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Organisations

Response 1: Air Task Group/Hebridean Air Services

Skyports

ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace
Targeted Engagement with Aviation Stakeholders

Response Form

Name

Organisation name Airtask Group

Position in the organisation

Email ]

Feedback:
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Background

Airtask's Hebridean Air Services operation is an AOC operation under EASA Part CAT regulation.
Hebridean provides scheduled and charter lifeline services with Britten-Morman BN2B Islander
aircraft to the communities of the islands under a PS0O contract to Argyll and Bute council. These
services have been recognized as essential during the current pandemic. A copy of the current
schedule can be found at the attached link. https:/fwww hebrideanair.co.uk/timetables.

Mote that scheduled weekend ‘scholar” flights are a regular occurrence; these transport young
people to and from the mainland to attend school. We also regularly fly charter operations at the
weekend.

Although currently affected by lockdown measures, we expect to be running a full schedule by
April 2021

Analysis

The high terrain to the north and east of Oban airport effectively means that the only safe VFR
arrival is from the south and west. The proposed TDAs will have a significant impact upon our
operations. There are no IFR arrivals, departures or approaches to Oban. The nature of the
weather in the Western Isles is such that aircraft are regularly required to operate as low as 500 ft
amsl over the sea to allow them to satisfy VFR criteria, remaining clear of cloud with surface in
sight. Our standard operating weather limits for the Hebridean operation are a minimumm
cloudbase of 550 ft and 3000m visibility.

Hebridean operates scheduled services into Coll airport, which is close to the destination for the
Aringour TDA.

| note that the UAS will operate at up to 400 agl, and that due to terrain the highest upper limit of
the TDA complex is 750 ft amsl. To provide an adequate safety margin | would expect any aircraft
crossing the TDA to apply a minimum vertical separation of 500 ft. This in effect drives a minimum
altitude of 1250 ft and cloudbase of 1350 fi. This represents a significant increase to our
operating minima, which is likely to impact on our ability to deliver our schedule.

Our proposed mitigations build on the work conducted by already shared by Skysports, and
reflects consultation with the Hebridean Air Services pilot and Airtask Chief Training Captain, in
addition to Operations, Flight Operations and Safety Manager.

Mitigations and Proposals

1. The upper limit of the TDA be raised to allow for a 500 ft vertical separation from the
maximum proposed cperating altitude of the UAS. This more adequately represents the
impact of the TDA and provides a margin of separation for crossing traffic. Maximum
operating altitude should be predicated on the emergency mode altitude of the air vehicle
to cater for the worst-case scenario. The 500 ft separation allows for altimeter
discrepancies between the barometric altimeters fitted to GA aircraft and the GPS-derived
altitude of the UAV, and for temporary departures from planned altitude by either
manned or unmanned aircraft - note that severe localized turbulence with strong vertical
air currents is a frequent occurrence in the lee of the high ground on Mull. This should be
a matter for CAA policy. It is essential to safety that standard 500 ft separation should
be applied against an air vehicle operating BVLOS.

2. Oban Airport should provide a Danger Area Activity Information Service to enable
information on the status of UAS activity to be passed in realtime. Robust
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communications arrangements should be put in place between the airport and the UAS
operator. Alternatively, the UAS operator should provide a DAAIS directhy on a
promulgated VHF frequency; however we consider the airport option to be preferable.
We regard a DAAIS or equivalent as essential to accommodate changes of schedule by
either party, and to provide information to aircraft in distress, diversion or operating on
behalf of the emergency services. These arrangements worked well in the previous 2020-
038.

3. UAS activity should cease and the TDA be declared inactive whenever commercial
passenger operations to and from Oban or Coll airports are scheduled and visibility and
cloudbase are forecast or observed as poor. An appropriate safety margin should be
applied either side of planned departure and arrival times. For our scheduled and
commercial charter operations we request that UAS activity ceases as follows:

a. FROM Oban: ETD Oban -15 min to ETA Destination +15 min; or until confirmation
received from Oban Information that aircraft has landed

b. TO Oban: ETD Airfield of Departure -10 min to clearance of TDA confirmed to UAV
operator by Oban Information

Aringour TDA only:

c. FROM Coll to Tiree: ETD Coll -15 min to ETA Destination +15 min; or until
confirmation received that aircraft has landed

d. TO Coll from Tiree: ETA Coll +/- 15 min; or until confirmation received that
aircraft has landed. Note that aircraft will in all likelihood be continuing to Oban
after a short turnround, so the stipulation in b. will then apply.

These margins are to allow for the possibility of the aircraft encountering poor weather and
having to return to Oban or Coll, or for reroute and delay due to poor weather being
encountered en-route. Weather limits will be mutuzlly agreed and applied in the Tactical
Operating Instruction; we note with approval the proposal to raise the cloudbase at which
tactical deconfliction is triggered from 1000 ft to 1500 ft.

‘We do not consider that a complete deactivation of the TDA complex, as described at Issue 5
{p28&) is proportionate or necessary whenever the cloudbase is below 1500 ft. Subject to the
deconfliction measures cutlined above and in the TOI being applied, the availability of the
DAAIS from Oban Tower, and robust communications between ourselves and Skyports, we
consider that commercial passenger services and BVLOS UAS activity can safely coexist.

Mote that our services also operate intra-island, for example from Islay to Colonsay. We would
prefer the UAS to be grounded during these flights also, to allow for the possibility of
diversion to Oban. However, recognizing the importance of this UAS trial, we are content for
JAS activity to continue during intra-island flights, provided the DAAIS is provided as
described above.

4. A robust deconfliction and airspace management process needs to be in place to enable
ourselves and other operators to signal ocur schedules and airspace requirements in
advance. As suggested by Skysports, the process could require operators to submit
planned movements by an agreed time the previous working day, with an agreed protocol
to update planned movements on the day of operation. These arrangements worked well
in the previous 2020-038 and we are content with this proposal provided similar
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arrangements are in place. We would expect Skyports to presume that our scheduled
services are proceeding according to schedule, unless specifically notified by ourselves to
the contrary.

5. The limitations and procedures described previously should apply regardless of whether
manned aircraft and UAV are fitted with mutually compatible electronic conspicuity
systems until greater confidence is gained in the system. However we are strongly
supportive of Skyports initiative to introduce ADS-B IN and OUT to the air vehicle and
believe this system will offer safety and traffic management benefits. At present the BN2
Islander used on our service is not ADS-B fitted.

6. We would wish to see continued explicit recognition of the primacy of commercial
scheduled air transport operations, and we are encouraged by Skyports recognition of this
position in our interactions to date. This is to enable us to provide confidence to our
passengers that a given service will operate.

We would expect that the above points will be addressed in a mutually agreed Tactical Operating
Instruction; the TOI provided for ACP 2020055 is acceptable to Airtask, although some additional
work will be required to manage the conflict between the Aringour TDA and our Coll services, as

described above.

Remarks and Conclusion

Subject to the caveats above, Airtask is confident that, provided the measures suggested above
are implemented, that it should be possible to safely and efficiently mix manned and unmanned
air operations without significant detriment to both. While we expect our activity levels to be
considerably higher than in the previous trial, with continued flexibility, goodwill and close liaison
between operators, we are broadly content that operational and safety impacts can be managed
to tolerable levels.

We understand the potential benefits of unmanned deliveries to the communities we support,
and, subject to implementation of the caveats and procedures suggested above, are fully
supportive of this initiative.




Skyports

Personnel Consulted:




Response 2: Alexander Air Flight Training

From: _ .

Sent: 26 January 2021 16:31

To:

c‘: - - - -

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-038 and ACP-2020-55: Response to Consultation

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Matenal

v2.0.pdf

oeor I

Thank you for your response and your suggestions to use a more southerly route via Bunessan and the DACS/DAAIS
service; these are both currently being explored. In answer to your last question, the TDAs proposed are until 30th
April 2021.

We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan.
Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in
non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be
accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

| gather you have the latest version but have attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP
(ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback) and now
included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared
with you.

| also share the cover email below from last Friday, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
0 We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
0 We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

0 We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

0 We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.




0 We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

0 All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL— and will be operating lower than that.

o0 We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports,

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
0 We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o0 We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skygbrts.n-e-t :

&

Clrvmar

@aqQE




|
Sent: 25 lanuary 2021 20:36

Subject: ACP-2020-038 and ACP-2020-55: Response to Consultation
Dear Sirs,

Please see attached.

Regards,

]
Alexander Air Ltd




Appendix B: Response form

MName

Organisation name Alexander Air Flight Training
Pasition in the organisation
Ernail:

Feadback

Thoroughness of the stakeholder engagement: Skyports say they have identified the appropriate
stakeholders, but | am aware that many of the local aviation arganisations such as the flying
groups/clubs at Oban and surrounding areas whao have anly found out by word of mouwth. This is
evidence that the stakeholder communication has not been sufficiently thorough.

The philosophy for airspace usage should be one of integration not segregation, That is clearly not the
case for this proposal. Given that the drone has ADS-B in and out and that most GA aircraft have at
least ADS-B out, | would guestion whether a temporary danger area |s required at all.

The sound of Mull is a popular route for GA aircraft routing to/from Oban and the Hebridean Isles.
Oban is a busy GA airport in summer because it offers refuelling facilities as well as local
accommodation and restaurants. Similarly Glenforsa is a very popular GA airport in all but the winter
months. | therefore have two safety concerns related to the proposal:
= Glenforsa arrivals and departures: even with the amended corridar, the proximity of this
danger area will increase pilot workload and further compress traffic in what is already a fairly
restricted area, increasing the risk of a mid-air collision.
# The Sound of Mull is an important GA route in poor weather. The low cloud bases associated
with poor weather will, in conjunction with the danger area, funnel traffic into a smaller area,
again increasing the risk of a mid-air collision.

Im summary, this northern route should be deleted, and the southern route via Bunessan be used for all
drone transits. This will be less convenient to the drone operator but will result in a more equitable use
of airspace,

Activation by NOTAM: 24 hours Is insufficient time, Many GA pilots plan multi-day trips to this area
often covering long distances from their home base (which could easily be in the midlands and the
south of England). The short notice nature of the NOTAM is likely to cause problems with visitors to
Oban/Glenforsa and, if toa restrictive or frequently used, may deter them from coming at all. This
will have a significant impact on Glenforsa and on Oban Airport and quite likely beyond [given the
Impartance af Oban as a refuelling stop), There is no suggestion of how often ar for how long these
MNOTAMs will last for. Howewver, they should be kept to as short a duration as is practicable. Given the
somewhat messy nature of the Motam system it would be very easy to miss such a Notam, This can
be mitigated by the use of a DACS/DAAIS (see below].

Use of Danger Area Crassing Service/Danger Area Activation Information Service (DACS/DAMS]): this
is a practical way of integrating drone and GA operations. This service could be provided by Oban
Infermation or Scottish Information and would allow GA traffic to proceed while the drone was
airborne. The system is used elsewhere in the UK and should be employed here.




Finally, clinical need. There are two Issues here:

This proposal appears to be purely Covid related. Will the TDA be removed post-pandemic
and if not then why not?

With proper planning and stock control, | cannot see what the drone service is required at
all. There is no evidence presented to suggest that the MHS is not coping now, so is appears
to be a solution leoking for a non-existent problem.

There's no requirement at all to provide a drone service to Craignure or Tobermory given
the frequency of ferries between Oban and Craignure.




Response 3: Argyll Aero Club

From: I

Sent: 01 February 2021 08:22

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-09% LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Caoll

Hi
Thank you tor taking the time to share your feedback on behalf of Argyll Aero Club, really appreciate it.

We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan.
Currently we have to aperate within the rules which state, until WAS can comply with the requirements for flight in
nan-segragated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights autside permanently established segregated airspace may be
accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temparary basis, We are working with the
CAA In thair sandbox on a separate project to explare this however this ACP is in response ta the current pandemic.

Thank you once again for your comments and kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 31 Jlanuary 32021 18:15
To:
Subject: Re: ACP2020-099 LIAS BYLOS in Segrepated Airspace {Oban-Isle of Mull-Call)

Heilo [

Response to ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
from

ARGYLL AERO CLUB

Cban Airport

Thank you far this inclusion on Skyports latest proposals but we are surprised that we have not been consulted in
previous proposals and trials. The Argyll Aeroe Club (AAC) I based at Oban Alrport and has been In existence an the
site for over 25 yvears. We currently have 14 aircraft and 22 members on cur club list and are involved in VFR
recreaticnal flying in the local area and beyond. At present we do not undertake flying training but we have several
Ingtructors within our mambearshig and it is possible that wa may undartake fiying instruction in the future.

Our concern with your plans is not primarily the proof of concept tials you are undertaking but how any regular
approved service will integrate parmanantly with tha local YFR GA flying community.

We understand that the current trizl proposals are to be operated under TDA's which will be NOTAM activated and we
saa that thera have been savaral welcome changes to operational heights and routes from previous trials and
proposals. Whila the current Covid erisis is a perfectly legitimate reason to try new delivery systems that would assist
health autharities etc it would be naive for anyone to assume the Skypors proposals are entirely altruistic and in
reality they should be viewed as a commercial venture and therefore regulated in that light. Any commercial flying
operation whathar public transpart or aerial work must be assassad in relation to the safety of passengars of the
service, other airspace wsers and the public on the ground, 'With the current proposed UAS there are no passangers
5o the next risk consideration is primarily integration with other airspace users, The fact that tha irials are currently
taking place under TDA's must indicate that they are considered 1o have a serous rizsk of conflict with other airspace
LISErs.

While recent past and present trials will obviously provide valuable information to the operation of the UAS it will
provide no genuing indication as to how the UAS will integrate with the lecal YRR flying community because there is
practically no current GA fiying activity due fo Covid lockdown restrictions and this has been the situation for nearly
the last year. Having been an active GA flyer on the west coast for over 35 years | can testify that there are literally
thousands of GA aircraft use the local airspace at all levels, during all weathers and seasons every year.

1




Unforiunalaly, thera are wall established VR low leval routes thal seam o be axaclly the same onas thal your trials
(possibly to become operational routes) will also use and any conclusions about future integration with VFR
recreational GA traffic, based on the present Covid lockdown activity, will give a false and migleading picture, If UAS
servicas ara to safely become a part of regular commercial aviation on the west coast of Scotland then avery effart
must ba made to ensure all currant established alrspace uses and usars are givan reallstic congldaration in a non
Covid lockdown scenario,

| trust that vou will take this letter as a constructive atternpt to enable future UJAS operations are 1o be underaken
safely and with the co-oparation of the local VR fying GA cormmunity.

Best regards.

Argyll Asro Club

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 7:23 PM
Cc:
Subject: ACP2020-059 LAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Colly

3
2

Good avening,

Your details have been passed on to me by a fellow aviation stakeholder {apologies if | have been in touch already). |
have now Included you in our list of stakehalders and will ensure any future communications regarding this Airspace
Change request are shared with you.

Please find attached the latest stakehalder engagement material v3 in relation to Airspace Change Proposal ACP-
2020-099; appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since this process began.

The reminder cover email sand out taday is also includad below. If you nead any additional time to digest this
miaterial that is no problem, please just let me know. Thank you.

Thank you to all thase aviation stakeholders wha have already respanded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit cur operation when cloud base <1500t AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Yersion 3 can also be found an the Airspace Partal far this change:
hittps://airspacechange.caa.co.ukf/PublicProposalAreatplD=330




| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven’t done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the
deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021,

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require mare time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

PYL

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United
Kingdom. Qur registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addresses and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please send it back
to us, and immediately and parmanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

skyports.net

PYL




Response 4: Association of Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems (ARPAS UK)

From:

Sent: 14 lanuary 2021 21:35

To: I

Ce |

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-1sle
of Mull-Coll) - Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

]

Thank you for your response and support, this is greatly appreciated.

Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 14 January 2021 19:04

To: I

ce: [

Subject: Re: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll) = Targeted
Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

oes I

Thank you for sharing the details of ACP-2020-093 (Oban-lsle af Mull-Call). This response is on behalf of ARPAS UK

and our members. We fully support you application for this Temporary Danger Area. Initiatives of this sort are not

only beneficial for the development of BVLOS operations, but also have a use case that is of great value supporting
the NHS and efforts to assist in managing COVID 19. As the UAS trade association we fully support your proposal in
every respect.

kind regards

ARPASLIK

WWW_Brpas . uk
Twitter: [@ARPASUK
Linkedin: ARPAS-LK




o

RPAS-U

On 11 Jan 2021, at 07:32,

o

Skyports, a UK-based drone delivery service provider, is contacting you with regards to airspace
change proposal ACP-2020-099 to enable the operation of small unmanned aircraft (SUA) beyond
visual line of sight (BVLOS) so that we can support the NHS in Scotland with its ongoing response to
COVID-1S.

Skyports is therefore contacting you in order to seek your views and feedback on these airspace
designs in the form of a targeted aviation stakeholder engagement exercise required as part

of 20200721 — CAA Policy for the Establishment of Permanent and Temporary Danger Areas (as
scaled down version of CAP1616).

We believe our designs allow us to safely execute on our operations whilst minimising negative
impacts on other airspace users.

1 attach the documentation related to our targeted aviation stakeholder engagement exercise for
this change proposal, which includes the engagement document containing a response form;
however, you may prefer to simply provide feedback by email.

1 would appreciate your views and feedback on these designs please.

As | hope you will understand, we need to turn this airspace change around as quickly as possibly
due to the COVID-19 healthcare imperative for the NHS in Scotland, so | would greatly appreciate it
if you could please provide feedback by responding to this email by midnight on Sunday 24™January
2021.

We understand that this timeframe is shorter the standard 12-week engagement and shorter than
the scaled 6-week engagement; however, we have already completed two targeted stakeholder
engagement exercises in the Oban area during 2020 (ACP-2020-038 and ACP-2020-055) and so
already have a comprehensive picture of how the airspace used and by whom. Indeed, the CAA
agrees that these timescales are proportionate given the similar location of this ACP and the
previously completed engagement exercises. If you think this timeframe is too challenging, please
let me know so that we can make allowances accordingly.

IMPORTANT NOTE: Skyports has recently engaged aviation stakeholders on another airspace
around the Oban area (ACP-2020-055). While the engagement exercise for ACP-2020-055 has been
completed, the broader airspace change process is still ongoing. The two proposals have been
assigned separate CAA reference numbers. This one is ACP-2020-093 (Oban-Isle of Mull-

Coll). When providing your feedback, please make sure you are providing your views on the correct
airspace change proposal.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

<image001.png>




Response 5: Aviation Trading Services Ltd

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 16:00

To:

Cc:

Subject: Re: 'ACP- 2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Many thanks for this [ G

| am pleased that you have been able to reduce the top of the Danger area airspace that you require plus other
amendments to the original.

On the issue of ADSB out, there has been a relatively poor take up of the CAA offer of £125 towards the cost of
equipment for GA aircraft.

Anecdotally , many pilots are concerned about the punitive way the CAA have been dealing with the infringement
issue. Guilty until proven innocent.

Many vertical infringements being caused by old and inaccurate Encoders . Horizontal by WGS84 versus radar plots
significant errors at times.

Hopefully UAVs and GA can live in the same part of the sky.... Just as it was when | was flying commercially in
Afghanistan a few years ago.

Kind reiardsi

On Sun, 31 Jan 2021 at 14:29, — wrote:

Thank you for your attached response. | have attached the latest version of the stakeholder engagement material
and now added you to our list of stakeholders. FYl Appendix C states the principle issues and proposed solutions to
date (based on feedback from stakeholders).

Appendix C, Issue 4 and 5 (copied below), hopefully answer your queries. You can also reply by email if easier with
any further concerns.

Issue 4: Communicating with Skyports
Summary
« Will there be a means of communicating with Skyports to request entry to an active TDA?

Skyports response

* Should private aircraft wish to have access to an active TDA for any reason, phone numbers of the
Skyports Flight Operations Team will be available on the relevant NOTAM, which can be called to
request entry to that active TDA, If the SUA is airborne or likely to be airborne during the time
when the request s made, then the request will be denied; however, if there are no SUA flights
taking place or expected to take place during the time for which the request is made, then access is
likely to be approved.

« If contacting Skyports by phone is not possible, Skyports will explore with Oban Information and
Scottish Information about the provision of a Danger Area Activity Information Service (DAAIS) to
enable private aircraft en route to contact Skyports to request access. See Issue 5 for more
information.




Issue 5: Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services

Summary

» Do you have any pracedures to cooperate with air traffic services in case of, for example, an
emergency where an aircraft may need to cross the danger area?

# Skyports will discuss with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS to
cover the area of operations, which will enable aircraft en-route to be able to contact Skyports and
to be reminded of any active TDAS in the area. Skyports will discuss with Oban Information and
Scottish Information sharing of our up and down times so that if a private aircraft were to
accidently enter or make an emergency entry into an active TDA, Oban Information or Seottish
Infarmation would be able to confirm via radio whether a Skyports SUA was in flight or not.

# [t is wiorth noting that the Skyports SUA will be fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT and will therefore be
visible to private pilots on their navigation system, Skyports will also be able to monitor the
lecation of private aircraft fitted with electronic conspicuity that are broadcasting. See |ssue 8 and
Figure 9 for more details about 5UA electranic conspicuity capahility.

# Any procedures for Skyports to cooperate with air traffic service will be confirmed with
stakeholders in due course and contact details for Skyports and DARAIS will be included in the
relevant NOTAM.

# Skyports will not operate if the cloud base is below 1500ft AMSL.

Kind regards,

skyvports.n

ArLG




Appendix B: Response form

Name I

 Organisation name ViATiow) “TRXDING SEAVICE LTp
Position in the organisation
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Feedback
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Response 6: Babcock International Group (Police and Charity Air Ambulance)

From: [N

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 08:08

To:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll 5Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Dear [

Thank you for your response to ACP-2020-099, we are glad this is acceptable to Air Ambulance and Police Scotland.
Absolutely we will be adhering to the mutually agreed TOI and I'll be in touch again this week to share the latest
version (with accurate contact numbers etc).

