ) .
N B — L N communities defined as having below 4,000ft and, between
[ IR e - RIFiBpEEindietts [ T rotected characteristics" 4,000t and 7,000ft, taking into
"Procedures should be to minimi: i below 4000ft and, where possible, 1 P . Provide further explanation on a::count an ’oten;ial adferse 9
to minimise population overflown below 4,000ft and, between 4,000ft and 7,000ft, o what this means. N Y p
N N L N Explain "protected impact, due to those overflown
overflown, taking into account |where possible, below 7,000ft, |taking into account any potential o N o
- o N characteristics". having protected characteristics,
protected characteristics. taking into account protected adverse impact, due to those o -
d d off: h Idlife and th characteristics as defined by overflown having protected aedetinedbythe EqbalitiesRct
"Consider and offset the impact on wildlife and the . . i
17 RnviTOnInents B Accepted for further discussion The DP on noise impacts was divided into three, based on the three Equalities Act 2010" characteristics, as defined by the :Zicsoeg:::vaed;/;gs:ﬂef:epczzfrom 2010.
themes in the previous wording: Equalities Act 2010." ! 3
& g 12,000ft.
Wording was decided as
It was decided that a DP stating that we |, ‘g N "Minimise population overflown, taking into account protected
. . L . Consider the impact on .
would consider noise-sensitive locations " . characteristics
protected species and noise
"Consider needs of the elderly/ children/those with ill et e, receptors, subject to : y
22 health " A a D Accepted for further discussion Wording to be discussed. N "’ overflying I P New wording was tested with the
ealth/autism/sensory impairment! HRA". wider project team -
“Consider the impact on protected species and noise sensitive "Procedures should be designed o 2 sl @ ot (e o
i . receptors subject to HRA." T R GO S e from the wider project team this Remove "where possible". 5 5
25 "Avoid overflying hospitals and care/retirement homes" |Accepted for further discussion locations." As a result of feedback from the DP was reworded to Flight paths should be designed
wider project team there two DPs|, _ . . . Removal of "where possible" to minimise overflying sensitive
Flight paths should be designed, Rename the category from just N N .
were merged and reworded to . 1 n P agreed. locations and noise-sensitive
“Eligh hs should be designed where possible, to minimise 5 health" to "health and " le, th 20
29 "Avoid overflying of historical sites" Accepted for further discussion New wording was tested with the| '8 t patl 5 shoul ! ? fs'gﬂe overflying sensitive locations and wellbeing". L B fec_er"S (for example, the zoo,
wider project team - \where possible to minimise it ¢ A Sy Explain "noise-sensitive retirement complexes, green
wprocedures should be designed overflying sensitive locations B P e receptors". spaces, historic heritage sites, and
41 "Consider impact on animal welfare" Accepted for further discussion ‘u ‘u = and noise itive r @ the 200, EfEn Mo others).
to consider the impact on *  |complexes, green spaces, historic receptors". .
. protected species and noise heritage sites, and others)."
45 "Reduce impact on green spaces" Accepted for further discussion sensitive receptors (proposed
design principle subject to
46 "Avoid flying over the zoo" Accepted for further discussion HRA)."
" i i i u i i As a result of feedback from the Explain what "airspace users" are. R cit o teed
11 Ensure consideration of all airspace users' Accepted for further discussion . ) ) N N The wording of this DP remained & B " |agreed.
. New wording was tested with the Jwider project team this DP was
It was decided that the two DPs would . . " . q unchanged v A - q g
b . This DP was reworded to This DP was reworded to This DP was reworded to wider project team - reworded to "The prioriti . £ Re-write in a less jargonistic way. h § " " to "should" Requirements of airspace users
& merEEd (D Che-= "Drinritica tha raniiirvamante nf "Ralanra tha naade af all "Fancidar tha naade af all " A miict ha "Tha inriti i nf The prlnrltlsed I ENS 2 c EIEEE (e LSS @ S d chauld ha takan inta arranint 1




"Ensure consideration of all airspace
users"

s e ey Crs v

all airspace users"

airspace users"

airspace users"

TPV
to prioritise the requirements of
all airspace users."

e e e e
airspace users must be taken
into account when designing

airspace users must be taken into
account when designing flight
paths."

