
MORAY OFFSHORE WINDFARM (WEST) LTD 

STAGE 1B (DESIGN PRINCIPLES) AND 2 A (OPTIONS DEVELOPMENT) 

Annex E: STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT EVIDENCE 

Email Engagement 

E.1 Initial engagement email 17th April 2020: 
 

Dear Colleague, 

 

I am writing with regards to an Airspace Change Proposal (ACP) which may affect you or your organisation, which NATS are delivering on 
behalf of Moray Offshore Windfarm (West) Limited, following the CAP1616 Airspace Change Process.   

We wish to ask you for your feedback on the draft Design Principles (DPs) for the proposed airspace change called ‘Moray Offshore 
Windfarm (West) Limited’ (link to CAA web page).   

 

The Moray West Offshore Windfarm will be situated in the Moray Firth, 22.5 km from the Caithness coast at its closest point. Its 
approximate location is shown below: 

 

 

 

For a description of its scope, see this presentation slide pack (link). 

 

DPs provide the framework for ‘how should we go about designing, what is important to us and to stakeholders’; they do not stipulate 
‘what sort of thing should we design’. 

 

Below are a set of DPs drafted for the Moray West Offshore Windfarm ACP. It is requested that you review these and provide any 
comments. Equally, if you have suggestions for additional DPs, we would welcome your input.   

 

If you are content with the proposed DPs, please press the “Approve” voting button or reply “Approve”. 

 





We would appreciate your feedback for the Moray West Offshore Windfarm draft DPs by 8th May 2020; however, if able, an earlier 
response would be greatly appreciated. Many thanks for your time and if you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at your 
earliest opportunity. 

 

Best regards 

 

NATS Airspace Change Team 

 

 

E.2 DP Reminder Email 1st May 2020: 
 

Dear Colleague, 

 

We recently wrote to you regarding an Airspace Change proposal, Moray Offshore Windfarm (West) 
Airspace Change Proposal (see below). In light of the ongoing Covid-19 situation we understand that 
not everyone will be able to respond, however if you are still working and are available to respond 
we would appreciate your input by 8th May 2020. 

 

Kind regards 

 

NATS Airspace Change Team 

 

 

E.3 Final DP Email 15th May 2020: 
 

Dear Colleague, 

 

We wrote to you in April requesting feedback on the draft Design Principles for the Moray Offshore 
Windfarm (West) Airspace Change Proposal. 

Thank you to those who responded and provided invaluable feedback to this process. 

Please find attached the response document which contains the final version of the design principles 
we have submitted to the CAA. 

 



Kind regards 

 

NATS Airspace Change Team 

 

 

E.4 Response from NHV Helicopters 17Th April 2020: 

 
Approve. 

 

 
                          www.nhv.be 

 
UK Flight Operations Manager 
 

T    
M   

E.5 Response from British Gliding Association 20th April 2020: 

 

Good Morning, I am preparing to respond to the current stage of the above ACP on behalf 
of the British Gliding Association. In keeping with the intent of CAP1616 we believe that it is 
best to get a good common understanding of the issues at as early a time as possible and 
that by doing so many potential difficulties can be nipped in the bud to the benefit of all 
parties. 

 

In order to give an intelligent and considered response we would first wish to fully 
understand the logical basis of the raison d'etre for the ACP. 

 

Our reading of CAP764 (in particular section 1.21.2) implies that you would already have 
made assessments of the technical and operational needs for mitigation. Could we see a 
copy of that assessment please?  

 

Best regards 

 

  



E.6 Response to British Gliding Association 20th April 2020 
 
Dear , 
  
Thank you for query regarding the Moray Offshore Windfarm (West) Limited ACP. Below is a copy of 
an extract from the relevant section of the Assessment Documents where NATS engineers assess the 
proposed windfarms’ impact on their service. 
  

 
I look forward to receiving your response to the draft design principles. 
  
Kind regards 
  

 

E7 Response from British Gliding Association 30th April 2020 

 
 many thanks for your prompt reply and apologies for my delayed 

acknowledgement and reply. 
  
I'm aware that I'm asking questions at a pedantic level and that this may seem odd 
coming from a body most unlikely to be adversely impacted by this particular ACP. 
We are however concerned about a point of principle and wish to avoid the creation 
of a universal precedent that wind farms require TMZs. 
  
The technical assessment in 3.1.1 appears to us to be entirely reasonable and 
understandable - simply stated, the terrain will not prevent radar clutter from the WF. 
  