Kind regards,
I
From: .
Sent: 30 January 2021 12:47
To: I
e I
I
Subject: Re: ACP-2020-059 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &
Update
Dear NN

On behalf of Babcock MCS Onshaore, | can report that ACP-2020-099 is acceptable to our Air Ambulance
and Paolice Scotland operations on the proviso that you continue to acknowledge our primacy in this
airspace and that the communications measures we agreed in Section 5.2 of TOI-2020-10-05 to facilitate
our entry to the TDAs remain extant. Your 1500ft cloud base limit is particularly welcomed so our transits
of the area will be unimpeded, but we must remain mindful of our occasional need for access to our fuel
bowser at the Lorn & |slands Hospital helipad, and the potential {albeit remote) for the need to respond to
a task within a TDA.

Best regards,

www.babcockinternational.com

babcock

h—,ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email
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Sent 31 January 2021 13:13
To:
Ce:
Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &

Update

Thank you for this, much appreciate. Absolutely you are now added to the list.

Kind regards,

From |

Sent: 30 Jlanuary 2021 20:14
To: I

Ce:

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Dear NG

I would also concur with the response as detailed below from [ ERNERENGGIEGGEE

However, | would ask that | be included in any future correspondence regarding any future proposals from
Skyports, as | have not been included in the consultation process for this particular proposed ACP,

Regards,

Mission Critical Services Onshore [Aviation]

|




Response 7: British Balloon and Airship Club

From:

Sent 27 January 2021 15:36

Yo ——

Ce: I

Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation
StakeholderEngagement Material

i

Your response has been noted, thank you. Just to confirm this is in relation to ACP-2020-099, as no one at Skyports

is called [N believe.

Kind regards,

From: [
Sent: 27 January 2021 15:33
To:

Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-09%9 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation StakeholderEngagement Material

I do not have any issues over the proposed TDA. It will not adversely affect the local balleonists.

Regards

British Balloon and Airship Club.

sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 13:54
Subject: Version 2 ACP-2020-09% Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation StakeholderEngagement Material




Response 8: British Gliding Association (BGA)

From: I

Sent 12 lanuary 2021 12:15

Te:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle

of Mull-Coll) = Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

Thank you for your response and support. Absolutely, if there are any issues in the future don't hesitate to get in
touch.

Kind regards,

||

Clmar

ACQe6

This emall is from Skyports Limited, Skyports Limited i a Emiled company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 S0P, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher Housa, Radiord Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 DEQ. This messagea
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have recelved this message in ermor, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do nol use, copy or disclose the information contasined in this message or in any
attachmant Plaase note that neithar Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for vireses and it is your
responsibility o scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments

From:

Sent: 11 January 2021 15:22

To

Ce:

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll) = Targeted
Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

Thanks for your engagement.

The BGA has no comment to make on the specific detail of the consultation.

We would like to note that as time goes on, we would like to reserve the right to come back to this in the highly
unlikely event of problems being encountered in the longer term.

Kind rpia rds

British Gliding Association

From: [
Sent: 11 January 2021 07:47
To:




Response 9: British Helicopter Association (BHA)

From: I

Sent: 07 February 2021 13:26

Te:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder 8

Update

v
To update you on the visibility paint, this is now 1500m.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 12:33

Tao:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

+

On the visibility point we operate to the manufacturer limitation which | believe is currently 500m, all operations are
within our TDA only of course. Appreciate any suggestions you may have and understand the challenges with CFIT
and the visual scan, which is why we are limited to our TDAs. Appendix C lssue & goes into more detail on ADS-B, |
have extract below.

Issue 6: Aircraft Avoidance

Summary

# Whot is your procedure for avoidonce if another aircraft is detected in clase proximity To yours, or
occidently enters TDA by occident or in an emergency?

Skyports response

# The UAS will constantly review the speed and heading of other aircraft in the situational awareness
catchment area. [f the system anticipotes that onother aircraft will breach the pre-set drone Well
Clear (WC) Boundary, the system will outamatically decide to respond sufficiently eorly so as to
ovoid any octual breach, assuming the other aircraft maintains their current speed and heading

The system is dependent on the other aircraft carrying ADS-B and brogdcasting out.

» While the UAS offers this collision avoidance capability, Skyports is unable to rely on this system as
a complete strategic air risk mitigation solution with reqgards to current UAS regulations, hence the
regulatory requirement to operate within segregated airspace.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 22:35

To:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update




Thank you for the update. | am glad to see that you will cease ops when the cloud base is less than 1500ft. Have you
considered also ceasing your ops when the inflight visibility drops below a certain limit. ADSB and other forms of
electronic conspicuity give pilots an indication of where to focus their scan to spot conflicting traffic. The final part of
the ‘see and avoid’ technique features the human’s mark | eyeball which is notoriously unreliable. In poor weather
enough time is spent looking out to avoid CFIT, time sharing to look in the monitor ADSB displays and then look out
trying to spot your UAV will cause all tasks to be done in a less efficient way and to a lower standard.

Yours

From [

Sent: 28 January 2021 16:45
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven’t done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feedback and comment on Skyports” draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the
deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require more time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

.9
AcCee

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.08, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 OEQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential If you have received this message in error, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it, Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note thal neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and R is your
responsibiity to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments




Response 10: Cheshire Flyers

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 09:36

To:

Subject RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder 8¢
Update

Thanks for your positive responses to the concerns of other airspace users.

Your feedback and experience could be used to develop a best practice guide to applicants for TDAs to speed up
process and help to engender the co-operation between airspace users that will carry forward into full integration
when "see and avoid” technology has been established.....and approved by the regulator.

Best regards

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 4:32 PM
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, yaur
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
https:/fairspacechange. caa co uk/PublicProposalArea PplD=330

| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the
deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require more time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

sSKyports.net

o




From:

Sent: 22 January 2021 18:36

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

va2.0.pdf

pear G

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out today (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any
future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| hope this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us. We fully agree in integration
rather than segregatian, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate
within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace,
BWLOS LAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

| also share the cower email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 Januwary 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions, We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed same common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Flease find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
propased solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This versian will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal far this proposed change:
https://alrspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalarea?plD=330.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
0 We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks,

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours,

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed

1




period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL = and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infarmation about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can pravide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:

o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Alrcraft Specification:
o Wa have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight an Sunday 31st January,

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clrrmar
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to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained In this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibdity to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments,

From: [

Sent: 22 January 2021 16:09
To: I
.

Subject: ACP-2020-093 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Caoll)

Dea i

Please find our response to the consultation below:

ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Cheshire Flyers

The Cheshire Flyers is one of the largest active microlight and light aircraft flying clubs in the UK with a
membership of around 150.

The Western Isles are an extremely popular destination for our members, as it is for many other flyers in the
UK, and there is huge concern about this proposal and how it will impact on accessibility to the area. Flights
tend to take place during periods of settled weather. During such a period, restriction of light aircraft access
to airfields in the affected area, particularly Glenforsa, will impact on the safety of GA flights, reduce visitor
numbers and negatively impact on the local economies.

We are, therefore, against the proposal in its current form.

The main issues are the duration of TDA activation times, which we feel should be confined to the minimum
requirement for flight of the small unmanned aircraft (SUAs) and it is unacceptable that a TDA should hinder
use of Glenforsa airfield. Skyports state that through Vodafone 4G and satellite links, the SUAs are in
continuous data contact with base, This means that SUA locations and flight timings will be known precisely.
It is also understood that the SUAs will carry a transponder and will therefore be visible to suitably equipped
GA aircraft.

The proposed application of the unmanned aircraft technology is laudable but we believe that the
implementation could be more inclusive without jeopardizing SUA and GA activities or causing potentially
hazardous conflicts. The trial should be focusing on safe integration of airspace users in uncontrolled
airspace rather than attempting unsustainable segregation.

The urgency of establishing support for NHS services in the Oban-Mull-Coll area is recognized and this could
be achieved with a solution that better considers the needs of other airspace users and makes better use of
the available technology. Unless, a mutually acceptable solution that minimises airspace competition can be
developed for this location, broader use of commercial SUAs elsewhere could be problematic.




Response 11: Connel Flying Club

ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll

Name ]
Organisation Connel Flying Club

Pasition in the organisation On behalf of elected officers & members
Email I
Feadback

Regretfully, we cannot support this proposal. At the same time, we do not oppose it.

We recommend that you withdraw the ACP and resubmit it with greater clarity and better
proposals for integration with other airspace users.

We set out the reasons why we cannol support the proposal below. We hope that these are
taken in the spirit of constructive criticism and look forward o your responses.

Connel Flying Club represents around 20 members, with 12 aircraft based at Oban Airport
{almaost half of the total number of aircraft based there). Before 2020, our members flew
approximately 400 hours a year, with a majority of their flights transiting the affected areas.
Whilst most of our flights take place at higher altitudes, our members do regulary fly at lower
levels.

Apart from our specific objections to this proposal, we believe it is possible for our members
o oparate in cooperation with you without segregated airspace. We are willing to work with
you further on this.

Flight safety
The proposal, as published, negatively affects the safety of our members.

The routes along the Sound of Mull (approximately Tobermory to Oban) and the Firth of Lom
(approximaltely from Bunessan to Oban) are subject lo extremely variable weather.
Unforecast low cloud is common and flights at low level are somelimes necessary to retum
safely to Oban or alternate landing sites,

Your offer to suspend operations when the cloud base is below 1500t is noted. However,
the windy.com data is not sufficient for this as it relies on cloud base forecasts which are
very unreliable in this area. Actual weather observations would be nesded for this to be
sufficient mitigation - and they would need to be made at different points along the route in
order to be useful. We are happy to discuss local weather conditions further.

We note your suggestion that telephone contact and a DAAIS operaled by Oban Information
would be sufficient mitigation, but we must strongly disagree. For most GA aircraft,
telephone calls are impossible in flight. Weather conditions can change substantially during




the course of a flight, so it is not sufficient to have a telephone conversalion prior o
departure. Due to the local terrain, Oban Information is uncontactable north of Craignure (up
the sound of Mull), and west of Lochbuie (on the south coast of Mull).

If segregated airspace is required, a DAACS with Scottish Information, combined with a
DAAIS with Oban, would provide somea mitigation.

Activation periods

If segregated airspace is required, it should be activated for the minimum amount of time
necessary, and there must be a mechanism for other airspace users to establish whether or
not it is active whilst they are airborne. The existing DAACS/DAALS offered for the military
danger areas on the west coast of Scotland would be a good example to follow. There is no
firm commitment to this in the curment proposal.

We recognise that there is a requirement to publish a NOTAM 24 hours in advance and that
due to operational constraints you are unable to commit in advance to short time windows in
which you will be airbome. This only makes the provision of a working DAACS/DAAIS more
important,

Consultation issues

We note that none of the three flying clubs based al Oban Airport, nor Skye Flying Club
baszed at Broadford Aerodrome to the north, were included on the initial list of stakeholders.
Additionally, the operators of Tiree Airport (Highlands & Islands Airports) and proprietors of
two private airstrips in the vicinity (Kilfinichen on Mull and Conaglen on the mainland) seem
to have been omitted. These are significant gaps.

We also note that we were not consulted for the previous two ACPs in the area. All of this
suggests that no attempt was made to contact the local GA community, which is at best a
material oversight.

We only became aware of the proposal through social media. After contacting you directly,
we received a revised proposal on the 22nd of January and a further revision on the 28th of
January, yet the deadline for responses is the 31st of January. This is clearly insufficient by
any standards,

We are disappointed by the lack of operational detail in the proposal: What are the flight
profiles? What are the criteria on which the “testing and demonstration” will be judged? If
more information were included, we would be able to engage more constructively to find
solutions that work for everyone.

We note and are grateful for your informal engagement during the consultation period.

We would be happy to respond to a definitive proposal with sufficient time allowed for
review.




Route/navigation complexity

The proposed airspace is complex and almost impossible to avoid using visual navigation
technigues. As a result, pilots will need to avoid a significantly larger volume of airspace than
that specified. The effective impact is that the entirety of the Sound of Mull and Firth of Lome
will be blocked to GA traffic at low altitude.

Summary

We believe that the planned activities can be carried out safely and with a minimal impact on
other airspace users, but the proposal in its current form is not proportionate and is not in
keeping with the principle of flexible use of airspace. Furthermore, the consultation has been
insufficient.




From: I

Sent: 21 January 2021 13:45

To: I

ce ]

Subject: RE: Oban-Mull-Coll trial - questions - Oban/Connel Flying Club

Good Afterncon [

Wondering if you would have some time today maybe later this afternoon/evening to give us feedback on some of
the changes we are trying to make? Alternatively tomarrow morning could wark?

Many thanks,

From:

Sent: 18 lanuary 2021 15:14

To
Cc:

Subject: RE: Oban-Mull-Coll trial - guestions - Oban/Connel Flying Club

Hi
Good to meet you on the call today and thanks for all the useful input. Some paints below from the call:

+* You are the main representative for Connell Flying Club.

= There is a transmitter on the lsle of Tiree for VHF comms.

# Using Oban/Scottish Information to make other airspace users aware of drone status (airborne/grounded)
on request, would be useful to the GA community. We will lock into this suggestion, thank you.

= We spoke about the software requirements required to display active NOTAMS. You mentioned you had a
colleague who maybe able to share specific software requirements with us?

& The LAA have good aviation stakeholder outreach. Moving forward we plan to explore the most effective
communications channels and this stakeholder engagement has brought our attention to other means (local
newspapers and magazines etc), which we intend to look into in the future.

Look forward to catching up with you after we send out our revisions this week.
Thank you far taking the time to speak with us.

Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 14 January 2021 21:31

To:

Cc:

Subject: Re: Oban-Mull-Call trizl - gquestions - Oban/Connel Flying Club
That would be great, thank you.




On Thu, 14 Jan 2021, 2130 [ RGN -
Hi [

Absolutely, would 1330pm on Manday work for you? 1 will send a teams/zoom invite if that would work?

Kind regards,

From: [
Sent: 14 January 2021 17:15

To
c: I

Subject: Re: Oban-Mull-Coll trial - guestions - Oban/Connel Flying Club

i

Thanks for those details - that's really helpful.

How about a quick call on Monday afternoon? Right now, my diary is free from 1pm onwards.

Many thanks,

On Wed, 13 Jan 2021, 11:58 [ GGG - ot




| have some time this week if you would like to talk further about this howewver | have tried to answer your
questions below to the best of my knowledge in conjunction with our Head of Technology:

» | understand your aircraft both emit and receive AD5-8 signals. Can you confirm whether your receivers
process uncertified ADS-B signals - ie with SIL/SID=07? Maost of the aircraft bosed ot Oban emit uncertified
ADS-B.

We have contacted the drone manufacturer and they have confirmed that this is the case; uncertified ADS-B
signals are processed by our receivers.

« What is your procedure for ovoidance if another oircraft is detected in close proximity to yours?. This would
of course only happen in the case of an aceidental or emergency breach of the danger area, but its not
impossible.

The system is constantly reviewing speed and heading of other aircraft in the situational awareness catchment
area. If the system anticipates that another aircraft will breach the drone Well Clear (WC) Boundary, the
system will decide to respond sufficiently early 5o as to avoid any actual breach, assuming the other aircraft
remains maintains their current speed and heading. Table 1-3 and 1-4 outline the response relative to the type
of leg being flown at the time.

» Do you have any procedures to cooperate with air traffic services in case of, for example, an emergency
where an aircraft may need to cross the danger area? In our formal response, we will suggest having pre-
agreed procedures with Oban Airport, Scottish Control/Scottish Infarmation, and local flying clubs.

We have tried to keep our TDA operating altitudes as low as possible to allow airspace users to fly over them,
however in the event that you need to cross our TDA (in an emergency/generally in poor/low cloud base
scenarios) our contact number will be published on the NOTAM detailing which TDAs are active and when. It will
be beneficial if we can have as much notice as possible to coordinate this if possible.

We are also in clase contact with Scottish Information and Oban Airpart in case you need emergency access and
they will be able to contact us should you already be airborne. A separate deconfliction temporary operating
instruction (TOI) is in place for the HEMS operators in case they need access to these locations.

» What plans and procedures do you have in place to deconflict with traffic at Glenforsa Airfield on Mull? The
currently proposed airspace conflicts with the established visual cireuit at Glenforsa. In our formal
response, we will probably suggest moving the centreline of the danger area over to the eastern coast of
the Sound of Mull, to give as much space as possible between your operations and the Glenforsa visual
circuit.

Thank you for this feedback. We are in contact with the stakeholder who runs this airfield and plan to re-route
away fram this pending his feadback. Based on his feedback and that of the other airspace users (including
yourself) we will suggest an amended the route which will hopefully give you access to this airfield without the
need to contact us. Your suggestion of moving the TDA towards the Sound of Mull has been noted. | would hope
to have this new proposal prepared next week however any further input on this from yourself would be much
appreciated, we are open to all suggestions.




» The shape of the restricted airspace is guite complex, and it is not practical for pilots to avoid it solely using
“visual" navigation. Are you able to work with organisations such as eg Skydemon to ensure that the
restrictions are clearly visible on GPS navigation devices?

The TDA design currently shows the whole route network. Only one or two specific TDA routes will be active at
any given time, all the other TDAs will be deactivated when not required, to ensure all other airspace users can
have access. Our Head of Technology informs me that as long as you have an ADS-B IN connection, it will be
picked up by Sky-demon. We can also provide you with KML files that you can upload in your navigation software
if that would be an acceptable solution

= Very happy to have a further conversation on the phone about this - outside the narrow scope of the ACP
we are supportive of your efforts and would like to work with you to develop mitigations and operating
procedures to smooth things along.

It would be great to arrange a call to introduce ourselves and help us all understand each others airspace

requirements. When would be convenient for you?

Kind regards,

‘NL‘IEEII'I‘-.I'IF".’

This amail is from Skyports Limitled. Skyports Limited is a mited company regisierad in England and Wales with registerad
number 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 SDP, United

Kingdom, Our registerad office is at Kingfisher House, Radiord Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This
message is intended solely for the addresses and is privale and confidential. If you have received this message in

arror, please send it back to us, and immediately and parmanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information
contalned i this message of in any attachment. Please nale that nelther Skyports Limited nor thie sender accepts any
responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any atlachments.

From:
Sent: 12 January 2021 12:22




To:
Subject: Oban-Mull-Coll trial - guestions - Oban/Connel Flying Club

Hella,

lust for good order, this is not a formal ACP response - I'm in the process of preparing that and have a few
questions in advance.

| represent Connel Flying Club, based at Oban airport. As a group, we are probably the largest users of the affected
airspace {we have about a dozen aircraft flying out of Oban, flying a total of approx 400 hours a year, and at a
guess about 2/3rds of aur flights cross the affected areas, although mostly at higher altitudes). As we live locally
we also see the real value in the service, and so we're keen to engage constructively.

| understand your aircraft both emit and receive ADS-B signals. Can you confirm whether your receivers process
uncertified ADS-B signals - ie with SIL/SID=0? Most of the aircraft based at Oban emit uncertified ADS-B.

What is your procedure for avoidance if another aircraft is detected in close proximity to yours?. This would of
course only happen in the case of an accidental or emergency breach of the danger area, but its not impossible. I
our pilots know how your aircraft will react, that will help them.

Do you have any procedures to cooperate with air traffic services in case of, for example, an emergency where an
aircraft may need to cross the danger area? In our formal response, we will suggest having pre-agreed procedures
with Oban Airport, Scottish Contral/Scottish Information, and local flying clubs.

What plans and procedures do you have in place to deconflict with traffic at Glenforsa Airfield on Mull? The
currently proposed airspace conflicts with the established visual circuit at Glenforsa. In our formal response, we
will probably suggest moving the centreline of the danger area over to the eastern coast of the Sound of Mull, to
give as much space as possible between your operations and the Glenforsa visuwal circuit.

The shape of the restricted airspace is quite complex, and it is not practical for pilots to avoid it solely using
"visual" navigation. Are you able to work with organisations such as eg Skydemaon to ensure that the restrictions
are clearly visible on GPS navigation devices?

Very happy to have a further conversation on the phone about this - outside the narrow scope of the ACP we are
supportive of your efforts and would like to work with you to develop mitigations and operating procedures to
smooth things along.




Kind Regards,




Response 12: Cormack Aircraft Services Ltd

From:

Sent 06 February 2021 1710

To: I
Ce: .
Subject: RE: ACP 2020-099 response

Hi againi
In answer to your guestions:

If we receive reports that the cloud base has deteriorated to <1500t after the drone has become airborne, the
remote pilot will either command the drone to return to base or continue to destination, whichever is the quickest.
Qur system gives constant estimated times to destination/departure/alternate which will allow the remote pilot to
make the safest decision. There will of course be some element of airmanship involved, especially depending on
where AD5-B traffic (if any) might be located

Any dangerous good carried (only blood samples) will be in accordance with CAA approved procedures and
permissions.

Kind regards,

From |

Sent: 05 February 2021 10:18
To:
co: I

Subject: ACP 2020-099 response

Please confirm receipt

Good evening,

Thanks for extending the return date.

Please find attached response to the ACP 2020-099
Kind regards,

Cormack Aircraft Services Ltd.

Web  www,cormackaircraft.com




Appendix B: Response Form

Mame:

Organisafion name: Comack Aircraft Services Limited
Position in the organisation: I —
Emal ]
Feedback

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to ACPZ2020.099 for which we raise an objection
based on the following grounds.