Change from "must" to "should".

agreed.

Look into releasing airspace for

'when designing flight paths.

40 "Ensure access to airspace by general aviation" Accepted for further discussion flight paths." Remove "the prioritised". GA
12 "Ensure fully integrated airspace change" Accepted for further discussion
31 H the terminal airspace" Accepted for further discussion
"Take into account segregation of different plane types
48 ! . CIEH "g ! ' B DES Accepted for further discussion
(e.g. turbo jet and prop)
It was decided that the four DPs would tof i
be merged into one - Following a discussion, this DP i t,o an emal ro‘m . Routes to/from Glasgow and
"Consider routes to op was rejected. (Slega A (=il E) il Edinburgh airports must be
"Routes to and from Glasgow and Edinburgh should be S 5 " DP was re-instated . A
) N N . the existing airspace". Explain "procedurally procedurally deconflicted from
51 procedurally deconflicted from the ground to Flight Level |Accepted for further discussion "Routes to and from Glasgow and 16 deconflicted" No changes suggested. the ground to a preferred level in 4
90" (Requested by the Glasgow Airport) Edinburgh should be procedurally ) J - Ap
b coordination with NATS
deconflicted from the ground to .
Flight Level 90" “
o L As a result of feedback from the The wording of this DP remained For flightpaths at or above
7 "Reduce emissions/pollution” Accepted for further discussion The D?3b°“‘ mlnlmlslng'emlsslons was reworded to o : . - New wording was tested with the |wider project team this DP was h dg 4,000ftto below 7,000ft, the
"Contribute to the SG Climate Change agenda by optimising flight paths to minimise CO2 emissions." | iqer project team - eners IlI“"C ange: . environmental priority should
" 0 am . Flight paths should be designed ) Lt
Procedures should be designed |"Flight paths should be designed to minimise CO2 emissions above continue to be minimising the
to contribute to the Scottish to minimise CO2 emissions N . Reversal to ANG 2017 wording impact of aviation noise in a
N N an altitude of 7,000ft and, where 6 Revert to ANG 2017 wording. N B 8
Government Climate Change above an altitude of 7,000ft and, it doesn’t have a detrimental agreed. manner consistent with the
agenda by optimising flight where it doesn’t have a L government’s overall policy on
L N effect on adverse noise impacts, L . n
paths to minimise CO2 detrimental effect on adverse also between 4,000ft and aviation noise, unless this would
39  ["Consider climate impact" Accepted for further discussion emissions." noise impacts, also between e 4 disproportionately increase CO2
X " 4,000ft and 7,000ft." ’ : emissions.
It was decided that the three DPs would Ihe [_’P ?bofl:.t :" quarilty was. r.ew‘ordled t:) . Tl "
be rewritten into two DPs - Optimise flight paths to minimise local air quality impacts'
"Optimise routes to minimise N
Change "should" to "must". Merge with DPD 4 and make the
emissions" New wording was tested with the |As a result of feedback from the . . . 8 g' " "
. B . N . The wording of this DP remained resulting DP a "must".
and wider project team - wider project team this DP was " " . B
L . . " N unchanged Include "local communities of Flight paths should be designed
"Optimise routes to improve air Procedures should be designed |reworded to — . . . o . . o >
5 . N i N Flight paths should be designed 7 people" to clarify priority of Caution urged over deletion as the |to minimise adverse local air 15
quality" to optimise flight paths to Flight paths should be designed o . N ) . . L
N N R . to minimise adverse local air people over animals etc. community may interpret this as  |quality impacts.
local air quality to minimise adverse local air . " a A .
impact." uality impacts." quality impacts. not caring about local air quality
(Xt il [t Include "global", not just "local".  |impacts.
49 "Make routes as short as possible" Accepted for further discussion
After a discussion, a new DP was added to complement the other two in the group - "Design cost 0 i P, As.da resulf of feedba;‘f frDoPm the The wording of this DP remained
efficient routes to minimise track miles and fuel burn." ?w wort .|ng was tested with the |wider project team this DP was unchanged n 0
wider project team - reworded to wels . g - Flight paths should be designed
" . et . Flight paths should be designed " - Removal of "cost-effective ) L
Procedures should design cost |"Flight paths should be designed | . N 8 Remove words "cost-effective". with routes that minimise track 12
N e N N with cost effective routes that agreed. R
effective routes to minimise with cost effective routes that . N N miles and fuel burn.
q A " minimise track miles and fuel
track miles and fuel burn." minimise track miles and fuel burn.”
burn." :
New wording was tested with the
wider project team -
The wording of this DP was expanded to "Procedures should be designed
"Revi f hv . .
28 Evienineediiofeiovt GcceptediiogiupiheCiseission "Support growth in line with Scottish Government Economic Development.” to support growth in line with