However the operational assessment as shown in 3.1.2 appears to be more 
subjective (or just lacking in detail?) with the impact being stated by both NATS and 
ABD to be "unacceptable". 
  





 

We have no fundamental issues with the draft DPs, rather we'd add comments to four of 
the headings as follows: 

 

1 Safety. Safety is often quoted as if it were an absolute when in fact it is a complex 
spectrum of risk and probability . We've seen examples where proposed changes were 
assessed as improving the safety of those within the area of change while ignoring the 
safety of those outside the area by creating airspace choke points - in such an example it's 
important that it's overall aviation safety that's considered (most unlikely to be an issue 
here). In addition if absolute safety is used as a hard decision point one might find that a 
one part per million improvement in safety trumped massive inconvenience and cost for all 
parties. So we'd argue for this and all DPs to be applied in a proportionate and thoughtful 
way rather than in a rigidly mechanical fashion. 

 

2. Impact on other users. Here we'd argue that a proper examination of the needs of other 
users might well lead to a conclusion that it is extremely unlikely for non-transponder traffic 
to be in the airspace in question and that the do nothing (or blank radar clutter by an 
appropriate means) option would not see a material increase in risk. 

To help in that proper examination we offer our view that it is currently inconceivable that 
non-transponding glider traffic would wish to fly in the area in question. 

 

7. Minimise economic impact on aircraft operators. We don't see why this laudable 
objective should apply only to aircraft operators. It ought logically to extend to all parties 
including Wind Farm Operators, ATC units, ANSPs, Sporting and Recreational Aviation etc. 
To help in assessing this we would offer that we do not conceive of any costs accruing to 
gliding. 

 

8. Airspace change will be based on the latest technology widely available. A pedantic 
application of this wording might be seen to preclude the application of old but perfectly 
appropriate solutions. We assume that the intent is to consider all including most modern 
and to select most appropriate for the situation. 

 

I hope that these comments are helpful and wish you well with the next stages. 

Best regards 

 

(On behalf of British Gliding Association) 























E.14 Draft Design Options Email 29th June 2020: 
 

From: Airspace Consultation  
Sent: 29 June 2020 10:41 
Subject: Airspace change proposed off the Moray Coast - Mitigation for radar issues caused by wind 
turbines - Design options 

 

Dear Colleague, 

 

Airspace Change in the Moray Firth 

 

NATS on behalf of Moray Offshore Wind farm (West) Ltd (MOWWL) are progressing an Airspace 
Change Proposal to mitigate against radar interference anticipated as a result of MOWWL on the 
Allanshill primary radar. 

 

We are currently at Stage 2 of the CAP1616 Airspace Change process.  This stage involves preparing 
and evaluating Design Options for this change.  Please find attached a copy of our Stage 2A(i)- Design 
Options document.  This document provides 1 proposal for the PRMS with 4 options as to how this 
could be implemented. 

 

At this stage of the Airspace Change Process we are required to provide evidence that design options 
have been developed and influenced by stakeholder feedback.  As such, we would like to invite your 
feedback on these options by 24th July 2020. 

 

At the next stage of the process, you will be formally consulted on the best design option(s) 

 

Kind regards 

 

NATS Airspace Change Team 

 

 

  



E.15 Draft Design Options Email 9th July 2020: 
 

Dear Colleague, 

 

Airspace Change in the Moray Firth 

 

NATS on behalf of Moray Offshore Wind farm (West) Ltd (MOWWL) contacted you on 29th June 
requesting feedback on our design options to mitigate against radar interference anticipated as a 
result of MOWWL on the Allanshill primary radar. 

 

We understand that not  everyone is going to be able to respond, however if you are able we would 
appreciate your feedback by the 24th July 2020.   

 

Kind regards 

 

NATS Airspace Change Team 

 

 

 

E.16 Design Options resend to MOD Email 16th July 2020: 
 

Hi , 

The two Design Option Documents are attached with copies of the associated engagement emails 
below: 

Airspace Change in the Moray Firth 

NATS on behalf of Moray Offshore Wind farm (West) Ltd (MOWWL) are progressing an Airspace 
Change Proposal to mitigate against radar interference anticipated as a result of MOWWL on the 
Allanshill primary radar. 