We have a part SPO & DTO, and have been flying in the area since 1966, We write to object
to the ACP as proposed as we consider it to be dangerous. The reason for our concem Is that
many light and commercial aircraft use the proposed routes for low level fransits between the
mainland and the Islands. When the cloudbase is below 20001, it is impossible to use any
ather route by Visual Flight Rules other than those shown in all of the ACP route combinations.
In addition, the upper limits of 750ft AMSL are likely to conflict with the aforementioned traffic.
Further, the width the proposed routes appear to take over a vast area which will preclude any
other traffic. It is clear that Skyport's inherent lack of engagement with GA stakeholders in
Scotland has painted a wholly inaccurate picture and contributed to a poor grasp of airspace
use in the affected area of the ACP.

It is by chance that a fellow operator advised me of this airspace change proposal which is
fortunate as | had never been consulted. A call round varlous general aviation contacts
yesterday revealed that no one had heard of this proposal. Now we have found that there have
been previous ACPs for which limited consultation has been undertaken. To this end we would
request we be consulted on any future airspace change proposals. We note thal this proposal
Is to assist the NHS so would not object to this lightly.

| am concemed about the control of any restricted airspace and the operation of the drone.

As an ex-Alr Ambulance pliot, | have routed through the Sound of Mull on many occasions
where the weather has changed instantly with lowering cloud and reduced visibility with the
possibility of ice formation on the airframe. As the drones would be camying dangerous goods,
| am concemed what would happen in the event of icing or substantially deterioraling weather
conditions. In addition, It Is impossible to make contact with Scottish Information by WYHF in the
Sound of Mull and fram the east coast of Mull across to Lochgilphead, whilst flying at low level.
| do not accept that we could easily communicate. It is not possible to communicate by
telephone whilst flying. Where terrain allows VHF coverage, one can call Scottish Information
or Oban, Please note that the majority of light aircraft do not have ADS-B infout so the
electronic conspicuity is of limited use. Rather than discuss the possibility, | would request that
the sponsor be mandated to do so. While | note that the UAS will not operate if the cloudbase
Iz below 15001t AMSL, how will the drone be able to detect If this decreases dramatically en-
route? If a report ks recelved of deterlorating weather after launch, will the drone automatically
return to base?

| would also ask il the drone operalor and indeed the drone itsell has been approved for the
carriage of dangerous goods. As per the CAA approval process for carriage of dangerous
goods, an operator must conform to specific guidelines as well as nominating accountable
persons. | would assume this applies o transport of dangerous goods by UAS also?

Once again | thank you for the opportunity to comment on the airspace change and as
mentioned would ask that we be included in any further consultations.




Response 13: Double Whisky Flying Group

From:

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 0759

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll) -
Formal Stakeholder Objection

e

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP, your cbjection has been noted. | have
now also included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are
shared with you.

Kind regards,

I

Clryvimnar

in[wl [0

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is 2 limited company reqistered in England and Wales with registered
numbser 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh Howse, 170 Kennington Lane, Londan, SE11 5DP, Unitad
Kingdom. Ouwr registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addresses and is private and confidential. f you have received this meseage in ermor, please sand it back
to us, and mmediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachmant. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepls any responsibility for vinuses and it is your
responsibilty to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

From:
Sent: 30 January 2021 00:15

o:

Ce:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Caoll) - Formal Stakeholder Objection

Dear Sirs,

I am writing to formally object to your ACP submission regarding the establishment of Segregated Airspace
at title. | have seen the updated version 3.0 of your consultation document (dated 29 January 2021) and
the comments below are based on this document.

1. STAKEHOLDER INFORMATION




I am a co-owner and operator of a light aircraft group based in Scotland which regularly flies under Visual
Flight Rules {VFR] within the proposed airspace and will be potentially affected to our detriment under the
current proposal. Our aircraft is normally based at Fife Airport during the Winter months and at Prestwick
Airpart from Spring to Autumn. Additionally the aircraft is registered for operations with the Argyll Flying
Club based at Oban Airport. Typically the aircraft will fly for 100-120 hours per annum, although due to
lockdown restrictions during 2020 this was reduced to 70 hours. In spite of the lockdown restrictions
which pertained for much of the year, the aircraft flew from Oban on 9 separate occasions and from
Glenforsa (Mull) on 11 separate occasions. These numbers would be in the order of half the normal
operations which we would expect to carry out during an unconstrained flying year. There is therefore a
reasonable expectation that the proposed Segregated Airspace may at times conflict with our planned
operations resulting in myself and the Group being de facto local Stakeholders,

2. FLYING GROUP POSITION ON UAS BVLOS OPERATIONS

It is recognized by the Group that UAS technology is not only here to stay but will continue to develop and
grow with various operational applications which will benefit our community. However, this needs to
evalve in a manner which embraces the basic tenets of the UK and EASA Airspace Policy, namely that
airspace is to be shared in an equitable and flexible manner and that airspace users shall integrate rather
than segregate. Segregation not only impacts adversely on other airspace users but also introduces the
thin edge of the wedge by creating precedent for widescale applications and thus leading to expectations
of such airspace being granted for other users, which would result in an uneven burden on those who also
have to use the airspace for military, commercial, and general aviation purposes. The objection is
therefore not to the principle of BYLOS, but as is detailed below, it is to the timeline of this application, the
consultation methodology, and the aspects of the manner in which the airspace is planned to be operated.
Changes to these aspects of the Proposal, which address the issues satisfactorily, could lead to a reverse in
the objection position,

3. ACP PROPOSAL STAKEHOLDERS

The ACP has the potential to affect a great many users ranging from the military low flying training
community, through essential emergency services, to commercial operations and finally to the many
General Aviation aircraft based in Scotland and beyond who operate in the West Coast of Scotland
airspace environment. The ACP sponsor details the stakeholder methodology used in previous trial ACPs in
Para 3 of the current proposal. There appears to be a perception by the Sponsor that by engaging in a
limited target audience, which barely targets the majority users likely to be using the airspace, i_e. General
Aviation, then they have somehow built up a comprehensive knowledge of the airspace, it's users, and
their operations. This is wide of the mark.

Examining the CAA Airspace Policy Partal, the following can be found:

ACP-2020-023 UAS BVLOS (Oban) — This was withdrawn and there is no documentation to show the
stakeholders consulted (assuming it got to that stage).

ACP- 2020-038 LIAS BVLOS (Oban-Craignure) — The Sponsor stakeholder engagement strategy was based
on consulting operators and operations within 10 miles of the proposed TDA. This meant that stakeholders
did not include any of the Scottish Flying Clubs or aircraft group operators who use this airspace regularly,
nor did it include any of the umbrella organisations who represent the interests of aircraft owners and
operators such as the Light Aircraft Association (LAA) or the Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association (AQPA),
who could have ensured that the proposal was widely known about and open to comment by their
members who fly in the area and have a vested interest in a safe operation. In spite of this omission of a
great number of stakeholders, this lead to a claim that a comprehensive picture of airspace usage in the
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area had been formed. | would argue against that and suggest that the Sponsor ‘got away with it’ in terms
of the General Aviation community due to the lack of consultation coupled with pilots not generally flying
in the area as much due to COVID restrictions on travel and flight, therefore being blissfully aware of the
trial taking place.

ACP-2020-055 UAS BVLOS [Craignure — Oban — Lochgilphead) — As there is no sight of the ACP proposal on
the CAA Portal, only meeting minutes, ete, it cannot be determined who the stakeholders engaged
arefwere. It is logical however to presume that the same flawed logic used in ACP-2020-038 was used,
since no one | have talked to in General Aviation circle and networks, nor Air Traffic Service providers such
as NATS have heard about it. Once again a large proportion of the actual users of the airspace, who
incidentally may not necessarily be operating from Oban or Glenforsa aerodromes, have been excluded
from farming an opinion and making suggestions for equitable use of the airspace.

ACP-2020-048 UAS BVLOS (Greenock — Bute) — | am also led to believe that a further ACP was proposed
which would affect General Aviation traffic in the Firth of Clyde area drastically, but can find no
information on this proposal in the CAA Portal. It would be interasting to have seen, had it bean
continued, as to who would have been on the stakeholder list.

Turning now to the stakeholders on this ACP-2020-099, it is an improvement on what has gone on before
and | believe this is in no small part due to those in the General Aviation world *spreading the word’ and
raking sure that our voice can be heard. That said, there are many interested parties that appear to be
missing from the stakeholder list, but they are being encouraged to make comment on the proposal
through the various General Aviation networks and media coverage. | certainly hope so, in order to
provide a truly comprehensive airspace usage picture for both the Sponsor and the CAA to base decisions
on.

4. ACP PROPOSAL CONSULTATION TIMESCALES

When first made aware of this ACP around 2 weeks ago, it raised an immediate concern with me about not
anly the breadth of the stakeholder audience but a woefully inadequate consultation timescale of 2 weeks
(which was in reality only going to be 1 week for me). This has been extended to 3 weeks, but still well
short of the normal timescales expected for changes such as this. As already mentioned, it is pleasing that
the umbrella aviation organisations are included in this engagement, however the vast majority of them
are not ‘local’ and would require input and suggestions from their locally based members or fram
members further afield with experience of operating in the affected airspace. In these times of COVID, the
Tier lockdowns, and ‘working from home” directives, giving these organisations the responsibility of
consulting with their members, drafting an agreed response to you, and filing their return — all within 3
weeks of asking — is quite frankly ludicrous and could be seen as a cynical ploy to slip in this change under
the radar before airspace users can react and respond. The CAA Palicy for the ACF process and for the
establishment of TDAs normally has generous consultation and implementation lead times. They are there
for a reason, to ensure that the views of all stakeholders and airspace users have the ability to be aired
and addressed. Whilst the current COVID pandemic no doubt gives Sponsor the impetus to move quickly
with a trial, not least because of EU and Government funding aspeacts I'm sure, the proposed start date of
April 2021 indicates that this is not ‘life or death’ situation which requires short cutting of due process and
protocols, Playing the COVID card whilst it has already been established that the trial can commence a few
manths down the line seemns to be a red herring. If there is already 2 months lead in time from now then
an adequate extension which allows adequate time for full consultation with not only local but all relevant
stakeholders is surely not in the realms of the impossible,

5. AIRSPACE PROPOSAL




The objections to the proposal on airspace and procedure terms are many. | will deal with them in the
order they appear within the proposal document,

Para l

| am not entirely clear as to what the objactive of the trial is, in other words, what is it providing that
moves forward the integration of UAS BVLOS and manned aireraft ? The technology for operating BVLOS
LIAS withowut Detect and Avoid is already established. The equipment to be used in the trial is, as |
understand, an off the shelf product and proven already throughout the world. The use of TDAs in
segregating airspace is also a tried and tested method of operation. Accepting a trial, or if the Sponser had
their way, multiple trizls all along the West Coast of Scatland, has the potential to help create a patchwark
of TDAs across the UK. These cannot be accepted by the established aviation community as it will lead to
an unsustainable situation with other users being squeezed out unsafely. More Segregated Airspace is not
only going against the future concepts for airspace usage but also introduces the risk of infringements by
other aircraft and in to conflict with BVLOS UAS which are inadequately equipped for Detect and Avoid.
The worst case is a mid-air collision with all the ramifications that holds. Whilst safety has to be the
number 1 priority, more and more Segregated Airspace also reduces drastically the efficiency of the
airspace, resulting in large numbers of airspace users being limited in their access and constraining their
operations and freedoms. Why are you not pursuing trials using equipment which has Detect and Avoid
technology onboard , with a view to gathering data to assist in the removal of the need for Segregated
Airspace ?

Para 1.2

It states that the possibility of airspace infringements will be considered as part of any approval. What
mitigations can you provide against unknown aircraft infringing an established TDA ? In Class G airspace
there is no requiremeant for aircraft to carry Electronic Canspicuity equipment, therefare how are you
going to know they are there and have enterad as they are most likely going to be beyond your line of
sight too ? This worries me.

Para 4.2

From the top down view it is difficult to gauge the width of the corridors. Of note, the corridor in the
vicinity of Glenforsa seems to have been much reduced to take account of the airfield, which is welcome.
Presumning that the drone has the accuracy to navigate within that narrow corridor and the safety
argument for their operation is met, then do the other corridors need to be as wide as depicted,
notwithstanding the constrained route argument ? What prevents any turnback required being
accommodated by slowing and bringing the drone to a hover, reversing direction, and then accelerating
again to cruise speed ? Reducing the airspace to the bare minimum would not only be in keeping with CAA
policy but would also reduce the impact on other airspace users and be easier to gain acceptance in the
wider aviation community.

For background information on why this trial may impact on General Aviation aircraft operating in the
airspace unfavarably, the TDA structure is within airspace which is regularly used by General Aviation
aircraft flying up the West Coast either on round trip flights from out with the local area, accessing local
airfields such as Oban or Glenforsa, or transiting to other airfields in the Highlands and Islands regions. The
weather conditions on the West Coast of Scotland can best be described as unpredictable and
unchangeable. High terrain, both on the Isle of Mull and on the Mainland can produce quickly changing
local weather conditions such as orographic cloud and reduced visibility, whilst the coastal areas can also
develop quick moving areas of patchy coastal fog. Whilst pilots will check metearological information
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before flight, these local conditions and speed of change can be unforecast and may reguire the pilot to
deviate from his planned flight profile, either laterally to avoid to terrain, (visible or otherwise) or vertically
to avoid observed cloud. The wide over sea channels between the islands and the mainland offer pilots a
potentially safe escape route in such circumstances as terrain is no longer a factor and they can descend to
a low level to remain clear of cloud. Legally this could be close to the surface, provided that 500° minimum
separation distance is maintained from any person, vehicle, building or structure. Where conditions allow
pilots will also hug the coast both for navigational and contingency purposes in the event of an engine
failure. Whilst airborne, the ability to contact the TDA opearator to request entry in to Segregated Airspace,
even in an emergency, will be virtually impossible. Infringement may be the only option for the pilot and
this will be unknown to the TDA operator unless the UAS has the ability to electronically carry out Detect
and Avoid procedures, The other side of the coin of course is that a pilot in trouble may be reticent to
enter the TDA and enter weather conditions which they should avoid. Should the TDA be seen as the way
forward then it is imperative that it is as small as possible both laterally and vertically, it is only
promulgated when it is being used, that maximum activity lengths set for each activated block on a rolling
basis taking account of the progress of the drone are part of the approval by the CAA, and a robust
method of ensuring tactical access by other users in both normal and emergency operations is in place at
all times when it is being used.

Para 4.4

It mentions a 24 hour NOTAM lead in, Whilst this is laudable in giving a lot of notice, it will also mean that
the periods of activity are likely to be long as the granularity of operations 24 hours beforehand will not be
as precise as those claser in to actual UAS operations, |t is more likely that the Sponsor is going to ask for
potentially excessive operation to allow for unplanned delays to operations and for accommodating pop
up tasks than simply limit a 24 hour prenote to precise short term flight windows. It's understandable but
also potentially results in airspace being blocked for long periods when it is not actually being used, in
diract contradiction with the Flexible Use of Airspace concept. If there are going to be lengthy periods
where promulgated activity is not actually going to take place then there must be mechanisms for
tactically opening up the TDA to other users and also for cancelling activity as soon as any activity is
complete or has been cancelled. The Sponsor and the CAA should collate regular stats on actual usage and
booked usage and any excess blocking of airspace immediately dealt with during the trial. | also note that
Appendix C Issue 2 covers some of these points.

Para 6.1

This does not cater for General Aviation aircraft who wish to access the airspace in an emergency or for
normal operations on account of weather conditions or tactical entry when drone activity permits. This is
discriminatory and goes against the principle that airspace is shared by all users. Where would any
Temporary Operating Instruction be issued and how would users not in the local clique know about it and
where to find it ? | believe it should be published by the CAA as an Aeronautical Information Circular so
that ALL users are aware of any trial information and the procedures associated with it which they may
elect to use if required.

Appendix C Issue 4

Whilst some aircraft will be able to ask for entry clearance in advance and in sufficient time, this is
dependent upon radio coverage from Oban (which has limited hours and radio range) and will also be in
an area of well known poor radio coverage from Scottish Information due to terrain shielding. It is also
dependent on the ATC facility having the capacity to try and contact Skyports when they perhaps have
higher priority tasks to undertake. In other words the chance of success is realistically low.




Appendix C Issue 5

As issue 4 in terms of radio coverage. It also states that aircraft will be able to contact Skyports via Scottish
Infarmation or Oban. How will this be achieved ¥ There is no ability for either agency to ‘patch through' a
radio call to a telephone call.

Appendix C Issue 6

This only addresses detection and collision avoidance in respect of ADS-B equipped aircraft. It provides no
mitigation against non-equipped aircraft who are not legally required to be fitted with this.

Appendix C Issue 8

| note that drone will operate in VMC conditions. How will this be determined if the drone is down route
and BYLOS ?

Happy to engage as required.

Yours aye

Double Whisky Flying Group

Virus-free. www, 3vg.com




Response 14: East of Scotland Microlights

From:

Sent: 25 January 2021 1520

To:

Subject: Re: West coast drone airspace proposal

Hello I

Thanks for getting back to me so quickly. I'll take a bit of time to read through and
digest everything, and forward details to our club members.

Kind regards

East of Scotland Microlights.
On Mon, 25 Jan 2021 at 13:11, [
Good afternoon

Absolutely, | have attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was
sent out last Friday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback) and now included you inour list of
stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. | hope this
answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed altermatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
18) that highlights the meost significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those
issues. We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those
Appendix C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposal Area?plD=330,




I will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400t AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain,

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDWA,

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FIS0 can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aireraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infermation about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aireraft Specification:

o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.
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9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not cperate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

ArfLG

This amai is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registerad in England and YWales with registared
number 10755230, Our office is al Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kenninglon Lane, London, SE 11 50P, United
Kingdom. Owr registared office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essax, United Kingdom, CM12 0ECQ. This
massage is inandad solaly for the addresses and is private and confidential. If you have recaived this message in

error, please send il back 1o us, and immediately and permanently delete it Do not use, copy or disclose the information
contained in this message or in any altachment. Please note that neither Skypons Limited nor the sender accepts any

responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otharwise check this amail and any attachmeants.

Fram:

Sent: 25 January 2021 11:58

To: I

Subject: West coast drone airspace proposal

Good morning,




I am writing on behalf of our microlight flying school and club at East Fortune
airfield, East Lothian.

We have been established for over 30 years and have the largest flexwing club and
fleet in the country with over 50 aircraft based here.

I have only just been made aware of proposals regarding drone flying and restricted
airspace in the Mull, Coll and Oban areas. These are areas that many of our
members use frequently and therefore of great significance to us.

Could you please add us to your list of interested parties, together with details of the
proposal, so that we can circulate the details to our club membership for their
feedback?

Regards

East of Scotland Microlights.




Response 15: East of Scotland Strut

From:

Sent: 31 lanuary 20271 1246

To:

Ce

Subject: RE: Subject; Skyports ACP - LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban, Mull, Coll)

oo

Thank you for your response on behalf of East of Scotland Strut LAA, | appreciate you gathering this feedback so
guickly and we also appreciate your support. | have been replying to any stakehalders who have contacted me
directly as well, and if you feel you need some more time please let me know. | can compile any additional comment
by Thursday evening if that helps. You have made some great points and | am more than happy to have an infermal
call post engagement to discuss them further if you like,

On your points below | have tried to answer them as best as possible:

# This propasal is a short term service to the NHS arising from the pandemic. Any longer term reguirement
will be subject to a new proposal. Your point about any future consultations being national has also been
noted and we would happily have an informal conversation about this with you post engagement (to get
your ideas on this).

*  On the Raptors point we are liaising closely with Scottish Mational Heritage and sharing our routes with
them to ensure there s minimal disruption.

s We are currently in discussions with NATS to have a DAAIS service with Oban & Scottish Information for GA.

* We can't speak specifically to details of the NHS supply chain as this is based on confidential discussions,
however | can provide some general comments on your guestions. The MHS supply chain in the Argyll &
Bute region is quite varied with different modes of transport used depending on the specific medical facility
such as vans, ferries, planes and Royal Mail pickup = often a combination of multiple of these. In addition
other factors such as: time of year, time at which sample was taken, service levels of the transport provider,
presence of COVID restrictions etc. impact on the overall time from sample taken to results being provided
back.

* O the size of TDA point the unconstrained leg provides enough horizoental room for the drone to turn or
perform an orbit plus an additional safety buffer,

The YTOL {Vertical Take-off & Landing) capability is reserved to only support take-off and landing, not to
support manoeuvres during flight. It runs on a separate battery system than the battery system uses for
forward flight in fixed-wing mode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs,
aborted take-offs and any other scenario that would require it to hover for a certain amount of time in order
to land safely again (e.g. an emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use
during forward flight apart from facilitating an emergency landing.

The canstrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone to fly below
A400ft through mountainous regions. This functionality enables us to plot a route that stays well clear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting 2 mountain
ridge as it is making a turn. Working with the OEM, we've worked out a means of introducing a constrained
leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our opticns, for the following reasons:

‘When using a constrained leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the ADS-B picking up the
presence of another aireraft should one enter segregated airspace.

- By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The SUA has a small corridor
that it will navigate through but will automatically trigger an emergency land if it determines that it has
breached that corridor.

Hapefully this explains why the whole route cannot be a constrained leg.
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If anything else comes to mind don’t hesitate to get in touch.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 30 Jlanuary 2021 18:26

Subject: FW: Subject: Skyports ACP - UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace [Oban, Mull, Call)

From: [
Sent: 30 lanuary 2021 15:30
To:

Subject: Subject: Skyports ACP - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban, Mull, Coll)
Sir,

We have just heard of your airspace intentions, anecdotally, three days before the deadline to put in comments or
objections. This is odd as you say you have engaged with likely stake holders and we are one of the most likely
groups to be affected by changes to low level airspace in the area of Oban and Mull. The East of Scotland Strut of
the LAA has 13 aeroplanes and 20 pilots and we consider this cormer of Scotland as being part of our home territory,
shared with others in our community.