Scottish Government Economic
Development.” As a result of feedback from the
wider project team these three | As a result of further feedback
It was decided that these two DPs DPs were merged and reworded |from the wider project team, this
i DP ded t
would be rewritten into - . N ° - q .was reworcec to a q 4 P
“Support growth in line with SG New wording was tested with the | "Flight paths should be designed | "Flight paths should be designed Remove it completely. Airspace should be designed to
Eco:zmcgl)evelo ment" wider project team - to provide increased airspace to provide increased airspace 5 Inclusion of tourism and trade maximise capacity in order to 16
and B The wording of the DP on SON aims remained undecided "Procedures should be d d |capacity to support capacity in order for Edinburgh Include reference to tourism and |agreed. contribute economic benefits to
that another DP on the aims of the SON E : in line with Edinburgh Airport’s |Airport’s growth and Airport to support the Scottish trade. Scotland, including tourism.
to be added later. growth and modernisation modernisation strategy in line  |Government’s Economic
. . . e Rejected - out of scope, tourism added ’ strategy " with the Scottish Government’s |Development agenda and the
33 Ensure consideration of wider tourism impacts' to issues to consider Economic Development UK’s wider aviation strategy.”
agenda."
Sl louiie e e, s New wording was tested with the
decided to add another DP This DP was reworded to :gder l:’OJeCt theal-rl‘d-h designed
"Create an airspace that does "Enable increased airspace capacity" roce ur'es shou .e esigne
not constrain growth” to enable increased airspace
8! capacity"
. . As a result of feedback from the " . q
27 |"Prioritise safety” Accepted for further discussion It was decided that these two DPs :‘viedviyiljlencgt :V::nt‘eswd GG | project team this DP was I::;::rdel;g GG FEEe e e eis
would be merged into a new DP - The wording of this DP remained unchanged . p ) N . reworded to " 'g B B N P 8!
" . N . N " R N . N . 'The airspace design and its " N . N 'The airspace design and its 1 No changes suggested. No changes suggested. operation must be as safe or safer 1
‘The airspace design and its operation |"The airspace design and it’s operation must be as safe or safer than today' i ol P 'The airspace design and its i ¢ b f f than it is tod.
52 "The airspace design and its operation must be as safe or PR e iy (s must be as safe or safer than today". op'eraﬂl‘on rtm;s "e assateor operation must be as safe or :l’:lera'tl'or; r:us " © as saie or sater CIDMIBULETE
safer than today" (requested by NATS/NERL) safer than today. safer than it is today." an it is today.'
As a result of a discussion on the
New wording was tested with the |As a result of feedback from the . . . Flight paths must be flyable and
blank page approach, a new DP N B . N . The wording of this DP remained . . A B
wider project team - wider project team this DP was Provide further explanation on technically supported by air
was added o . unchanged 3 No changes suggested. . N ) 2
B . Procedures must be designed |reworded to — " what this means. traffic control and airport
Options considered shall be N " i " Flight paths must be flyable. B
safe and feasible" to be technically flyable. Flight paths must be flyable. technical management systems.
This DP dto " Il
Reworded "Consider a "blank s OF was mov.e ° over.a o
" . approaches for airspace design",
page" approach to ACP’ N
and rejected as a DP. As a result of feedback from the
As a result of a discussion on the . . . iy (o0 5, 1 0 0
wider project team, this DP was . . " " Expanding "PBN" to "performance-|Flight paths must be designed to
. blank page approach, a new DP " " . . Provide explanation on "PBN" and R .
This DP was reworded to dded New wording was tested with the wider project team - reworded to "CAA! dernisation strategy." based navigation" agreed. allow modern aircraft to use
"Consider clean sheet approach to :I‘VRa:uatesewill I "Procedures should be designed to only accommodate PBN "Flight paths must be designed to 10 $ modernisation strategy. performance-based navigation 3
ACP." v_ capable traffic after xx years." accommodate PBN traffic in line . Clarify PBN as "higher standard" or | (PBN) in line with CAA’s
PBN capable traffic after xx ith CAA" dernisati Merge with DPDs 8 and 9. "modern” dernisati S
36 “Consider no change to flight paths" Accepted for further discussion years." [ “s modernisation modern’. LS
strategy.
As a result of further feedback
Based on the discussion about New wording was tested with the |Wording of this DP remained ) . .
N R from the wider project team, this N .
the clean sheet approach, a new This DP remalned unchanged wider project team - unchanged DP was reworded to Provide further explanation on Flight paths should be designed
DP was added "Procedures should be designed |"Procedures should be designed 9 P No changes suggested. to ensure efficient and effective 13