We are currently at Stage 2 of the CAP1616 Airspace Change process.  This stage involves preparing 
and evaluating Design Options for this change.  Please find attached a copy of our Stage 2A(i)- Design 
Options document.  This document provides 1 proposal for the PRMS with 4 options as to how this 
could be implemented. 

 



At this stage of the Airspace Change Process we are required to provide evidence that design options 
have been developed and influenced by stakeholder feedback.  As such, we would like to invite your 
feedback on these options by 24th July 2020. 

At the next stage of the process, you will be formally consulted on the best design option(s) 

And 

 

 
 

 

 
   

Kind regards 

 

 

 
 

Airspace Change Specialist 

 
E:  

 

 
 

www.nats.co.uk  

On Annual leave from 17th Aug – 28th Aug 

 

E.17 Email to Babcock Helicopters requesting contact details for design option engagement  Email 
16th July 2020: 
 

Hi, 

I am currently working on an Airspace Change within the Moray Firth.  Our Previous contact,  
 (Head of Flight Operations at Babcock UK Offshore) has not responded.   I’ve spoken to 

your London Office and they could not find him in your system.   

Would it be possible to get the contact details (Name, email and telephone number) for  the 
person we should be sending these queries to. 

Kind regards 







 

We are currently at Stage 2 of the CAP1616 Airspace Change process.  This stage involves preparing 
and evaluating Design Options for this change.  Please find attached a copy of our Stage 2A(i)- Design 
Options document.  This document provides 1 proposal for the PRMS with 4 options as to how this 
could be implemented. 

At this stage of the Airspace Change Process we are required to provide evidence that design options 
have been developed and influenced by stakeholder feedback.  As such, we would like to invite your 
feedback on these options by 24th July 2020. 

At the next stage of the process, you will be formally consulted on the best design option(s) 

 

Kind regards 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Airspace Change Specialist 

 
E:  

 

 
 

www.nats.co.uk  

On Annual leave from 17th Aug – 28th Aug 

E.21 Design Options resend to NHV Email 16th July 2020: 
Hi  

  

Attached is the draft MOWWL design options. 

  

Kind regards 

  

 

  

  





 

 

 

 

 

Manager NATS Operational Policy 

M:  

E  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

E.24 Design Option response from MoD Email 24th July 2020: 
 

Good afternoon, 

 

The MOD favours Option 3 as this shape will be easier to manage from an aircrew and radar display 
perspective including the RAG  

 
 There is a plan to negotiate a Radar Mitigation Scheme (RMS) Agreement  including a TMZ as 

temporary  mitigation until an enduring technical mitigation solution is found and implemented. For 
NATS we understand it is an enduring solution hence, we believe, why the application is for the 
Allanshill radar with MOD being a consultee  

 

 
  

 

Please let me know if you required further information, 

 

Thanks, 







E.29 Telephone Conversation with CHC Scotia 16th July 2020: 

Date 16 July 2020 
Time  
Person  
Company CHC Scotia 
Telephone Number  
Reference Moray West ACP Design Options 
Content They have reviewed design options and a TMZ will not have an impact on 

their operations 
 
 

Actions Update engagement log as supporting TMZ option. 
 

E.30 Telephone Conversation with HIAL (includes Wick and Inverness airports) 16th July 2020: 

Date 16 July 2020 
Time  
Person HIAL Safeguarding (Response includes Wick and Inverness Airports) 
Company HIAL 
Telephone Number   
Reference Moray West ACP Design Options 
Content Currently collating responses from relevant airfields.  So far, no indication 

that a TMZ would be unsuitable. 
 

Actions Update engagement log to say collating feedback. Await email response.  
Follow up if not received by deadline. 
 
 

E.31 Telephone Conversation with Aberdeen ATC (includes Aberdeen airport) 24th July 2020: 

 
  

Date 24 July 2020 
Time  
Person  
Company Aberdeen ATC (Includes Aberdeen Airport) 
Telephone Number  
Reference Moray West ACP Design Options 
Content Supports RAG Blanking with TMZ.  Option C preferred 

 
 

Actions Update engagement log as supporting TMZ option. 
 



E.32 Telephone Conversation with Bristow Helicopters (includes MCA) 27th July 2020: 

Date 27th July 2020 
Time  
Person  
Company Bristow Helicopters (Includes MCA) 
Telephone Number  
Reference Moray West ACP Design Options 
Content They have reviewed design options and Option C is preferred 

 
Actions Update engagement log as supporting TMZ option. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 