We have absolutely no objection to emergency use of the airspace for Covid reasons. However, we would strongly
object if this was an attempt to claim airspace in the long term without a proper national consultation. Any
permanent network planned for the future will be national within the British Isles and as such will need national
consultation to fit into an as yet un-discussed national framework. We would like reassurance that this proposal is
as altruistic in a time of crisis a5 you suggest and not an opportunity to seize airspace by subterfuge to seta
precedent that is difficult to undo.

Our members have respondead almost by return email and | have provided a summary their comments below.

1 If this is good for these NHS sites then they must be equally good for all NHS sites across Britain. If there
is going to be a national network linking tens of thousands of sites in an interlocking web this must be
agreed on a national level involving all interested parties.

P We know that Skysports Ltd. is engaged in all sorts of drone development. This involves setting up and
testing and trialling commercial deliveries to pave the way for millions of destinations. This should be
considered as a whole and not in a hurry during lockdown.

3 We strongly believe that this is not the time rush through impaortant airspace changes on the minor
context of Covid-19, Once the full extent of what will be required spread across the whole of Britain for
all parties to be aware of before any decision is made.

4 There is no mention of noise at all. Drones buzzing up and down the beautiful scenery there with their
lights flashing does not help the tranquility of these places.

5 The prosed corridor is enormous considering the size of a drone and its capability for accurate flight
paths.

6 Developing it incrementally may give a false impression of what is going to happen.

7 Raptors have been trained to capture drones illegally operating round airfields. How will these drones
be protected from the raptors found in remote areas? What has been done to prevent harm or death to
raptors defending their territory?

8 The GA fleet is not required to have an ADSE capability. They cannat rely on conspicuity if only they

have it.
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9 The MHS and the Palice have the Skywatech service which can provide a valunteer light aircraft at short
natice. This would allow a full load of around 100lbs and a mare reliable service. Fifty times the load
capacity of your drone.

10 The proposed |anes cover Oban airfield. Yet they will not be able to be contacted by radio, effectively
meaning we have to phone them every time we want to go that way. One can't have controlled airspace
that has no radio contact. It Is like sealing off a swathe of Scotland. How do we descend inta Oban which
would be penetrating their airspace (as outlined).

Az you see a lot of unanswered questions and there is not enough timer in your schedule to allow for proper
discussion.

This could well be the thin end of a considerable wedge.

We are more than happy to see the drones assisting the NHS for the period of the pandemic but seek assurances
that these arrangements are indeed temparary for the stated period.

Please add us to the Stakeholders list.

Kind Regards

I ;- of Scotland Strut of the LAA.




Response 16: Freedom Aviation

From: I

Sent: 1 February 2021 08:36

To:

Cc

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)
Hi again,

Forgot to mention that | have added you both (Anthony & Dave) to our list of stakeholders under Freedom Aviation,
so any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you, Is this ok?

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 01 February 2021 08:31

e ]

cc: I

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Thank you for your email and taking the time to share your feedback and suggestions. | can confirm receipt of you
response as Head of Training for Freedom Aviation.

Kind regards,

From : [

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 18:24

To

c.: I

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
pear [
Sent on behalf_ Freedom Awviation

| wish to formally object to Airspace Change Proposal ACP-2020-099. In my capacity as Head of Training of a UK ATO
{Freedom .ﬂu.'ia'rinn_ I have identified the following concerns.

1. The CAA's Policy for the Establishment of Permanent and Temporary Danger Areas (ref. 20200721) 7.2
requires “the notified dimensions of a permanent DA are to be the minimum practicably necessary to meet
the task for which the DA has been established”. It is clear that the extensive network of air corridors,
approximately 75nm which ring fence Oban & Mull from the east, do not meet this requirement.

2. The same policy reqguires the need “to avoid cver-complication of airspace structures”. ACP-2020-099
consists of 11 TDAs with differing dimensions and notifications creating a fragmented hotch-potch of
airspace which is inconsistent with CAA policy.

3. Bothissues 1 & 2 are compounded by the submission of multiple similar ACP applications: ACP-2020-055A &
ACP-2020-048.




4, The TDA policy requires stakeholder engagement. | understand that local stakehaolders were initially
unaware of these ACP proposals and have engaged through chance. Furthermore, the ACP sponsor wishes
to truncate the consultation period to avoid overburdening stakeholders which is disingenuous in light of
this fact.

5. Compounding issue 4 is that stakeholder engagement must be broadened beyond the local aviation
community: aviation is a long distance endeavour where training in this region is carried out by operators
UK-wide. Furthermora, such operators bring much broader benefits to the local economy, in particular in
the hospitality sector. As training restarts past-COVID restrictions, these benefits are likely to be more
impertant to the local economy than ever and thus should be consulted.

6. The CAA's policy requires that environmental considerations must be taken into account (2.3). ACP-2020-
092 makes it clear that dangerous goods are to be carried: what environmental risk mitigants have been
taken, in particular with reference to the IATA dangerous goods regulations? This application has not been
made transparent in the ACP process.

7. Asis made clear in the policy, the CAA is compelled to act with regard to the efficient use of airspace.
According to disclosures, the drone in question is capable of carrying a 3kg payload. This is neither
proportionate to the number nor extent of the multiple ACPs. Furthermore, whilst the ACP describes a time
sawving vs land transport, there is no comparison to ather alternates such as the air charter service affered by
Hebridean Air Services whaose Islander aircraft are capable of both STOL operation, carry payloads circa 1t
and do not require dedicated airspace in which to operate.

It is impartant to emphasize that this ACP is a commaearcial one. This has already been established in both the
assessment minutes (16/12/2020, item 2) and in the ACP statement of need (Skyports note this ACP is required in
order to maintain their funding). This is in contrast to the bulk of the application which makes reference to COVID &
the NH5. Such statement are not relevant to the application, and are at best improperly balanced by alternatives
and at worst are disingenuous given issue 7 identified above.

It is also impartant to establish that | represent 2 commaercial endeavour, Freedom Aviation, which aperates out of
airfields in both England & Scotland. My company offers pilots both ab-initio and advanced training, of which the
operation of aircraft safely at lower levels is a critical part. However, like similar training organisations, | require no
dedicated airspace to continue operations whilst bringing important and established benefits to the lecal economy
at this time of need in the hospitality sectar. This application directly threatens the viability of this activity.

Yours Sincerely

cc. Civil Aviation Autharity

I o Avation




Response 17: Gama Aviation (Scottish Air Ambulance)

From: N

Sent 03 February 2021 12:33

To:

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &
Update

Good afternoon (G

I have read through ACP-2020-099 and | am happy with all the measures you have put in place to minimize the
impact on our operation.

If there is anything else | can help with please feel free to contact me.

Kind regards,

Get Qutlook for i0S

L

Gama Aviation

Your mission, our passion.
gamaaviation.com

ny attachments

and this work will be ongoing to

it 1o be sure thal your data s

From: [

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 4:44:41 PM
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your




Response 18: General Aviation Alliance (GAA)

i

Thank you for sending your response on behalf of the GAA, | can confirm it has now been received and your
objection is noted.

In answer to your question, NOTAMS will be deactivated when no longer required.

Kind regards,

from;: I

Sent: 01 February 2021 00:00

To:
Ce:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Hi

This email can be taken as the GAA's response to ACP-2020-099
(https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330), replacing all previous cormmespondence. It is based
upon the information available to us at this time.

Please confirm that it will be considered as a valid input to the Stakeholder Engagement and passed to the CAA as
part of the CAP1616 process that is being followed?

The GAA (www.gaalliance.org.uk) is an independent group and partnership of organisations representing, as far as
possible, UK General Aviation (GA), and Sports and Recreational Awviation interests (S&RA). lts objective is to
promote and protect the cost-effective use of GA and S&RA aircraft, and their owners, pilots and the associated
operations, and to actively parficipate in the formulation of regulations and actions that may affect their interests so as
to ensure the welfare and the free and safe movement of these aircraft, pilots, owners and the associated
operations. By using the GAA as a consultee you can be sure that an appropriate person within all of the following
organisations will be kept informed of the progress of your ACP and thereby reach the vast majority of UK GA
operations:

BBAC ~ British Balloon and Airship Club

BGA, - British Gliding Association

BHPA, - British Hang Gliding and Para Gliding Association

BMAA, - British Microlight Aircraft Association

BMF A - British Model Flying Association

BPA, - British Parachute Association

HCGE - Helicopter Club of Great Britain

LA - Light Aircraft Association

PPL/IR Europe - European Association of Instrument Rated Private Pilots

RAeC - Royal Aero Club of the United Kingdom

The individual organisations may choose to also submit their own responses directly to you.

It could be said that the GAA's interest in drone TDAs is far more detailed than it needs to be for what are short term
limited impact events. However it must be remembered that these are trials for evolving activities and it is incumbent
upon us to ensure that outputs from these trials do not include inappropriate precedents. One key element of our
concern is as expressed in the CAA's Policy for Permanently Established Danger Areas and Temporary Danger
Areas, paragraph 2.3, "The vertical and lateral dimensions and the operating hours of a notified DATDA shall be the
minimum practicable necessary to enable the tasks to be undertaken within it, subject to the need to avoid over-
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complication of airspace structures and any environmental considerations.” It is unfortunate but experience has
shown that we need to have detailed knowledge about the TDA sponsor's proposals to be able to have faith that they
are meeting this.

1. The consultation process

11 There have been significant changes of detail in a very short space of time, with the last change dated
28Jan2020 being a few days prior to the close of the engagement.

1.2 It is regrettable that the first engagement document did not contain 8 much more developed proposal

1.3 It is regrettable that the proposals have not been plotied on a CAA VFR 1:500,000 or 1:250,000 chart as this
would have made assimilation of the details considerably easier.

14 The CAP1616 portal has not baen kept up to date.

15 We consider the overall time allowed for the consultation to have been insufficient

16 The initial list of Stakeholders was missing significant operators

1.7 We had our doubts about the statement and the reasoning behind i, *.... Skyports developed a
comprehensive picture of airspace usage in that area.” which were unfortunately proven to be well founded as it
proved to be very far an accurate position.

18 If thera is such an “urgent imperative to support the NHS in Scotland COVID 19 response.” why has it taken
so long for this ACP io be processed since the original trial?

On 18Jan2021 we submitied a series of questions in order to be able to make a reasoned meaningful response. We
have only had a partial rezponse to these questons.

19 We appreciate that Skyports has made a number of changes but we still do not have sufficsent information
upon which to make a reasoned meaningful opinion. Therefore we currently can only object to the propasal.

2. The lateral dimensions

241 The change to the lateral dimensions around Glenforsa has revealed that the acceptable buffer either side of
the drone’s flight path to b in the order of 300m and yet the other corridors, although their width does vary, are
considarably wider at over 2000m. The reason given is that the drone needs to be able to execute a 180 degreea turn
within the TDA and its associated buffers. We cannot believe that the drone has a turn radius of over B00m and
therefore we bebeve that the lateral boundaries have been set contrary to the CAA's Policy for Permanenthy
Established Danger Areas and Temporary Danger Areas, paragraph 2 3.

22 As the drone Is a quad-copler the volumes al the varous destinations also look to be excessive.

3. Vertical dimensions
31 We do mot know the operating altitudes or heights and buffers and so have been prevented from reaching a
meaningful reasoned opinion.

3. Timings

31 The proposal is for “Daylight hours and outside of daylight hours™, we presume that this is a slighthy weird
way or saying day and night operations as these are the only choices in aviation legislation.

32 We have no information about the length of the fights, the time buffers proposed, the speed of the drones,
aic., and s0 ane not able to reach a reasoned meaningful opinion.

4. DACS/DAAIS

41 We welcome the indication that there will be some sort of a DAAIS service available, but the details are vague
io the extent that we are unabie to reach a meaningful opinion.

42 It is our preference is for a DACS to be available

4.3 The Designated Operational Coverage for Oban ATC unit is insufficient

44 We believe that regardiess of the point above Oban ATC does not have sufficient coverage to meet the
espoused service

5. Motification of activity
541 We welcome the commitment that there will be at least 24 hours between a NOTAM being published and the
TDA going live.

52 Due io the potential for interactions with pilots from outwith the local area it is essential that an AIC is
published in advance of the first activation NOTAM containing sufficient information for visiting pilots 1o operate safely
and as flexibly as possible. The AIC needs to be referred to in every NOTAM.
53 Following on from point 3.2 above, it is important that a TDA is not activated when there B no aclivity likely
54 Please confirm that as soon as a NOTAMed activation is no longer neaded the NOTAM will be cancelled?
5.5 Due to how the NOTAM system interacts with various moving map and NOTAM plotting systems that pilots
use we requested that a separate NOTAM to be published for each day's activity. Windracers responded that, "We
think that daily publication might lead to the spurious idea that an activity has a shorier duration or that would only
happen for one day” This demonstrates an unforiunate lack of knowledge, or misinterpratation as to how the
MOTAM system works and we maintain that it is important that sach NOTAM is limited to one day's activity. It will
also be less prone to ermors when an individual day’s activity needs fo be cancelled for whatever reason.
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Regards

General Aviation Alliance

Emai.




Response 19: Glenforsa Airfield

of Mull-Coll) - Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

Good Morning N

It was a pleasure to speak to you yesterday, thank you for responding to the ACP-2020-099. Below are the
highlights of our conversation:

¢ | summarised the main points of the Targeted Aviation Stakeholder engagement document explaining that
this is a trial operation for up to 5 weeks commencing on 8 April 2021 to transport medical equipment,
medical samples (including dangerous goods in the form of blood samples) and medicine by small
unmanned aircraft (SUA) to and from multiple healthcare facilities in Oban, Isle of Mull and Coll on the west
coast of Scotland.

* You explained how your airfield is contained within the proposed Tobermory-Craignure TDA section and
with the current proposal could affect arriving and departing traffic into Glenforsa Airfield. The proposed
TDA height in this section are currently from Oft to 450 ft. You also explained this to be a very popular GA
community location from April onwards with an annual event occurring on the 25™ May which can have up
to 130 aircraft.

+ |explained how only one specific route will be flown on a particular day with flight crew deployed at either
location and that only the TDA's required for that route will be activate. All other TDA's will be deactivated
when not required to ensure airspace is accessible to all users. NOTAMS will be created 24hrs before
intended drone operation which will state the active TDAs and intended operation times (daylight hours).

In addition to the above we spoke about specific solutions to yourself that you would be open to:

- We can both work together to find a route around this section that could avoid your airfield, | remember
you had some suggestions and would appreciate if you can share these given your knowledge of the
area. I'll then take this back to the team and see what is feasible.

- We can share our intended operation location (route) directly with you the day before we are due to
operate. This is beyond the NOTAM that will be published.

- Skyports have a Unmanned Traffic Management (UTM) platform which will allow you to monitor our
drone position for additional visibility which we would be willing to share.

- At this stage it is difficult to predict the frequency and duration this specific route will be used (it may
only be a few days over the 5 weeks) however we are open to you calling us anytime you have
arriving/departing traffic into your airfield that could be affected by the drone, in which case we would
ground our drone during that period.

| hope | have captured these details accurately and please do get in touch to further discuss if you have any queries.
If you like | can arrange a further call with my colleague lef who can talk you through the UTM monitoring system.

In relation to the other things we discussed regarding use of your hotel etc, | shall send a separate email.
Kind regards,

skyports.net




rrom: [
Sent: 11 Januvary 2021 0B:49
To:

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-isle of Mull-Coll) - Targeted
Aviation 5takeholder Engagement

i

Yes, a call anytime will do.

Cheers

From: [

Sent: 11 January 2021 08:47
To:
Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 LUAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll) - Targeted

Awviation Stakeholder Engagement
i

Absolutely, would today work? | can call you on your mobile or arrange a zoom call any time after 11am today.

Kind regards,

From: Glenforsa Hotel [T

Sent: 11 January 2021 08:36

To: Ricky Bhargava

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll) - Targeted
Awiation Stakeholder Engagement

w1 [
| need more information on the proposed drone operations in relation to Glenforsa Airfield.

Can we organise a telephone call to discuss?




Response 20: Grampian Microlight & Flying Club

From: |

Sent: 22 January 2021 15:20

To: -

e ]

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in segregated airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Hello again [N
Please see response below for your additional guery.
Thanks for your questions.

We can't speak specifically to details of the NHS supply chain as this is based on confidential discussions, however |
can provide some general commeants on your questions.

As you would know, the NHS supply chain in the Argyll & Bute region is guite varied with different modes of
transport used depending on the specific medical facility such as vans, ferries, planes and Royal Mail pickup = often
a combination of multiple of these.

In addition other factors such as: time of year, time at which sample was taken, service levels of the transport
provider, presence of COVID restrictions etc. impact on the overall time from sample taken to results being provided
back.

| believe the statement you're referring to was a statement that we made referring that results could take "as much
as up to 4 days”. We believe this statement is true based on our consultations with your NHS colleagues at various
facilitios in the area. Of course not all samplas take 4 days, and indeed there is a huge range of delivery times,
including those where non-drone based transport is more effective than drone transport. This is why we are very
targeted about where we look to implement drone delivery.

If you wiould like to discuss further, I'm happy to pass your details onto our MHS contact {with your permission of
course) and we could have a conversation in that forum where we can share a bit more detail and get your thoughts
on whether or not this service would provide any value to yvour medical practice.

From: [

Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 14:50

o: I
cc: I

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-09% UAS BVLOS in segregated airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

Dear [

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP {ACP-2020-099), which was sent out today (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any
future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please feel free te communicate directly with mysell
or Simon going forward, as all feedback will be submitted to the CAA In a summary document post engagement.

| hape this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back ta us, | have referred your specific
guestions on the MHS to my colleague and will forward a response when received.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,
1




Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and commeon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

I will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

0 We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a conseguence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

0 We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring 3 means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain,

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o0 We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA,

o0 We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infarmation the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

0 We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o0 We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.




7. Night Flying:
o0 We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

2
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Appendix B:
Response form

Name I

Organisation name | Grampian Microlight & Flying Club

Position in the

Email

i
i
organisation |
1
i

Feedback:

| have concarns about how this ACP process and previous ones have been carried out. Skyports say they
have identified the appropriate stakeholders, but | am aware that many of the local aviation organisations
such as the flying groups/clubs at Oban and surrounding areas who have only found aut by word of
mouth. This concern also applies to how the consultations for ACP-2020-035 and ACP-2020-55 were
carried out. This surely does not constitute proper identification of stakeholders by a company based in

Londan.

I would like to see a timeline as to where they can demonstrate the claim that tests currently can take 4
days for the results to be returned to the GPs/hospital. How much information was gathered regarding
time lines, the average, median, mean and what are the factors influencing this. What proportion of the 4
days Is the lab time itself and what proportion Is the travel time. As a rural GP (but not remote GP) |
would be interested to understand this better. You say abowt reducing use of antibiotics, but there
already are clinical tools and protocols to follow, which deo not require the results of laboratory tests to be

available in order to make clinical decislons.

Oban and Glenforsa are extremely busy with GA in non-pandemic times. | am concerned that Skyports
will have not had a full picture with regard to GA operations due to their curtailment during the
pandemic.

April is usually prime flying time as every one gets back to aviating, especially if they have been laid up
during the winter manths, Even though the Glenforsa hotel may not be open, the airstrip is open
independently.

Ax the corridors currently stand they will have a major impact an arrivals and entering the circult at both

Oban and Glenforsa as well as a safety issue due to the close proximity to the airfields.

Motification is to be by NOTAM. 24 hours is not enough time and especially if they are planning on
operating Saturday/Sunday. Many aircraft travel the length of the UK over long weekends to visit
Oban/Glenforsa. The short notice nature of the NOTAM Is likely to cause problems with visitors to
Oban/Glenforsa and if too restrictive or frequently used, may cause these aviators to go elsewhere which
will have a major impact on the economy of the surrounding areas, There is no suggestion of how often
or for how long these NOTAMS will last for. Therefore this will severely hamper GA operations. And
earlier in the proposal you have identified the 4 day to get results of tests — how will a NOTAM in the




previous 24 hours reduce this time frame significantly enough to be useful? If a patient is that unwell a

decision would require to be made before this.

There does not seem to be any suggestion that a radio channel will be utilised. And by default there
would be no option then for a Danger Area Crossing Sarvice/Danger Area Activation Information Sarvice
[DACS/DAAIS). Pilots are human and we may miss 3 NOTAM in our brief. What mitigations do Skyports
plan on putting in place if someone strays in to their TDA to protect aircraft/drone. Nor does there seem
to be any suggestion of utilising Electronic Conspicuity. The GA fleet have all been widely encouraged by
the CAA to use some form of EC specifically by offering grants to purchase such devices.




Response 21: Hillhouse Estates Ltd

Appendix B: Response form

'_Name
Organisation name

Position in the organisation
Email

HilHousE  Esmvies LA

_

Feedback

&)
l IJZ\w\,h na\{— Vwclj ey L\MS a\{“‘\("‘dn

APPH

ado PA 5 Tl. "QL,;,,,.L“,,AM" [

wh, el
Aeten

LP P'@?‘:-a‘-rv(

l

(: Smi’

=gl Lﬂ\/f‘

!Dvlobv [S"O'DJ. oek

e nc‘v‘ :

oy way

Jo\.n
Iflhmﬁfra 'fs J”g

for o
fole.

Awrdrpld it
PPz
ﬂaglﬁ

hr

Cald afF

L

Slon(of
whiet

o e -

Tle  re,

e

[ AMunrplea O '3

f h"""&»ﬁ(‘ aﬁ (’«J—»a plaas o(w OBy
Pablistont

Ay 7$un

L avr

Vlom (La’— 9""‘ W\M
L.

el oL ba.w‘ br

Ol v zmpn, o

e e [ PW

S SOhfhnn (L,

(" bp:oh_ﬂ

bola.  boo fert. (Lo

o (v, Your oo fat

(e o(..'.

coUuryr

dor  Je-fia,

[ rpt

19 |Page




Response 22: Lanark and Lothian Soaring Club

From:

Sent: 29 Jlanuary 20217 11:59

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban=Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &

Update

i

The link attached details the system we have on board, ping1 090 ADS-B Transceiver - uAvionix. | have extracted the
relevant section within the document for you below.