"Design routes to ensure an
effective route management"”

"Design routes to ensure an effective route management"

to ensure an efficient and
effective route management."

to ensure an efficient and
effective route management."

"Flight paths should be designed
to ensure efficient and effective
route management."

what this means.

route management.




After a discussion, it was decided that
another DP will be added to
consideration

"Consider replicating existing routes"

This DP was rejected as it was felt
it would restrict our thinking.

"Consider impact of aircraft type/penalise poor

Moved to operational matters to be

3 Accepted for further discussion
performers/old aircraft" 3 considered separate to the DPs
Rejected as out of scope for the
"Ensure decision making is evidence based (and evidence J p
4 is appropriate/high quality)” programme, added to issues to
— gh quality consider
Rejected as not a requirement in the | We will aim to meet the CAP1616
10 "Adhere to WHO regulations"” ) q N
UK. requirements
13 "Restrict aircraft holding areas over Rejected as out of scope
2 "Offset emissions” ReJ?cted as not an issue of airspace This. v.wll b}e} considered as part of our
design. sustainability strategy
"Recognise impact of flight paths on house prices and Rejected after further discussion -
23 . g L D " B s Accepted for further discussion !
social migration' matter for PIR.
32 "Reduce flights" Rejected as against programme aims
- N " Rejected as out of scope, terrain added .
37 ‘Take account of noise above 7,000ft 3 N Action to amend a DP removed.
to issues to consider
Rejected as contrary to safet,
38 "Minimise light pollution" ! v v
standards
b B B . " Rejected as operational issue, not an
42 'Considerations for specific routes . .
issue of design
Agreed that this is the purpose of the
a4 "Review routes/flight corridors" Accepted for further discussion ACP process. Rejected as not a design
principle
47 "Make take off/landing gradients steeper" Rejected as not feasible.
Rejected t t fet
50 "Fly the west side of the River Almond" ejectec as contrary o sately

standards