Issue 6: Aircraft Avoidance

Summary

« What is your procedure for avoidance if another aircraft is detected in close proximity to yours, or
accidently enters TDA by accident or in an emergency?

Skyports response

« The UAS will constantly review the speed and heading of other aircraft in the situational awareness
catchment area. If the system anticipates that another aircraft will breach the pre-set drone Well
Clear (WC) Boundary, the system will automatically decide to respond sufficiently early so as to
avoid any actual breach, assuming the other aircraft maintains their current speed and heading.

The system is dependent on the other aircraft camrying ADS-B and broadcasting out.

* While the UAS offers this collision avoidance capability, Skyports is unable to rely on this system as
a complete strategic air risk mitigation solution with regards to current UAS regulations, hence the
regulatory requirement to operate within segregated airspace

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 28 January 2021 18:10

To: [

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll 3takeholder Engagement Reminder & Update
Hi [

Thanks for the update. Just to save me wading through the data submitted could you confirm what type of

electronic conspicuity devices are carried and whether the drones are able to take avoiding action autonomaously.
Are the devices operating at standard power or are ranges reduced due to power and antennae limitations.

Thanks

Lanark and Lothian Soaring Club

On Thu, 28 Jan 2021, 16:4 R

Good Afternoon,




Response 23: Light Aircraft Association (LAA)

Update

pear [

Thank you for your response, | confirm receipt of your attached response and objection on behalf of the LAA.

Kind regards,

From

Sent: 31 January 2021 11:04

To: I
Cc:
Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

sociation on beh

continuing significant con

Light Aircraft Association
Turweston Aerodrome

. 122. uk.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The informatic

pient(s) only. It may also be privileged ¢

S Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From : [

Sent: 28 January 2021 16:45
Subject: ACP-2020-098 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 1349

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &




Name -]
| Organisation name Light Aireraft Assoeiation

| Position in the organisation I
| Email ]
Feedback

ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll

We mmst regretfully OBIECT to your current proposal, based on msufficient consulfation timescales of your revised proposals, the clear absence of
tiely contact with many mnportant lecal stakebolders and an apparent absence of knowledge of or impact assessment upon, existing GA operations
i fle ares.

While we welcome your recent atternpts to introduce mitigatioms m respomse te conmments from other airspace users, these have resulted i a
fragmented and confusmg ACP 10 terms of the proposed and revised routmes, as well as betraying some senous flaws m your research as to how the

TDA may he implemented. We strongly recommend that Skyports withdraws the current ACP and reswbimits if, in its enfiraty, with prearer clariy
and better devalopad proposals for its infegration with existing airspace users

In terms of consultation period, we were inifially informed of vour proposal o 11™ Jamuary and began our review with local members and other
stakeholders. W then received & second version of the proposal on 22 Tanuary and the most recent revision to the proposal on the evening of
Thursday 28* January, yet we are requested to meet a response deadlme of Sunday 31* JTanuary. This is clearly inappropriate. We would be pleased
to respond to a defiutive proposal with asseciated time allowed for review

As you will be aware, there has been simificant public eniticism regarding your justification for thas tnal as the cariage of Covid test and other
medical samples m associatron with Argyll and Bute Soctal Care Partnershup. It 3 noted that ACP-2020-038 at Craignure last year was also justified
on similar grounds, with comments that ferry ks had been reduced and that Mull was inderserved by transport, YVou have since reported (Tfem 3
Asspssment Meeting Minutes, 16* December 2020} that the previous trial was actually 8 proof-of-concept, with no pest-engagement report or
follow-up details on how many Mights, what was transfemed or weather lmitations. A local LA A memmber who 15 also a medical practiioner has
rommented that thers are 6 fermes a day each wav Oban-Mull and a volunteer car conriar service on hull, soifs prachitioners are well served in
terms of existing transportation

Whale our oection 13 driven by the fheht safery unpheations of vour proposal, 1ts potential demal of access to other lemhmate arspace wsers and
the lack of appropriate consultztion, we strongly recommend that the CAA imvestigates the veracity of your justifications &s part of their review of
this propesal. If these justifications were proven to be disingenuous, it is potentially damagng to the credibility of the whole UAS mdustry.

[Tt 15 also noted that von intend to propress wour trials under the auspices of ACP-2020-055(Lochgilphead), based on its acceptance based on the “lack
fof GA response’ 1o the engagement process mitiated by you last August. It 15 clear from our correspondence with the local aviation commumty hat
e majorty wese af the tiine unaware of ths, again poinhing 1o an inapprophate engageinent stratepy which [ am sure you are pow keen to fesolve.

The Light Asrcraft Associateon represents 7,700 members sud oversees on behslf of the CAA more then 7 600 active hight awreraft on LAA-
admamsterad Perimts to Fly. We speak as the largpest powersd sport g body 1 the UK and also as a member of the GA Alhance, spealang for
around 72,000 members of the flving commmmity. We note that they have also responded in some detail and therefore will not repeat the 1ems
raisad, but fully andorsa their comments

Tn addstion, T have cirenlated your recent comespondence to the LAA West Scotland Straf, Highlands Strat and o the East of Scotland Strut, our
three regional bodies representing members based in Scotland Despite the claims made in your “Summary of Engagament” statements on p 11 of
your proposal, few of these membars were sware of the ACP before we contacted them, nor were some significant commercial operators and flying
schools. Tundarstand these local pilots, with siamificant expenence of flving conditions m the area. are making their ovn sabmussions of which T
hope wouwill fake nots and forward as part of vour CAA submission. As vou are aware too, fourizm and snmmer visitors make a significant inpt fo
the local economyy, many of whom fly in the ares n GA aireraft. Tn parficular these make a significant mput to the wiability of Oban and Glenforsa
arrfields and thew surrounding commumities. There 15 a general feeling that these apspace restrictions will potentially damage s mdastry.

The LAA considers that the 1K airspace’s default clazsification 1s Class G and there must be equtable access by all, meluding UAS operations
However we are concerned that this ACP has been prepared with little kmowledge of existing GA operations in the area. This 15 evidenced by the
pubsequent plethora of changes m the third steration of the Proposal We weleome the proposal fo move more soufes over water and potentially away
from Glenforsa amfield’s area and schedule of operanons. However we request that these meluded i the mam body of the ACP rather m a “response
o comments” section which may not form part of the CAAs scrating of the proposal

W st continue to question your proposed access amangements, meluding the assumption of ADS-B cammiage by all awerafl operatng i the area,
M a stemificant onmber of existing operators may not be carrning fhus equipment, this 15 unacceptable, and we would query the basic nead to fully
kepragate airspace when most operations will be below 400 feet. The kev to the successful mtegration of thess actrvities may be an agreement and
tlose communication with the relevant Flight nformation Agencies (Oban and Scottish) to pass the information to locally operating aweraft - as with
piy other traffic. If necessary, we would be happy to assist i facalitatmg the appropriate contacts.

A stated earlier, wa would be pleased to respond to 2 new, clearer and definitive proposal with associatad time allowred for review. We wonld also
htrongly reconmmend that you present and illustrate your propesed routmgs and airspace configuration on ICAO-standard aviation charts

'. Lipht Asrcraft Association

31* Jammary 2021




Response 24: Loch Lomond Seaplanes

From: I

Sent: 01 February 2021 11:44

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Re. Airspace change 10 ACP-2020-0%9 (UAS Oban-hull-Coll)
pear

Thanks for taking the time to provide this feedback, it is very much appreciated. If you need some additional time
please let me know and | can collate any additional response by Thursday evening. | have added you to our list of
stakeholders and will ensure any future communication regarding this ACP are shared with you.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 23:17
I - o«

ce: [

Subject: Re. Airspace change |D : ACP-2020-099 (UAS Oban-Mull-Coll)

Dear Sir/Madam,

| have only just become aware of this consultation, Please accept this last minute email in submission to
the said consultation on the aforementioned airspace changes.

Unfortunately, despite flying around 1,000 commercial VFR flights, in a normal year, on the West Coast,
Skyports Limited has not contacted Loch Lomond Seaplanes about its airspace proposals.

Loch Lomond Seaplanes may be impacted as some of our regular water landing areas lie within the
proposed TDA airspace, for example, Oban Bay and Tobermory Bay. Our flights can be unscheduled, short
notice requirements. These flights can also be delayed etc due weather.

| am extremealy concerned about future TDAs blocking off WFR flights running Morth-South v.v. on the Wast
side of Scotland when weather conditions close to VFR limits exist over the area. VFR aircraft use the coast
routings in poor weather when the highlands are covered in cloud.

I'wish to be included in any future Scottish airspace restriction consultations that you may raise.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Regards

-anh Lomond Seaplanes




Response 25: Miles Airwork Ltd

From:

Sent: 01 February 2021 12:39

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Objection to proposed airspace changes ACP-2020-09%

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0.pdf

Cear |

Thank you for your feedback, your objection is alse noted. | have added you to cur list of stakeholders and included
a copy of the latest stakeholder engagement material and will ensure any future communication regarding this ACP
are shared with you. FYl Appendix C of the document details the principal issues and proposed solutions (based on
stakeholder feedback).

Kind regards,

This ermail is from Skyports Limited, Skyports Limited is a limited company registerad in England and Wales with reqistersd
number 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 50P, United
Kingdom. Dur regislered oflice is al Kinglisher House, Radiord Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please send it back
lo us, and immediately and permanently delele it. Do nol use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in amy
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
rasponsibility o scan or otherwise chack this email and any attachments.

erom: [
Sent: 01 February 2021 07:07

To:

Subject: FW: Objection to proposed airspace changes ACP-2020-099

from:

Sent: 31 January 2021 20:10

To- [

Subject: Objection to proposed airspace changes ACP-2020-095

Hellg,




| object to the proposed airspace changes reference ACP-2020-099 on the following grounds:

1. As a business principle, one business has no right to affect the operation or profitability of another business. If it is
unavoidable then full compenszation should be paid whilst the adverse activities are being conducted.

2. The airspace size and height is disproportionate to the operation of drones that are currently avallable.

3. Drones can fly at night, just needs approval.

4, Not all stakeholders had been contacted for a fair and meaningful discussion. It is not enough to simply put it on

the CAA portal.
5. TDA's are unworkable for local private and commercial flying activities, even if they are only used part-time. What

happens if an aircraft is on-route or in an emergency situation?

6. It is disingenuous to use the NHS as a reason for the proposal and limited consultation period. It is highly unlikely
that Skyports had been asked to provide this service by NHS officers, without a first approach to them, Itis a
commercial operation, nathing more.

Regards

Miles Airwork Limited | |




Response 26: Ministry of Defence (MOD)

From:
Sent: 22 January 2021 14:53

-
=]

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lIsle of Mull-Coll)

Good Afternoon [

Please accept this email as the formal MOD response to your proposed TDA in the Oban — Mull — Coll
area. It takes into account Version 2 of the document and the associated changes. | would appreciate it if
you could redact all personal details prior to submission on the ACP Portal, happy for job role/ department
information to remain for both of our audit trail purposes.

The MOD would like to thank Skyports for this engagement. The MOD have no objections to this proposal
as it only has a minor impact on MOD operations.

The fact that the TDA will be activated by NOTAM, only for the timescales required, and there is a way of
contacting the airspace operator, helps mitigate any issues in the event of a national security incident, or
urgent operational requirement where the MOD may require access to the airspace during activation
periods. It is extremely unlikely that this will be required, but it is a possibility.

Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you require any further information and also to keep
the MOD informed of the progress of the proposal.

Regards

_ Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management |




Response 27: NATS

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 15:34

T

Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder

Engagement Material

Appendix B: Responsa form

MName

Organisation name
Position in the organisation
Email

Feadback

MNATS NERL has assessed the ACP as having “no impact” on its operation

| understand that the NATS Team are working with Skyports on the possibility of providing a DAAIS
during the hours of operation of the TDA

Regards

NATS

NATS PRIVATE




Response 28: Oban and the Isles Airport

From: I

Sent: 12 January 2021 16:12

“’" N

Ce:

Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace [Oban-lsle

of Mull-Coll) - Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement [QFFICIAL]

afterncon G

Thank you for your response and support of the project. In answer to your guestions below:

1) we are in touch with M-I : - \ooking at both potentially amending our route and
establishing a deconfliction procedure betwean us for the duration of the project.

2} We are in touch with Air Task and are finalising a specific Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with them
to ensure airspace deconfliction in the Coll-Mull and Oban region {any routes affecting their aperation).

Regarding the social media, this has been brought to our attention and we are addressing all stakeholder concerns
who have contacted us directly.

Thank you for all the feedback above and bringing our attention to this.

Kind regards,

From: I

Sent: 12 Janwary 2021 11:31

]
Subject: RE: Airspace Change ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-isle of Mull-Coll) — Targeted
Aviation Stakeholder Engagement [OFFICIAL)

Good moring [ EGT—

| have looked at the proposal and for the most part it seems fine and only have two areas of
concern.

1. The routing takes the drone operation over the Glenforsa airstrip on the Isle of Mull which is
popular with some GA traffic especially in the summer months and if the restrictions are
lifted. These aircraft typically fly at altitudes which are at the proposed Drone height in that
area. Glenforsa is managed by R o the Glenforsa Hotel and it does have
its own Air/Ground Radio Frequency. If the route was moved north, this may be more
practical for all parties.

2. The second point is the arrival on Coll. We have scheduled flights to Coll and the descent
will oceur shortly before landing which may bring the aircraft into close proximity with the
drone operations (best to check with Hebridean Air Services on this).

| note that the proposal has been plastered over social media (I think | know from who) which has
by all accounts generated lots of wild accusations. This is the unfortunate reality we have of
dealing with some of the aviators that visit here. Claims of conspiracies are already circulating...




Response 29: OIC Leuchars Flying Club

From: I

Sent: 21 January 2021 13:53
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: "ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)”

i

| hope to have some additional details out this week regarding drone specification and why TDA have originally been
created to be a certain size.

TDA heights and size = We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in accordance with the
CA& Drone Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users, All altitudes depicted are
AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the routing and altitudes to see if
they can be reduced further.

I shall be in touch again soon.

Kind regards,

From : |

Sent: 21 January 2021 10:02

To: [

Subject: FW: "ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)'.

Thanks [

| think the most impartant remark in _ & mail to me was:

“Whilst we all know drones will play an important role in future society,”

I don't think the GA community will want to object to UAS ops in principle but we are becoming concerned
about safety. One of our pilots recently came close to a large drone at 3000 ft near Dundee airport. In a
subsequent conversation with another (amateur) drone operator the guy's attitude was that since he
couldn’t see the drone at 400ft (because he was looking at his | pad) it didn't matter if it crept up to 5000
fr 1!

I'd be interested to know a bit more about the technical spec of a modern UAS. | know they can be
programmed not to operate in FRZs (since I'm occasionally ask to provide permission to allow the
manufacturer to override this programme) so why can’t they be programmed to maintain 200ft or another
suitable height AGL or at least never to exceed a certain AMSL altitude. Also, since they must have a very
accurate GPS on board in order to find the hospital landing site, why does your proposal require such a
wide corridor?




from I

Sent: 20 January 2021 20:33

To:
Ce:

Subject: RE: "ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)'.
Hi

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have now included you in our list of stakeholders
and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

In relation to your point about NOTAMS, this is noted and | hope te update you this week with route amendments
and suggestions based on stakeholder feedback, including yours, thank you. Please also be aware that the
stakeholder engagement period has been extended until 31* January 2021 (point below).

*  NOTAM activation (reduced hours) — Currently NOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights
detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for
airspace users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated in ensure airspace is still
available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. Your point about
reducing NOTAM activation time has also been noted, we are currently exploring this, To ensure flexibility is
given to support the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the day fora
given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore ways to
reduce this

* The current stakeholder engagement period was due to end on Sunday 24th January 2021 but we have
decided to extend the deadline by a full week to Sunday 31st January 2021. The amended change timeline
has been reviewed and approved by the CAA and can be found on the airspace change portal for this change
= https./fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea ?plD=330

Kind regards,




from: I

Sent: 20 January 2621-11,58

To: I
Ce: _ . R
Subject: ‘ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)’.

I am replying asilLeuchars Flying Club. We are suggesting improvements to the application. We are
particularly worried that you will seek to NOTAM all day for a flying window which will be very limited in
practice. (something all air users including the military are prone to do).

From:

Sent: 20 January 2021 10:55
To: I .
Subject: West Coast Drones ACP

| hope you're well in these str ange times

Are you / the Club aware of this ACP that has caused some considerable alarm?

zed, with amongst others, National representative bodies and the General Aviation Alliance to

The ACP for example, makes Glenft

rsa ops impossible when the TDA is active whilst corridors and vertical volumes

(up to 950ft) , we believe are exces: To have maximum flex the drone company plan to NOTAM TDAs as active

all day when they are operating. Whilst this is a 5 week trial, the company have aspirations to make it enduring
having announced a further trial to use it to deliver normal packages

There is a feeling that they have used Covid as lever to get the standard 12 week consultation down to 2 weeks; they

claim to have a comprehensive picture of West Coast users but only a handful of stakeholders were « sulted on

the Oban - Lochgilphead ACP they got through (almost covertly by minimising the dist) in the summer....that
£

covered the Crinan Canal route that many of us use as a3 bad weather low-level route

t will be Flyer magazines lead feature when its released online later today — | have a sidebar outlining my objections

as does _v,h" operates t

Whilst we all know drones will play an important role in future society, | believe the ACP is disproportionate, lacks

172 amphibian out of Prestwick

full justification and has failed to consult the full range of stake holders. There is no DACS available

Let me know if you need more...

All the best,




Response 30: Prestwick Flight Centre

From: ]

Sent: 31 January 2021 1406

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Drone Responsa

Hi I

Thank yau for yaur email and attachad response. Your support is much appreciated and your paints have bean
nated.

F¥l we are currently in discussions with NATS for Oban/Scottish information to provide a DAAIS service for GA.

Kind regards,

w=-Original Message-—--

From S

Sent: 31 January 2021 13:36
To: I
ce: [N

Subject: Drone Response

Hi
| have attached stakeholder response form for you.
Regards,




Appendix B: Response form
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Response 31: Prestwick Flying Club

From: I

Sent: 01 February 2021 08:02

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-0599 - UAS BVLO

i

Thank you for taking the time to detail your response and providing suggestions. If you feel you need additional time

for any additional comments, please feel free to get in touch with me again by Thursday evening and | will
incorporate them in our summary report. | have also added you to our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future

communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

Many thanks again and kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 17:44
To:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 - UAS BYVLO

+

Please take this ¢ mail as a response to vour document ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLO Version 3.0 — Dated:
28 January 2021,

Please note this is the first time [ have seen the document (received 29 January), and comment closes on 31
Tanuary 2021, 1 suspect my comments apply equally well to ACP-2020-55 which | have not seen

Your réquest for response is i a PDF inviting a handwritten response and scan. Please consider this ¢ mail
as a completed Appendix B in your document

Thanks




Please take this e mail as a respoense to your document ACP-2020-099 - TAS BVLO Version
3.0 — Dated: 28 January 2021,

Please note this is the first time I have seen the document, and comment closes on 31 January
2021, 1 suspect my comments apply equally well to ACP-2020-35 which [ have net seen.
The time scale means this 1s a very rushed response.

Your request for response 15 in a PDT inviting a handwritten response and scan, Please
consider thizs e mail as a completed Appendix B in yowr document

Name [
Ohrganisation Prestwick Flying Club

Position |GG
E mail [

I instruct i land and sea planes in this area

I do not support this application.

L)

To be clear this is not a "MNot in my back yard" response. I am very supportive of using such
wvehicles in this way but the data set out in ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS is deceptive and
flawed -

Quole

1.3 Skvports is conducting a taveeted aviation stakeholder engagement exercive before
submieting our finclised proposed aivspace desien proposals o the CAd for assessment o
ensure that all identified interested parties have had an oppertunity to review the proposed
chemges and conmneni accordingly ™,

3.4 Shyporty intends to carry oul ity avialion stakeholder engagement exercise over a 3-week
period. We acknowledge this is significantly less than the siandavd 12-week engagement and
{-f-week shorter engagement as per CA4 DATDA policy 20200721 however, Skheports
believes a shorter engagement period is sufficiently proportionate to the size of the change,
the already completed engagements with local stokeholders during 2020 and the urgent
mpreraive fo suppord e NITS in Scotlond COVID 19 response.”

Howewver to receive such a document 3 days before the closing date suggests a flawed
engagement process and to claim anything else s simply deceitful. 1 am not an isolated “very
late contact stakeholder” there are many. The CAA should not accept this as an honest claim
and ask for the consultation to be done properly. We are setting the rules for wider
applications of such syslems and should do il properly




2} There are many features of this proposal which are sensible and I would broadly support.
Creating routings low over the sea and more than 3 miles from any airfield is sensible and
effectively deconflicts light aircraft from this UAS traffic. 1t is not clear for this trial why
some routes are overland and at greater height — the vehicle clearly has the range to route
over sea around the obstruction. Maximum over sea routing and minimunm application of
greater than 400 fi

Broadly I would suppoert a use of airspace where the UAS remained below 400 ft over salt
water. (It is not clear to me how the safety of boats in this track is obtained - no data is given
for that.)

NE low level routing over fresh water would be a serious issue for float plane operation and
needs a very different approach.

3
Quote Appendix C response |

“While operating a constrained leg is feasible, it is less desirable from a UAS operator
perspective. As soon as the SUA emvers a constrained leg, the SUA will not be able to
immediately evecute a vetrn-to-fiome in the event aof an emergency as it does nof love the
space o exectite a furn. The SUL will need to complete its exit fram ihe consirained leg and
then it will make the refurn back through the consirained leg, or it will complete its mission if
the remote pilot determines that is a safer monsiver. In the event of an emergency that
requires the SUA to be grounded innmediately while in the constrained leg, the remote pilot
will have no aption but to land in the seq, resulting in the total loss of technology and
pavioad. Operaring in consirained legs i therefowe sub-oprimal from a UAS aperations
perspective,

A quick ealculation suggests a 2 g fum would only require s diameter of about radins of 1000
ft — so the width claim seems spurions. [t also suggests the other routes sought are wider than
required. Looking at the unconstrained legs, they too would seem to require ditching in water
so this too is a misleading argument.

4} I do not see why access by phone is the prime route of infermation.

Issue 4 Should private aircrafl wish to have access fo an active TDA jor any reason, phone
numbers of the Shyperts Flight Operations Team will be available on the relevant NOTAM,
which can be called to request enfry fo that active TDA. If the SUA is airborne or likely 1o be
qirborne during the time when the requesi is made, then the requesi will be denied. however,
if there are no SUA fights raking ploce or expected ro take place during the time for wiich
ithe request is made, then access is likelv to be approved. off contaciing Skypaorts v phane is
et possible, Shvpaers will explorve with Oban Information and Scorish Information about the
provision af a Danger Avea Activity Informarion Service (1JAAIS) to enable private aiveraft
en route fo contact Shyports fo request access. See Tssue 5 for more information.

Issue 5 Shvports will discuss with Oban Information and Scottish Infermation the provision
af @ DAALY io cover the area of operations, which will enable aivorafl en-route to be able to
contact Skvports and 1o be veminded of any active TIAs in the area. Skhparts will discuss




with Oban hiformation and Seottish Diformation sharing of our vp and down ties so thet
a private aivcraft were to accidently enter or make an emergency eniry into an active TDA,
Oban Information or Scoilish Information wounld be able lo confirm via radie whether a
Shyports SUA was in flight or not.

Why 15 the prime mlormation route not through NOTAM with Scottish Information and
Oban information providing updates, Telephoning while in flight is an unhelpful suggestion
Skyports prime update route should be through Scottish Information and Oban information.
This iz how we deal with danger areas — the range informs Scottish when the range is hot and
cold and light aircratt operate with an acceptable level of safety in that manner.

Broadly [ would supporl (hus aspect ol the proposal if access Lo the TDA was managed in Lhe
same way as a danger area using VHF communications.

I would suggest there is adequate time for a proper engagement with the stakeholders and still
meet the trial timescales.




Response 32: Scotia Seaplanes Ltd

Appendix B: Response form

MName

Qrganisation name Scotia Seaplanes Ltd

Position in the organisation

Ernaill

Feedback

Scotia Seaplanes Response to ACP-2020-099 [Oban-Mull-Call}

We are a commercial Declared Training organisation {DT0), based at Prestwick Airport. We conduct
frequent seaplane training, adventure flight and filming operations in and around Oban and Mull, Maost
flights are VFR at low-level, below 1000, We use the airspace around Lochgilphead and Bute to transit
along the coast from Prestwick to these operating areas, and others [eg.Loch Awe, Loch Eck and Loch
Lomond]. We are registered with the CAA and have Glenforsa Airfield declared as one of our training
bases. In 2018-2019, the last 2 ‘normal’ years of operations we conducted over 100 flights, and over 200
landings on airstrips and lochs originating in the Oban, Mull area alone. Even in the constrained
operations of 2020 we managed a filming contract with Channel 5 and a scattering of training flights.

We learnt about this ACP through the grapevine on 11 January, with notice that this was a shortened 2
week engagement process, explring on 24™ January 2021. This was subsequently extended by 7 days to
317 January, with two revisions to TDA dimensions and procedures in the final 7 days, allowing little time
to fully evaluate them. The current proposals are now guite confusing and are symptomatic of an
ineffective consultation process, with the sponsor reacting to unanticipated levels of concern.

Engagement Process (Historical)

One particular statement in ACP-2020-099 stood out and caused me to look further into this particular
proposal. Section 3 - “Through targeted aviation stakeholder engagement exercises in support of that
application (ACP-2020-038(Cralgnure]) Skyports developed a comprehensive plcture of alrspace usage in
that area.” This was a pretty bold statement, considering this previous consultation lasted only 3 days,
was conducted during lockdown when no-one was flying, and did not actually reach out and engage with
any of the GA aoperators. In addition, reference was made to more recently engaging with GA, in regard
to ACP-2020-055 {Lochgilphead) = of being “aware of their ... need to enter temparary segregated
airspace ance active”, and suggesting that ”..a reduced engagement duration will suffice.”

To galn more understanding of ACP-2020-038 (and 055), the CAA Alrspace Change Portal was searched.
It was through this that | became increasingly concerned at the apparent absence of engagement with,
or understanding of the Scottish GA community and its use of these areas. Please indulge me, for this is
significant and sets the tone far the manner in which subsequent ACPs have been conducted.

There have been three previous ACP applications, ACP-2020-03&(Craignure), ACP-2020-048(Bute) and
ACP-2020-055(Lachgilphead). The first of these (Craignure) is critical because it was fast-tracked by the
CAA at an Assessment Meeting on 6 May 2020, with a 5 day consultation (normally 6-12 weeks (CAA
Policy Annex A3 Process)). All attendees job titles were listed as drone specialities, with little apparent
GA input. Skyports submitted that "speed was of the essence to assist with Covid-19 response”, made
several claims about the efficacy of Mull ferry services and NHS delivery practices, stating this was in
direct response to a request from the NHS. As yet they have not shared the evidence, instigation or
correspondence of this statement. It is worth mentioning that several local aviation operators (Scotia
Seaplanes included) offered their aircraft in March 2020 to support Government and NHS deliveries to
exactly these locations, carrying 120kgs plus per load. Mone of these offers were followed up.
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Skyports stated on 8 May 2020 [ACP-2020-038 Targeted Stakehalder Engagement) that they would
“proactively reach airspace stakeholders ... to generate as much feedback as possible”™. Their official
engagement was from 7-12 May, yet they stated on 6 May they had already completed a targeted
stakeholder engagement, This appears to have involved one local schedule operator, the emergency
services and some cursory phone-calls. None of the multiple flying clubs or GA representative bodies
that regularly use the airspace were researched , contacted ar aware of this = and it would appear there
was little CAA scruting or confirmation of the depth or veracity of this engagement — accepting Skyports
claim at face value. This light-touch oversight effectively allows a self-regulating sponsor to decide
timescale, depth of engagement and its conclusions, and runs counter to the CAAs own advice that
“...effective engagement is a vital underpinning of the airspace change process.”.

Rushed timeframes and no local stakeholder involvement are also apparent in ACP-2020-048(Bute)
{withdrawn) and ACP-2020-055(Lochgiiphead) {still current). | have supplied Skyports with a
comprehensive list of some 27 operators who [under normal non-Covid restrictions) are frequently
operating in all these areas. This list is compiled from my experience flying in the area, and also my
intimate knowledge, as a current air traffic contraller, working this airspace for over 30 years,

Engagement Process - ACP-2020-055[Lochgilphead)
| have specifically advised Skyports that these 27 operatars (above) were excluded as stakeholders

regarding ACP-2020-055(Lochgilphead), and should be re-engaged. This ACP is arguably more significant
to their operations than ACP-2020-099, No details can be found an the CAA portal of exactly when this
engagement process was conducted, or who was contacted. There are no publicly available documents
showing the proposed heights/dimensions or specifics of ACP-2020-055.

To return to ACP-2020-099,

Operational and Safety Considerations for Scolia Seaplanes

My Head of Training has already submitted to you his considered view that the detail of deconfliction is
scant, the use of ADSE-in is unguantified, and that If this is not resclved, may well have a negative effect
and financial cost to my business. This would be of the order of £1500-£2000 per flying day lost, not to
mention the loss of revenue to Glenforsa Hotel and the local economy.

I have previously asked about gaining access to the TDA, 5o far you have not provided me with any
salution. | note that you have an agreement with Hebrldean Alr Services. Having Invested In Electronic
Conspicuity and having ADSB-in and oult capability, | have previously suggested you provide a real-time
webpage (or supplement the OGN/ADSE network) so that other airspace users can see exactly where the
drone operations are, thereby taking their own visual avoidance and being able to cross the TDA,

Telephoning your operative may not be possible when we are operating at low-level in the mountains,
likewise the provision of DACS that you allude to in v3.0 is dependent on VHF coverage for either
Scottish Info 119.875 (who do not have a radar display) or Westcoast Sector 127.275, who do have a
radar display, but are highly unlikely to see your drone at 400ft.

How many drones will be operating at any one time? What are the drone Well Clear parameters?
What will be their ADSE identities? Will these be published in the AIP?

Weather

I note that you will now not operate if the cloud is below 1500ft amsl. | assume this is for departure,
destination and en-route? If Oban Airport or Glenfarsa repaorts the doud is below 1500ft will you cease
operations? What if a Pirep [pilot report) notes lower cloud along the route? Coastal weather can be
very locallsed and change quickly. | often encounter low stratus and cloud banks on coastal up-slopes
arocund Mull necessitating diversion or descent below 500° to remain in sight of the surface. Can the
drone detect any unplanned cloud or fog ahead and avoid it?
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Information Presentation and Airspace dimensions = ACP-2020-009

The TDA airspace is overly complicated with 5 different upper levels, and the dimensions are not easily
interpreted. The GPS co-ordinates did not display on aviation software (Skydemon),requirng conversion,
The scale on GoogleMap was too small and near impaossible to assimilate dimensions, Use of UK CAA
1:250000 or 1:500000 charts should be recommended when airspace is concerned. There seems to be

no consistent methodology on constructing TDA dimensions or widths. Some TDA legs are 2400m wide,
some up to 3000m, which does seem excessive, if slightly random. The Tobermory-Craignure constrained
leg in v3.0is of varying width and reduces from 610m at the eastern end to 420m at the west end.

CAA Policy 20200721 For the Establishment of Permanent and Temporary Danger Areas - states that
“The vertical and lateral dimensions and the aperating hours of a notified DA/TDA shall be the minimum
practicable necessary to enable the tasks to be undertaken within it, subject to the need to aveld over-
complication of airspace structures and any environmental considerations”

There is no explanation of the criteria Skyports use to establish either the width or lateral dimensions of
the TDAs, nor of the separation standards applied, There is & remark that turning around in a
‘constrained leg’ is not possible, but Skyports have just blanked my requests to provide empirical data on
the turning radius or performance of the drones to justify the statement.

The narrower constrained leg of 500m might seem a more appropriate dimension far all the legs, given
that the standard turning radius of a C172 at 60kts is 168m, One would imagine a drone to be more
manoeuvrable, indeed if a teardrop turn-back were required, and if the drone were to temporarily exit
the caonstrained airspace during a 180deg turn, the probability of risk during that few seconds is likely to
be negligible. Has a risk assessment been carried out?

A standard circular TDA at each destination node could be used of say, 500m radius — within that
distance of destination the drone may well be within sight of the drone operator who could intervene if
visual manoeuvring were required. Could the plethora of various upper levels not simply be notified as
400ft agl? All pilots are required to carry charts which display ground elevations, pllots can add 400ft to
these as required. Indeed most pilots are well attuned to flying and judging at least 500ft above persons,
vessels, vehicles and structures.

L gngugign

We recognlse and applaud that drone operations can assist In providing services to the NHS and remote
communities, and are supportive of future UAY operation, but we Teel this process must be conducted
transparently and not to the exclusion or detriment of existing airspace users. Segregated airspace is not
the answer. We also recognise that Skyports have a legitimate commercial focus, but that seems to have
had absolute primacy over the needs of the majority of current airspace users, To date a lot of the
claims seem to be hyperbolic at best and misleading at worst, aimed at garnering maximum PR - this has
created a lack of trust in your behaviour, which is regrettable. For example, your latest press release
presumptuously states “The company is already conducting medical drone deliveries to assist the NHS in
Scotland In the battle against COVID-19 and will be expanding its service in the coming months.” You ran
a 12 day proof-of-concept, with 40 flights # And your ACPs have not yet been approved for the next
proof-of-concept trial? | do genuinely wish you well and hope we can work together but you will need to
rebuild trust and demonstrate it with the current GA users.

They say comparisons are odious, but | would respectfully refer the sponsor to the next ACP in line, ACP-
2020-100{RAF Waddingtan and RAF Lossiemowth), which ironically arrived in my in-tray this morning. It
is everything that ACP-2020-099 is not. It is clear, concise, timely and honest. It gives & weeks
consultation, & months notice of propased aperations, and feels inclusive, It presents the proposed TDA
airspace on a relevant CAA 1:500000 aeronautical chart, and the TDA Is uncomplicated. And further,
despite operating for over 100 years in these areas, the RAF does not claim to have a comprehensive
picture of airspace use in the area. | commend it to you as a perfect example of prohity.
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Conclusion

Taking all these factars into consideration | feel this proposal does nothing to resolve the Detect and
Avold Issue [which should be the maln focus), nor ls It proportionate to the task required. Notenough
detail or assurance has been provided to satisfy myself that this ACP takes dutiful account of the safety
or mneeds of other airspace users. That is what happens with a short-circuited process and ineffective
consultation.

| regretfully have to OBJECT to the proposals for ACP-2020-099 (and logically also ACP-2020-055) as they
stand, | would, however, be happy to engage with simpler revised proposals, in @ more considered and
reallstic timeframe, which respectfully takes account of all current users needs.

Scotia Seaplanes Ltd

317 January 2021
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Sent: 06 February 2021 16:37

Te:

Ca

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 - Constrained TDA Dimensions.

In response to these questions (apologies for the delay | needed to consult with flight ops team).

Generally for the straighter leg segments the unconstrained TDA width is based on turn or orbit diameter whichever
is larger (generally orhit), plus a safety buffer mandated by the CAA. Which is why it can extend to approx. 200m
either side. The 40m width is for the constrained leg only (near Glenforsa). Variations in TDA size nearer the take-off
and landing locations are due to terrain/population density avoidance etc. The TDA designs accommaodate the radius
of turn.

The drone we are using is the Swoop Kookaburra Mkl

Kind regards,

Frorm

Sent: 29 lanuary 2021 1(:58

]
cc: [

Subject: ACP-2020-099 - Constrained TDA Dimensions.

Hillll thanks for the reply and the information on constrained ops.

| hawe plotted the constrained TDA on Skydemon Mavigation software, using the co-ordinates given, and from what |
can see the constrained TDA width actually varies between 610m wide (at southeast end) and 460m (at northwest
end), not 40m as you state - are you sure? | also note that the normal TDA widths seem to vary between 2400m and
300,

Can | ask ...

Q1-What criteria and analysis do you base the normal and constrained TDA widths on?
02-How do you determine the lateral extents of the terminal TDAs at Craignure, Tobermaory, Bunessan and Oban?

The turming radius of my seaplane at 60kts, standard rate one turn, 30deg angle of bank, 3degrees per second is
168m, so a 180 degree turn sweeps out 330m.

O3-What is the drones turn radius at 60kts?

Qd-What make and model of drones are you using?

Sant from My Samsung Galaxy 510« - Powerad by Thiree




——eee Original message —---—--
From:

Date: 28/01/2021 15:44 (GMT+00:00)
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: RE:ACP-2020-099

o

Thanks for this email, especially for your sharing your views and also imparting your wealth of experience and
knowledge of the area. We look forward to your formal response later this week.

Thank you also for the recommendations of additional stakeholders. Much appreciated.

We'd be delighted to have a conversation to discuss how we can speed up the safe integration of manned and
unmmaned to avoid this type of segregation as much as possible in the future. We'll send some dates and times
over.

And if there is an opportunity to work together on safe access and trialling collision avoidance/detect and avoid
technology and solutions, should this change go ahead or not, we’d be very keen to explore that with you and other
local individuals and groups. Perhaps we can discuss that during a call as well. While our proposed operation isn’t a
proof-of-concept designed to gain publicity, and is designed to provide a trial service to the NHS at no cost to them,
we do agree that the real challenge ultimately is safe integration. Within the CAA regulatory sandbox, we’re helping
the CAA establish the regulatory approvals process for UAS BVLOS in non-segregated airspace.

In response to some of your technical point:

e The VTOL capability is reserved to only support take-off and landing, not to support manoeuvres during
flight. 1t runs on a separate battery system than the battery system uses for forward flight in fixed-wing
maode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs, aborted take-offs and any
other scenario that would require it to hover for a certain amount of time in order to land safely again (e.g.
an emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use during forward flight apart
from facilitating an emergency landing.

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone to fly below
400ft through mountainous regions. This functionality enables us to plot a route that stays well clear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting a mountain




ridge as it is making a turn, Working with the OEM, we've worked out a means of introducing a constrained
leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our options, for the following reasons:

i When using a constrainad leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the AD5-B picking up the presence
of another aircraft should one enter segregated airspace.

ii. By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The SUA has a small corridor
that it will navigate through but will automatically trigeer an emergency land if it determines that it has
breached that corridor.

The constrained leg provides a very specific corridor so that other airspace users will know exactly where
the SUA is operating and have space to aveid it. The strait is more that 4km wide and the constrained leg

takes up ~40m.

In addition, following LWAS safety standards, the manufacturer decided not to include the function to slow to
hover and reverse because it would increase the risk for other airspace users (should it be operating in
unsegregated airspace). Travelling at top speed, the SUA would take some time to achieve a stop then turn
around and accelerate again. The UAS follows the same rules of the air for manned aviation in this regard
which state that if a conflict is detected, a right hand turn should be initiative to deconflict with oncoming
traffic.

| hope | have answered most of your concerns,

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 26 January 2021 12:09
To:

Subject: RE:ACP-2020-099




Sent from my Samsung Galaxy 510e - Powered by Thres

. Thanks for the revised ACP, | have had a good look through it and intend to put in a formal response
on safety aspects, and how it might adversely affect my operations, later this week.

From my experience both as a current air traffic controller working Scottish sectors and my detailed local flying
knowledge, | am sending you a list of the main stakehalders that fly regularly in all these areas (Oban, Mull,
Lochgilphead)— these are airfields, businesses and flying clubs, miost in the immediate areas of Scotland, and | think
they have a right to hear of your proposals. The MATMAC list is by no means comprehensive, nor is it sufficienthy
intelligent enough to capture local operations — however, you will know that the onus is on the Sponsor to take all
reasonable steps, in accordance with the Gunning Principles, to identify and engage with stakeholders.

First of all, | would like to have a frank and honest dialogue. | will make some points below, but feel free to phone

fora cha, fyou wish, whenever convenient. [ EEG— S

In general, there must be absolute mutual respect and dialogue between commercial drone companies and current
airspace users to ensure that future drone integration is done honestly and openly. This process does not appear to
have got off to a goad start and there i1s now a huge amount of distrust and pushback fram the General Aviation
[GA) community toward both the intention and the process of your drone operations. This serves no-one well.

Two things in particular have aggravated the situation. Poor stakeholder engagement, and hyperbolical marketing.
Poor and inadequate engagement, runs against the 3™ Gunning Principle “that adequate time is given for
consideration and response”.

Your first ACP 2020-038 (Oban Craignure) was rushed through the normal ACP process with a minimal 5 day
consultation in May last year - (| know of operators who have had ACPs stuck in the system for the last 2 years). This
was during a period of lockdown when GA was grounded. In this rush to proceed, none of the many flying clubs or
representative bodies who normally use the area were contacted. Even if they had been, obtaining considered
feedback (beyond a cursory phone-call) within this timescale is an impossibility as most of them {such as the LAA)
rely on monthly or quarterly magazines, or committee structures to ‘spread the word'.

| politely asked you for a list of stakeholders for the second ACP-2020-048 {Bute = withdrawn), to give you the
benefit of the doubt and to ascertain if you had widened the net for this engagement, but you wouldn't share it |
have subsequently phoned round as many of the operators that would use not only the Bute area (which is
incredibly busy with GA, as a choke point west of the Scottish TMA), but also more significantly, the areas of your
third ACP-2020-055 (Lochgilphead), which is the low-level, bad weather route from everywhere to Oban and
beyond. | have included these stakeholders below.




Ta then claim in ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Mull) that you have “developed a comprehensive picture of airspace usage in
that area” is really quite astonishing chutzpah. That has incensad a lot of people.

Specifically looking at the revised ACP v2.0 and TDA dimensions. What is the actual width of the original TDA
corridors, and also of the ‘constrained legs'? Drones can fly on accurate tracks and can hover - if you needed to turn
back, can they not just stop and reverse? Is that not guicker than carrying out a 180deg turn? What is the tuming
radius?

MNobody doubts that there may be long-term benefit to establishing drone use, and | know you have a commercial
desire to proceed as quickly as possible, but to constantly over-emphasise everything in hyperbolic terms of Covid
urgency is disingenuous — if blood samples are THAT urgent, my consultant pals suggest that it is really the patient
that should be transported, to hospital. The current system does cope, and the reality is you are trying out a proof-
of-concept to gain publicity. A proof-of-concept it could be argued that has already been proved. We all know
drones can carry packages from A to B, the real challenge is to integrate with existing users —not to ignore them or
try and push them out the way. For your information several GA operators (myself included) offered our services to
UKGov and ScotGov last March to carry 100Kg+ of supplies between exactly the locations you are covering — how
many were contacted or urgently used is another matter.

Should the virus, cloud, wind, rain, ice and rain co-operate, | will be flying frequently from Glenforsa during April.
Should your ACP be approved, in whatever form, | would be interested in offering my experience. Whether that be
helping to look at a robust system for TDA access (with my ATC hat on), or indeed with a live aircraft to do some
ADSE trials or EC tests. | currently carry mode-5 and Pilotaware (with ADSB-in and P3i-out), but am also considering
SkyEcho as a stopgap to enable ADSB-out).

My door is open.

Scotia Seaplanes Ltd

Stakeholders List — All these operators are regular and frequent users of this low-level airspace from Prestwick to
Bute to Lochpilphead to Kerrera, Oban and Glenforsa, and will be affected by ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-55, and

would likely have been affected by ACP-2020-038 and ACP-2020-048.




Argyll Aero Club (based at Oban Airport) —_
Connel Flying Club (based at Oban Airport) - R
Connel Gliding Club (based at Oban airport) - [ NG

Scottish Aeroclub (300 memib

East of Scotland Micralight Club — [ R—_——

Cormack Aircraft Services ':_uu'r.u'rl'.lul:l.-‘-.|'|.:-::|'._
tish Airsports Club — [
wick Fiying Club |

Prestwick Flight Centre — ||

Glasgow Fiying Club - [

Thornhill Airfield = Sc

Fre

Cumbernauld — Phoenix Flight Training — [ NG

West of Scotland Laa strut — [

Highland Aviation (Inverness) - [

Hillhouse Estates Ltd {Fort Augustus Airfield) —_
Moray Flying Club (RAF Kinloss) — [

Ulster Seaplane Association
Ulster Flying Club [Mewtonar
Carlisle Flight Training ~ [
Eshott School of Fiying — (GGG

Solway Light Aviation (Kirkbride) — [
Scottish Aeromodellers Association _

-]




From:

Sent: 20 January 2021 09:47
To:

Cc

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099
Attachments: TDA 25 May .png

| must say | am surprised at the extremely short consultation period and not to have been included or contacted as a
possible stakeholder in any of these previous proposals. How many of the flying clubs and organisations that
regularly use these airspaces have you contacted? What advice or oversight did the CAA offer about this?

Can | also ask why the ACP2020-048 was cancelled? Could you send me a copy of it please, together with a copy of
the stakeholder lists for that and ACP-2020-055, | can’t locate either online.




Glenfarsa Airfield Aerodromie

Helicopter Club of Great Britain (HCGB) Representative

Light Aircraft Association (LAA) Representative
Maritime and Coast | Agency Emergency service provider

Ministry of Defence = Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Military
"y

Management (MoD DAATM)

MATS Alr Navigatio

1 Service Provider

Oban and the Isles Airport Asindromo
Police S5cotland Emergency service provider
Scottish Air Ambulance Emergency service provider

| also look forward to receiving copies of the previous Notams as soon as you can. | have attached a copy.

| operate a seaplane Designated Training Organisation(DTO) and adventure flying school based out of Prestwick and
Glenfarsa - the freedom of this airspace and world-beating landscape has been compared by my clients to Alaska-in-
miniature and is a valuable resource in attracting high end tourism to Scotland.

This TDA (together with the previous ones (038, 055 and 048)) are right in the middle of my main area of operations.
As such they present a massive disruption and inconvenience to my business. | am frequently based at Glenforsa
Hotel and Oban, and have been for the last 10 years, often conducting up to half a dozen flights a day.

As you can imagine, 2020 has pretty much been a write-off for the GA industry - 2021 is showing good promise with
a lot of pentup demand - as such | will be operating from and stay at Glenforsa frequently during April and May.

You haven't explained how | can access or cross any TDA. The nature of my operations and frequent coastal low
cloud around the West Coast frequently require tactical flight and weather avoidance clear of mountains and at low
level over the sea below 500 ft - your TDAs would effectively block of huge areas of access and safety for me,
together with potentially losing me thousands of pounds of business,

= Currently NOTAMs will be issuad 24hrs betore any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and between

ri touch with us. All TDAs

5 and will also include a contact number for airspace users to g Lim wse wi

eactivated in ensure airspace is still available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at

f Eiven time

armation we ¢ tly have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with the emergency services (HEMS)
where they can access our TDA wia Scottish Information or Oban Information during their hours of operation, we are

in discussions with NATS 1 egarding this

| understand from your explanation that you will effectively activate a TDA then wait around to see if the NHS
reguire you to carry material? | consider this a completely unacceptable and potentially disproportionate restriction
on my lawful business.

To ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available on
the day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore ways

to reduce this and | hope to be in touch with you soon with some updates

What type of drone do you operate, and what are the wind limitations? You say that they carry ADSE indout - what
do they do with the ADSB-IN information, and how are you progressing with developing DAA capability?
Wind Limitation = 27kts

| understand it to be able to be picked up by any

The drone vehicle we ara us D5-B IN & OUT capability :

aircraft with AD5-B IN capability. Please note that this is not a strategic mitigation and only used by us to improve
situational awareness, we will always be operating within our active TDA. It has been suggested by another

sholder that we include this information on t

NOTAM which is what we intend to do.

A A

L air risk mitigation, as the CAA is
currently d
a TDA in ac

think everyone wants so that we can move away from this type of segregation.

systems are present but cannot yel be approved IZ'I' the LAA as a st

eveloping the regulatory framewaork for approval of DAA systems, hence why we need to operate within

cordance with CAA regulation until drones can be operated in non-segregated airspace, which is what we

2




As previously requested, do you plan to have a live webpage showing exactly where the drones are at any given
time? This, together with a much narrower and lower (say 250ft) non-segregated route, (notammed like the Red
Arrows transit areas) might be a more proportionate solution and obviate the need for vast areas of segregated
airspace. We are examining ways in which we can reduce the TDA size and altitude and | hope to update you late

Sent: 19 January 2021 01:39

To: I

Cc-

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099

Thanks for responding- I will have a wee read of the information on ACPs-2020-099 and 038 you sent.

I must say | am surprised at the extremely short consultation period and not to have been included or contacted as a
possible stakeholder in any of these previous proposals. How many of the flying clubs and organisations that
regularly use these airspaces have you contacted? What advice or oversight did the CAA offer about this?

Can | also ask why the ACP2020-048 was cancelled? Could you send me a copy of it please, together with a copy of
the stakeholder lists for that and ACP-2020-055, | can’t locate either online.

I also look forward to receiving copies of the previous Notams as soon as you can.

| operate a seaplane Designated Training Organisation{DTO) and adventure flying school based out of Prestwick and
Glenforsa - the freedom of this airspace and world-beating landscape has been compared by my clients to Alaska-in-
miniature and is a valuable resource in attracting high end tourism to Scotland.

This TDA (together with the previous ones (038, 055 and 048)) are right in the middle of my main area of operations.
As such they present a massive disruption and inconvenience to my business. | am frequently based at Glenforsa
Hotel and Oban, and have been for the last 10 years, often conducting up to half a dozen flights a day.

As you can imagine, 2020 has pretty much been a write-off for the GA industry - 2021 is showing good promise with
a lot of pentup demand - as such | will be operating from and stay at Glenforsa frequently during April and May.

You haven't explained how | can access or cross any TDA. The nature of my operations and frequent coastal low
cloud around the West Coast frequently require tactical flight and weather avoidance clear of mountains and at low
level over the sea below 500 ft - your TDAs would effectively block of huge areas of access and safety for me,
together with potentially losing me thousands of pounds of business.

| understand from your explanation that you will effectively activate a TDA then wait around to see if the NHS
require you to carry material? | consider this a completely unacceptable and potentially disproportionate restriction
on my lawful business.




What type of drone do you operate, and what are the wind limitations? You say that they carry ADSBE in+out - what
do they do with the ADSB-IN information, and how are you progressing with developing DA capability?

As previously requested, do you plan to have a live webpage showing exactly where the drones are at any given
time? This, together with a much narrower and lower (say 250ft) non-segregated route, (notammed like the Red

Arrows transit areas) might be a more proportionate solution and obviate the need for vast areas of segregated
airspace.

| again anticipate your speedy reply.

Ps My I - 2 | address now appears to be back up and running

Get Outlook for i05

From:
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021 11:45:36 AM

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-20.20-099
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file fo be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files.

Hi

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have attached the stakeholder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| have attempted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

« (Other ACP: ACP-2020-038 is now complete and can be found here
(https:f/airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea ?plD=244) ;
ACP 2020-048 has been withdrawn ;

ACP2020-055 can be found here Alrspace change proposal public view [¢aa.co.uk] ;

«  NOTAM: Unfortunately | don’t have a copy of the previous NOTAM used (1’|l attempt to source), however
currently NOTAMSs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and
between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users to get in touch with us. All
TDAs not in use will be deactivated in ensure airspace is still available to all users. It is envisaged only one or
two route will be active at any given time.

« TDA times - To ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS we would potentially need to be available on
the day for a given TDA (given hospital opening hours), however we are trying to explore ways to reduce
this. | will be able to provide an update this Wednesday on revisions/suggestions.

= [Drone specification (inc DAA) - The drone vehicle we are using has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and |
understand it to be able to be picked up by any aircraft with ADS-B IN capability. Please note that this is not
a strategic mitigation and only used by us to improve situational awareness, we will always be operating
within our active TDA. it has been suggested by another stakeholder that we include this information on the
NOTAM, which is what we intend to do.
Drone MTOW = 17kg, Cruise speed = 60kts, Weather limitation (<0 degrees Celsius, Moderate Rain). | will
hopefully be able to provide additional details this Wednesday.

Both emails have been noted as per your suggestion.




Kind regards,

SKYp orts.net

ArLe

This emall is from Skyports Limited, Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
numbser 10755230. Our office is al Skyports, Unit LG.06. Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United
Kimgdom. Our registered office is &t Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billenicay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 OEQ. This message
is intended solely for the addresses and is private and confidential. If you have received this massage in error, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited mor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility o scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

From:

Sent: 17 January 2021 12:19
To:

Ce:

Subject: ACP-2020-099

Hi [l | understand you are the contact at Skyports regarding ACP-2020-0997

| wiould like some more information about this and the previous ACPs, and would consider myself a major
stakeholder on several counts,

I work as an air traffic controller covering the area concerned, | am also a member of the Argyll Aero Club based at
Oban, and in addition, | own and operate a seaplane training business - this ACP is within our main area of flying
operations.

| have tried to locate your previous ACPs (2020-055, 2020-038 and 2020-048) but cannot find them on the CAAs
website, could you possibly forward copies to me please? Could you also send me a copy of any NOTAMs that were
issued for the previous associated trials?

How many days are you planning to use any proposed TDA and what times would this be active? How many actual
drone flights per day would this involve? What type of drones are they and what roughly is their weight, speed,
duration and route? Where would the operators be located? Are there any weather limitations or restrictions (wind
speed, rain, cloud ete..).... and do they have any DAA capability ? How would | access or eross the airspace? Would
there be a live webpage that might display the drone positions in realtime?

Anyway, | look forward to your speedy reply.
Thanks in advance.

Please note, my normal contact email is but there is a server side prablem at the
moment and not all mail is getting through, so | would appreciate if you could reply primarily to




_hut CC to this NATS address ? | will let yvou know when the primary address is back

serviceable.

Get Qutlook for i05

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk at Email
immediately. You should not copy or use this email or attachment(s) for any purpose nor disclose their contents
to any other person.

NATS computer systems may be monitored and communications carried on them recorded, to secure the effective
operation of the system.

Please note that neither NATS nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses or any losses caused as a
result of viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

NATS means NATS (En Route) plc (company number: 4129273), NATS (Services) Ltd {company number
4129270), NATSHNAVY Ltd (company number: 4164590) or NATS Ltd (company number 3155567) or NATS
Holdings Ltd (company number 41382 18). All companies are registered in England and their registered office |s at
4000 Parkway, Whiteley, Fareham, Hampshire, PO15 7FL.




Response 33: Scottish Aero Club

From: I

Sent: 31 January 2021 0834

To:

Ca

Subject: RE: Responze to ACP-2020-0949 Skyports Ohan-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement

Reminder & Update

i

Apologies, you are on our list of stakeholders as the representative for Scottish Aero Club, | will ensure all further
documents includes this. | am responding individually to all enguiries and appreciate you summarizing the SAC's
views below.

| have tried to respond to your guestions below as best as possible:

+  Many routes have been considered including more southerly routes around the islands however depending
on location we are restricted by drone range and LTE coverage, so not all routings are possible.

* Your point about other aircraft not required to have slectronic conspicuity is noted, which is one of the
reasons why we are currently limited to operating within a TDuA.

& Yesasyou have stated, this proposal is a short term service to the NHS arising from the COVID pandemic.
Any longer term requirement will be subject to a new proposal.

* We can't speak specifically to details of the NHS supply chain as this is based on confidential discussions,
however | can provide some general comments on your questions. The NHS supply chain in the Argyll &
Bute region is quite varied with different modes of transport used depending on the specific medical facility
such as vans, ferries, planes and Royal Mail pickup — often a combination of multiple of these. In addition
other factors such as: time of year, time at which sample was taken, service levels of the transport provider,
presence of COVID restrictions etc. impact an the overall time from sample taken to results being provided
back.

Kind regards,

From: I
Sent: 30 January 2021 14:55

To: I

ce: [

Subject: Response to ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Gaod afternoon, G

Thanks for sending me the latest issue, V3, of your document. As | have previously intimated, | am the airspace
contact for the Scottish Aero Club, and am responding to your document in that capacity. | did request that you add
the Scottish Aero Club to your list of identified Stakeholders. | note that you have not yet do so, in your V3
document at least. Could | ask you to attend to that in any subsegquant release.

The Scottish Aero Club {SAC) has some 300 members, many of whom are pilots, who fly over the whole of Scotland,
particularly the west coast when conditions allow. | will ensure that our members are aware that this
communication is being sent on their behalf. However, if members wish to communicate directly with you, I'd
appreciate if you would also take their feedback into consideration in your deliberations.

Far the aveidance of doubt, please register this response as a formal objection to your V3 proposals.




| have previously liaised with the LAA West of Scotland Strut and the SAC feedback to date is encapsulated in their
response. Itis probably not helpful to repeat the response here, but please note this also represents the SACs
current view.

Please also note the following points:

1. We consider your proposal to be incomplete incomplete until the LAA West of Scotland outstanding questions,
and our own, have been answered.

2. Your document doesn’t illustrate volumes and typical routes of GA traffic in the region you wish to utilise. |am
therefore left wondering whether you have actually considered how many flights/routes might be negatively
impacted by your proposed activities.

3. Your chosen rouling is a very popular one for GA aireralt. Which ather routes have you considered?

4. You appear to have made assumptions that aircraft in the area are ADSB-equipped. There is currently no legal
requirement for this, or indeed any other means of Electronic Conspicuity. Your proposal also needs to address
those aircraft that do not have these facilities. Indeed there is not even a requirement for these aircraft to be
equipped with radio.

5. Your timescales do not allow sufficient time for adequate communication of your proposals, and for collection of
feedback arising. 5ee point &.

6. Please confirm that your current proposals are solely to deliver a short-term service to NH5, arising from the
Covid pandemic. | anticipate that our members will be willing to be flexible to accommaodate a short-term
emergency. Any subsegquent, longer-term requirement should be the subject of a new proposal.

7. Could you share information with us on what other alternatives the NHS have considered? There is a good ferry
service, to Mull at least. The MHS have also previously requested the Civil Air Support organisation (known

as Skywatch, Civil Air Patrol) to deliver goods to the Islands. As a Charity, the Civil Air Support organisation can
respand to such requests free-of-charge. Manned flights are likely to be more reliable, and certainly more cost-
effective, to deliver against a short-term emergency requirement.

Thanks. |G

Scottish Aero Club
LAA Strathtay Strut

Begin forwarded message:

From:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update
Date: 28 lanuary 2021 at 16:31:59 GMT

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-
099, vour feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in
addition to the previous amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500t
AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can




Response 34: Scottish Aeromodellers Association

From:

Sent: 30 lanuary 2021 1502

Tao:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-09% UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Thank you for this information. Absolutely, if you have any additional response after your meeting would Thursday
evening be ok to get back to me?

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 30 January 2021 11:51

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: Re: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segrepated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

Thank you for the infarmation an Skyports proposals in Oban, Mull and Call, it is a pity we are finding out about this
50 |ate in the day though. We do not have any aeromodelling clubs in the area but we may have members dotted
about, In looking at your proposal, any impact on RfC flying would appear to be minimal but we will be guided by
any members of our association that contact us. If any conflicts do crop up we would like to come to a resolution
that all parties agree on and ensure that both our sport and your commercial operations can co-exist in harmony.
We have a meeting arranged for Thursday when we will discuss your proposals and should anything arise from
there, | will get back to you

Best regards

gy

On 19:23, 28th Jan 2021, G

Good evening,

Your detalls have been passed on to me by a fellow aviation stakeholder (apologies if | have been in touch already]. |
have now included you in ouwr list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications ragarding this Airspace
Change request are shared with you,

Please find attached the latest stakeholder engagement material v3 in relation to Airspace Change Proposal ACP-
2020-099; appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since this process began.

The reminder cover email send out today is also included below. If you need any additional time to digest this
material that is no problem, please just let me know. Thank you.

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based an this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
1




amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1300t AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can alzo be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

I wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the
deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require more time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net




Response 35: Scottish Airsports Club

Appendix B: Response form

Name: I

Organisation Name: Scottish Airsports Club

Position in the Organisation: INGININGEGEEEEEE
Email: I

Feedback - Objection to the proposal

Firstly, a brief outline of my aviation qualifications are, ATPL, PPL, havea flown many singla
and twin engine aircraft types from microlights, sea and ski planes, light aircraft, twin
piston, twin turbine, Twin Otter, Jetstream 41,MD 83, and Boeing 757 jets in Scotland and
world wide. | have flown for Loganair, Manx, Airtours, have written two CAA approved
Airfield manuals, and run the Scottish Airsports Club. | have flown in Scetland 30 yaars
privately and commercially. Owner of vintage 1948 Stinson 108-3 {no ADSE) and regularly
fly in the proposed areas in this and other aircraft.

We oppose the proposal for the following reasons.

1) No proper consultation or engagement with private pilots and private flying clubs,
who use these areas: The stakeholder list does not include the many flying clubs and
individual pilets in Scotland, from the UK and Internationally who regularly fly in this arsa.
Lack of understanding of this point is a major safety issug. From the routing chosen, it
appears that Skysports are not awara of why thesa areas ara commanly usad light aircraft
routings, and what kind of, and how many light aircraft use these routes.

Although Appendix A: List of identified stakeholders looks impressive, there are only two
non-airforce private flying clubs listed. Most pilots we have been in touch with, have not
heard of this proposal, or any of the previous proposals.

We at Scottish Airsports Club, Thornhill airfield, regularly use the proposed flying routes,
and we had no knowledge of this proposal or the previous ones, until a faw days ago, at
the end of January 2021.

2)The reduced engagement period is completely insufficient.

3) TDA's are proposed in the wrong place due to no consultation with private pilots
who use this airspace. Part of the routing (particularly through the Sound of Mull) is
just not suitable or safe.

Part of the proposed TDA's run along key very well used light aircraft low leval routes to
and from Oban, and from Lochgilphead, the Crinan Canal, the Sound of Lorn, Loch
Linnhe, the Sound of Mull, Lismaore.

Many aircraft, twins, single engine light aircraft, seaplanes, vintage aircraft, gyrocopters,
microlights, homebuilts, operate frequently in these proposed TOA's, and often fly below
500 feet. These are the known regular routes (key routes) aircraft use from all parts of the
country and further afield, flying up to all the west coast and to and around the islands of
Scotland.

Oban is a well used airfield and used for re-fualling, Glenforsa, Mull attracts many pilots
with all different kinds of aircraft. t has a much appreciated and admired aviation hotel,




restaurant, and regular aviation flying events. Under the provisions of the ANO, drones
must be kept away from airfield flightpaths.

4) Dangerous height on this routing due to no radio coverage, and no radar
coverage in this uncontrolled airspace: Many aircraft DO fly at low levels in this area. It
is very well used, and also, the many pilots who visit Glenforsa on the Island of Mull, fly
up the scund of Mull for pleasure and use axactly the route proposed. To operate safely in
the Sound of Mull, these aircraft don't just need the SUA's to be clear of the Glenforsa
circuit, but also the SUA's need to completely clear of the approach and departure routes
to the west and east all the way along the the Sound of Mull.

5) Unsafe operation, no ADSB on most aircraft, no radio or radar coverage: SUA
automatic collision avoidance system is depending on the ather aircraft carrying ADS-B
and broadcasting out. Please note, most aircraft do not have ADSE, which is why a
routing needs to be chosen which is clear of maost light aircraft's known regular routings,
especially as radio and radar contact for all aircraft is not possible and not available at
low level in this area.

6) Negative impact on pilots using this airspace: Due consideration has not baan takan
of the large flying community who use this airspace regularly, and also as a low level
route, and thera is a lack of awarenass of how well usad these routes are, and what
heights different pilots fly within the Rules of the Air, in Scotland, as well as sea plane
considerations.

7) Creating a precedent. A great concern i, that, if this proposal and the pravious ona
are allowed to go ahead, with all the reasons listed abowve in 1) to 6), this may cause a
precedent for future TDA's to go ahead without proper understanding of the airspace or
stakeholders concerned.

A constructive suggestion is for Skysports to meet and talk to and work with pilots who
reqularly use this airspace, to help their undaerstanding of the way pilots fly in these areas,
so together, they could re design the proposed airspace change in a way which could suit
both parties and not create an unsafe situation in one of the most well used aircraft flying
routes in Scotland. The TDA's needs to be re-routed away from the Sound of Mull, Crinan
Canal and Lochgilphead in particular. We would be very willing to participate with this
discussion.

We realise that UAS may potentially be with us in the future, but, that it why it is so
important to considar safety first, bafore rushing through Airspace Change Praposals in a
very one sided way.

Establishing safe routings, which work with pilots who use these flying areas, should be
an absolute priority for everyone involved,




From:

Sent: 04 February 2021 13:15

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)
g

| confirm receipt of this response and abjection, | confirm it will be included in our Stakeholder Summary Report to
the CAA.

Thank you for taking the time to clearly articulate all the relevant points, we would absolutely want to work clasely
with you regardless of the outcome of this ACP and genuinely appreciate this constructive suggestion. | have
forwarded your feedback internally to cur team and will be addressing these points.

Many thanks and kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 04 February 2021 12:26

To:
cc: I

Subject: Re: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lIsle of Mull-Coll)

Dear NG

Please find attached my response to ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated
Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll). I understand it will be published in full on the CAA
website.

Would you mind please letting me know you have received it.

Kind regards,

Scottish Airsports Club
Scotland UK

Cn Saturday, 30 January 2021, 15:15:19 GMT, [HNNRNRNGNGNTNRNENEGEGEGENEEEEEEEEE e
Deor GG

Absclutely, would a response by Thursday evening be ok? FY1 If it saves some time Appendix C of the document
states the principle issues and proposed solutions to date (from stakeholder feadback received so far).

| have also included you run Scottish Airsports Club to our list. Thank you.

Kimd |Eiard$.




From:

Sent: 30 January 2027 13042

To:

Subject: Re: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS In Sagregatad Airspace (Oban-lske of Mull-Call)

Dear [
| do need more time for my response. Please can you give me extra time.
For your list of stakeholders, | run the Scottish Alrsports Club at Thornhill Airfield.

Also there are many GA stakeholders not on your list.
Here are just a few:

Strathaven Alrfield,
Perth Airfisld Scottis
Fife Airpart - Glenrothes)
Highland Aero Club - Easier
Farfar Strip
Tayside Aviation Dundee Aurhield
East Fortune Airfield - East of Scotland Micrelight Club
Balado Airfiald

Archerfield Airfied - [

Cumbernauld Airport
Phoenix Aviation at Cumbernauld Airport

Many pilois use this route fram all over the couniry and abroad.

Kind reiarr]:-'..

Scottish Airsports Club
Thornhill Airfield

On Eriday, 28 January 2021, 14:06:36 cMT, R RN -
pear [

Thanks for your response and if you need any additional time, just &t ma know. On the CAA contact | can only direct
yau to their website, howeaver all feedback received by stakeholdars are shared in a summary report post
engagement and can be seen on the link | sent you in the previous email once uploaded

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 11:53

Ta:

Subject: Re: ACP2020-0949 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lske of Mull-Call)

Dear [

| raceivad your email vesterday. Wa oparate the Scottizh Airgports Club at Thornhill Aifiald and have flown
commercially and privately for many years in Scotland. Your proposals will affect us tremendously.

Giving a deadling of Sunday 31 January is very short notice, but we will endeavour to send a reply this weekend.
Can you pleasa give ma a contact nama and deparimeant of the parsan who is daaling with this in the CAAY

Many thanks and regards,

caolfish Alrsports Clul
Tharnhill Aerodrome

On Thursday, 28 January 2021, 19:23:52 GMT, [N - -
2




Good evening,

Your details have been passed on to me by a fellow aviation stakeholder {apslogies if | have been in touch already).
| havenow included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this
Airspace Change requeast are shared with you.

Pleasze find attached the latest stakeholder engagement material v3 in relation to Ajrspace Change Proposal ACP-
2020-09%; appendix C details principal issues and propesed solutions since this process began.

The reminder cover email send oul today is also included below. If you nead any additional tima to digest this
miaterial that i= no problern, please just let me know. Thank you.

Thank you ta all thasae aviation stakehalders who have already respanded in relation to ACP-2020-089, your
feedback has been greally appreciated. Based on this feadback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues
5 of version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be faund on the Airspace Portal for this
change:hittps/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?pl D=330

I wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feadback and comment on Skyports' drall airspacea designs for ACP-2020-099 (datails attached), the
deadline for comments ismidnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require more time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can amange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

<
ACeE




Response 36: Scottish Mountain Paragliding Club

Sent: 22 January 2021 1516

Te:

Ce

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-039 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material
v2.0.pdf

Dear [

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out today (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications
regarding this ACP are shared with youw. | hope this will answer your concerns raised.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked guestions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C [page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

| will, howewver, provide in this emaill in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:




o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they ook high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400t AGL - and will be operating lower than that.
0 We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

0 We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

0 We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

0 We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

3
Cluvmar
infwl [0




From:

Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 12:24
Ce:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll

| refer to the above.

| wrile as the

of the Scottish Mountain Paragliding Club, a club which flies in all the mountainous areas of
Scolland and w

may therefora be affecled by the proposal.

The primary matter which must be addressed is that the proposed method of proceeding, by enabling a Temporary
Danger Area to be created, is in our view an totally inappropriate use of the Danger Area procedure to allow, in effect,
a substantial alteration of existing airspace, not just for this site, but, if the application is granted, potentially to any
other site on which drone activity is contermplated.

It is difficult to see how a drone, of low weight and comparatively limited speed, can pose such a level of risk to other
air users as to justify closing any area of airspace to all other aircraft.

If such an appropriation of airspace for a comparatively new form of air raffic is desired, that should be done by a
full assessment, and if necessary allocation, of suitable airspace after taking into account all other Air users’
requirements. it should not be done by what might be termed a "back door " approach of seeking to create a
Danger Area - which of course increases the chances of the operators subsequently claiming a “successful® trial;
with no other possible air traffic interference or conflict possible under a Danger Area, how could it be otherwise? - in
which to conduct their activities.

It is alzo hard to accept the attempted shortening of normal notification timescales, when the claimed medical

need has doublless been served adequately by other means until now; this too smacks of opportunism by the
operators seeking to circumvent ordinary processes and timescales under the smokescreen of ‘urgent medical need’
during the pandemic, rather than facing fuller and more detailed scrutiny in the usual way.

We do not claim to be qualified to comment on the claimed medical necessity of the desired drone service. We do
however feel entitled to highlight what appears to be a brazen attempt by the operators to achieve their aims by using
a procedure intended, in our view, for an entirely different purpose, being the protection of pilots from definite,
substantial hazards from operations such as military live fire exercises, bombing ranges, shooling ranges and the
like. That, in our viaw, is the purpose of Danger Areas, to reduce the hazard to pilots and aircraft.

Subverting the procedure for declaring such areas to facilitate the commercial interesis of drone operators who are
aiming for profit, no matter who their chents are or however worthy the purposes for which the drones may be used,
is simply not a satisfactory method of proceaeding and we respectfully request that this application, and any other of a
similar nature seeking the creation of new danger Areas for such purposes, be refused.

sMPC




Response 37: Ulster Seaplane Association

From:

Sent: 04 February 2021 13:03

Te:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in 2egregated Airspace (Oban-1sle of Mull-Coll)

i
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this ACP. Your comments have been extremealy useful and we really

appreciate your thoughts an the matter and completely agree that we will need to work closely with the Ga
community to learn from each other.

| have attempted to answer some of your points below where possible and regardless of the outcome of this ACP
would like 1o work closely with you in the future.

¢ The width of the unconstrained TDA currently accounts for turn radius, or orbit capabllity (the larger of the
two) together with a buffer, We are currently analysing if this can be reduced further, In this particular
location due to LTE signal coverage we cannot fly at 200ft AGL, however are working closely with the
manufacturer and have fed this back to them.

& On the constrained leg | have provided some technical detail:
The WTOL (Vertical Take-off & Landing) capability is reserved to only support take-off and landing, not to
support manseuvres during flight. It runs on a separate battery system than the battery system uses for
forward flight in fixed-wing mode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs,
aborted take-offs and any other scenario that would require it to hover for a certain amount of time in order
to land safely again {e.g. an emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use
during forward flight apart from facilitating an emergency landing.

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone to fly below
400ft through mountainous regions, This functionality enables us to plot a route that stays well clear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting a mountain
ridge as it is making a turn, Working with the OEM, we've worked out a means of introducing a constrained
leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our options, for the fallowing reasons:

- When using a constrained leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the AD5-B picking up the
presence of another aircraft should one enter segregated airspace.

- By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The 5UA has a small corridor
that it will navigate through but will automatically trigger an emergency land if it determines that it has
breached that corridor.

Hopefully this explains why the whale route cannot be a constrained leg.

* The 1500ft cloud base limitation has been implemented by us based on GA feedback, who informed us that
when weather is poor they will need to descent below cloud, possible lower than 500ftAGL, We agreed to
cease oparations when cloud base <1500ft.

* We now have an agreement with NATS (Scottish Information & Oban Information) to provide a DAAIS
service, so entry reguests inte an active TDA can be relayed through them if airborne.

s We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night,
though to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

« We can't speak specifically to detalls of the NHS supply chain as this is based on confidential discussions,
however | can provide some gencral comments on your guestions.




The MHS supply chain in the Argyll & Bute region is quite varied with different modes of transport used
depending on the specific medical facility such as vans, ferries, planes and Royal Mail pickup = often a
combination of multiple of these.

In addition other factors such as: time of year, time at which sample was taken, service levels of the
transport provider, presence of COVID restrictions etc. impact on the overall time from sample taken to
results being provided back.

Really appreciate all your comments and hope the above clarifies some of your queries.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 02 February 2021 16:49
To:
Cc:
Subject: Re: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

3 February 2021
Dear Sirs,

Thank you for your invitation to comment on your proposals for restricting airspace.

We note that our invitation to comment was “late” (1934hrs on 28 January2021). and only allowed for two
days to respond to your 29 page document by the shortened “deadline”. We do wish to comment and
consider that the whole process seems flawed and rushed.

& shortened deadline seems inappropriate considering the lack of comprehensive meaningful consultation
with the aviation industry.

Drones do allow for an exciting new expansion of air activity — BUT this should not be at the expense of
other forms of aviation. Drones have been around for decades and there is no excuse for unnecessarily
restricting airspace during normal hours considering the electronic conspicuity that and ability of drones to
be very accurate yet flexible in navigation.

We would welcome a more “innovative"” less restrictive proposal = such as accurate routing (which drones
are clearly perfectly capable of). We would suggest a height of 200" AGL and night time operation, mostly
over the sea. The traffic is unlikely to be simultaneous in both directions so a single narrow night time
corridor away from existing users could be clearly achievable,

As other aircraft will not be operating low level at night, conflict will be avoided. In addition night time use
will allow for more visibility of the drones through use of strobes and position lights. Night time use will
also benefit from the natural calming of weather during darkness. Drones should also carry electronic
conspicuity ADSB equipment which can be integrated to their navigation allowing “see and avoid” (of
other EC equipped aircraft including drones).

Your proposal appears contradictory, stating that at some points that “the unmanned aircraft is able ta
gperate within a narrower corridor”. You then claim that the disadvantage of the narrow corridor is that the drone
cannot execute a turn within it... strange considering that the drone is a 17kg max, VTOL with a cruise speed of only
60kts, therefore should be able to slow and reverse direction in a straight line. There is therefore no requirement for
“wide"” corridors. Strangely no date is given to state the diameter of a 180 turn at 60kts, 50kts, 30kts, 20kts etc..




Drones could be used in addition to conventional aircraft. Already Tecnam has produced a conventional
aircraft with an onboard freezer ta maintain -85C, The use of conventional aircraft to deliver the vaccine to
smaller airfields, from where “controlled” drone departures could be scheduled after dark. What “work”
has already been done with the NH5? Have Skyports also used conventional aircraft? If not why not?

Satellite technology allows for full tracking of dronas, It should be used and the “spider tracks” of these
flights broadcast live to the internet and accessible by the public via a series of weblinks detailed on
Skyports website.

We note that the proposal severely affected established aerial uses. This is unacceptable and further
demonstrates a flawed concept. The proposal also states that if the MOD wish to use the area, that
Skyports won't operate. If Skyports amended its proposal to take advantage of useful characteristics of
Drones, i.e operate at night, and state that they would give way to all manned aircraft it is likely that no
conflicts would ensue and with the calmer conditions at night, better results would be achieved.

Iz there a reason for “Skyports will not operate if the cloud base is below 1500ft AMSL? Clearly a benefit of the
drone would be the ability to be unaffected by cloud. If operated at night, the ability to operate through cloud
should be taken advantage of. Cloud mowves around and a single website is no guarantee that cloud can be avoided.

We note that no definite proposal to liase with NATS has been stated. In light of the

“Air Navigation Order PART 10 Prohibited behaviour, directives, rules, powers and penalties

CHAPTER 1 (&) The pilot in comrmand of an airerafl flying either within an area for which regulations have been made for any reason
referred to in paragraph [1lc) or within alrspace notified as a Danger Area rmust m mediately comply with instructions glven by radio by the

approgriate air traffic control unit or by, or on behalf of, the person responsible for safety within the relevant airspace,

It would make sense to designate a NATS unit 5o that there is less likelihood of conflict with other air users and
aircraft may safely travel through. Without this agreement, an airborne pilot could legally travel right through the
danger area at the same time as a drone. As radio coverage low level in this area will be limited, OBAN should also
hawve full infarmation.

We suggest initially working with established airfields and also operating at night would remove many
objections and provide a more useful reliable service. Clearly working with the existing experts would
produce better results and demonstrate a more considered approach, which would be more likely to
receive approval from the CAA.

We note the numerous issues that would “ground” Skyports drone and suggest that the reality of reliable
aerial delivery means that this will not be a primary service. The old saying “time to spare = go by air” will
prove to come true.. therefore manned backup will always be reguired. This exercise is clearly to establish
how useful drone delivery will be. In other areas of the word with more predictable weather drone
delivery will clearly be more effective. To maximise success and minimise disruption we again suggest
night time operation will prove to be the most beneficial.

We hope that these comments have been useful in helping you adapt your proposals.
Kind regards,

For = Ulster Seaplane Association

From: I

Date: Thursday, 28 January 2021 at 19:24




Cc:
Subject: ACP2020-093 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

Good evening,

Your details have been passed on to me by a fellow aviation stakeholder (apologies if | have been in touch
already). I have now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications
regarding this Airspace Change request are shared with you.

Please find attached the latest stakeholder engagement material v3 in relation to Airspace Change
Proposal ACP-2020-099; appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since this process
began.

The reminder cover email send out today is also included below. If you need any additional time to digest
this material that is no problem, please just let me know. Thank you.

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-09%9,
your feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the
previous amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see
Appendix C, Issues 5 of version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be found on the
Airspace Portal for this change: https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalfrea ?plD=330

I wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so and wish to do so, to
please provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details
attached), the deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require
more time to complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-
case basis,

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

<,
AcCee




Response 38: West of Scotland Strut

1.

WES S sle] an Dject! =
UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll) (ACP-2020-099)

Introduction

1.1. This response and objection to the TDA proposal is from the West of
Scotland Strut and is based upon the questionnaire model developed by the GAA in
previous drone / UAV ACP Consultations.
12. West of Scotland Strut is a local organisation of pilots many of whom are
frequent users of the airspace in consultation here. The West of Scotland Strut was
however not listed in the list of consultees
1.3. West of Scotiand Strut Comments and Objections are identified in blue
1.4. The West of Scotiand Strut deems this objection and response to be
only partial as there was insufficient information in Skyport Proposal to be able
to reach a full meaningful opinion.
1.5. The West of Scotiand Strut would be pleased to respond to a suitably
detailed proposal and with associated time allowed for due consideration.
16. This response and objection is based upon the information available to the
GAA as at -18 January 2021

1.6.1. namely those documents published on the CAA’s ACP Portal - UAS

BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Muil-Coll) (ACP-2020-099)

162 Individuals mail correspondence by Skyport shared by West of

Scotland Strut Members and others
1 The West of Scotland Strut object to the limited time permitted for
response to this consultation.
18 The West of Scotland Strut note that the area covered by this ACP is an
area of outstanding scenic beauty and is frequented by many pilots from all over the
UK and further afield as are the airfields in the area.
19 The West of Scotland Strut note that the area is particularly prone to
unforecasted changes in weather including sea fog, resulting in reduced ceiling heights
and visibility.
1.10 The area of this ACP is popular with aircraft, civil and also low level military,
routing north/south.
1.11. The West of Scotland Strut in responding to the ACP pose the following
questions to Skyport as the information in the consultation document was incomplete
112 Where the information is available as 1.7.1 and 1.7.2a the information is
entered for confirmation in bold Red.
113 However where the information is not available Skyport are requested to
give consideration to the question and to provide a response.

Initial Questions

21. What type(s) of drones will be used?

22 What size(s) of drone will be used? Wingspan = 2220mm; Length =
1630mm Speed 60Kts.

23, What will be the maximum all up weight(s) for the drone(s) to be used?
MTOW 17kg

24 Which drones will carry what electronic conspicuity devices?

ADSB - IN and ADSB - Out

25 What real ime other traffic monitoring will be available to each drone
operator, e.g. visual, radar, Flarm display, Flightradar24 display, ATC liaison, etc.?
26. Will the lack of a functioning electronic conspicuity device obligate the
cancellation of a flight?

27 Does the electronic conspicuity provide for either autonomous or operator
instigated avoidance of other traffic ?

28 What facilities are provided to avoid other traffic that does not carry
electronic conspicuity ?

29 What will be the flight durations? 30 Mins

2.10. Please give example flight profiles in time and space.

27 January 2021 Rev 1.4 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll) (ACP-2020-099) Page 1




211. How many flights per day mid-weak? Frequency is currently unknown as
it will be in response to NHS demand on the day

212 How many flights per day weekends and bank holidays? Frequency is
currently unknown as it will be in response to NHS demand on the day

213 Will the flights be in VMC and IMC, or just VMC? VMC

214, Will there be day and night flights, or just day flights? Day time only

215 If not in IMC — Why not ?

216. How many flights will there be simultaneously airborne?

Routing / Danger Area Definition
31. Please provide diagrams, including a 1:500,000 CAA VPR chart fragment,
showing:
a) the projected operating area(s), - Included partially in ACP Document but not as
VFR Sectional
b) the buffers used, the resultant proposed airspace volume(s), Included partially in
ACP Document but not as VFR Sectional
c) the rules for each of the airspace volumes 7

32 To what degree of accuracy are the drones able fo navigate both horizontally
and vertically 7 i.e. +/- X m vertically and +/- ¥ m horizontally

33 How is the volume of airspace classed as a danger area related lo this
capabhility 7 (why isfare the projected volume [ dimensions required 7)

3.4, FPlease explain the reasoning behind this choice of airspace  routing and the
alternatives that were considered with reasons for their dismissal ?

3.5 Why, if this is not the case, was a direct from [ to route not chosen ?

36. Please show how the projected airspace volume(s) can be subdivided
horzontally for activations?

3.7 FPlease show how the projected airspace volume(s) can be subdivided
vertically for activations?

38 What activity time windows are projected for the NOTAMs 7 i.e. matching
operating times and if not why not 7

3a. Typically how far in advance of activity will a NOTAM be issued ? 24 Hours

before (At least 7)

3.10. What will the minimum time between a NOTAM being issued and the activity
laking place?

311 How will other aviators be able to obtain real time actual activity details?
312, How and how far in advance will other aviators be able to obtain projected
activity details?

3.13. Please list the aviation bodies that have been included in the consultation
Included ACP Document — (Wesr of Scotland Strut Comment - But appears 1o be
too limited in scope)

314, Please give details of any noise consultation being camed out

Assumptions and Locality Specific tems
41. In order to produce this objection and response it has been assumed that:
4.1.1. The West of Scotfand Strut object to Item 6.1 of the Skyports
proposal (below) which appears fo exclude non commercial flights in
agreeing TOI with commercial and emergency services.

“B.1 Airspace deconfliction Skyports will produce comprehensive and robust airspace
deconfliction procedure via a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) that secures the approval
of relevant aviation stakeholders that may need to enter the TDA once activated, e.g.,
emergency services, and Commercial airplane/helicopter operatars. Skyports will engage
relevant aviation stokeholders separately on this document and secure thelr written approval
before operating.”

Irem 6.2 of the Skyports proposal (below) is impractical / unachievable with
regard to West of Scotland Strut members due to numbers and diverse locations
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coupled with the timing which is a period of potentially intense activity by West
of Scotland Strut members attending the WEST OF SCOTLAND STRUT 75"
Anniversary Tour of Britain.

“6.2 Continued monitoring While the TDA is in operation Skyports will undertake regular
engagement with aviation stakeholders via email {or phone) at the end of each day of active
operations. Skyports will monitor any feedback received on the CAA Airspace Poral or received
directly by email or phone and collate the feedback and provide regular updates to the CAA
when the TDA is activated and after it has been deactivated.”

42 Drones will be VTOL or near-VTOL ?
43. Existing GA activity should be able to continue broadly as now ?
44 The plans indicate operation at or above Oban Airport. Why is this required

and how is this integrated with other traffic at the airport ? Who will have priority in
landing for instance, a manned or a unmanned flight ?

45, Please advise what facilities are provided to ensure the unhindered and safe
continued operation of airfields, airstrips and airports within or close to the designated
TDA ? Route planning has initially been based on any information we have been
able to obtain, for example Glenforsa Airport states it is closed until 15th July,
however this engagement has brought to our attention that this airfield is still in
use (with 24hrs notice according to owner) and we are subsequently working on
a new route around this location. This is planned to avoid any circuits taking
place.

Our Head of Technology informs me that as long as you have an ADS-B IN
connection, it will be picked up.

West of Scotland Strut Comment - there is no requirement for permit aircraft to
have ADSB-In fitted and are you therefore proposing a change to the principle of
unmanned avoiding manned aircraft ?

5. To minimise the impacts upon powered general aviation flights operating in
the vicinity of the proposed airspace all of the following conditions need to be
satisfied:
51 If the proposal is approved by the CAA there must be a full Post
Implementation Review (PIR) as per CAP1616 at least involving all those consulted
during this phase of the ACP.
52 Part of the PIR must include the provision of an electronic record to those
consultees requesting it showing all flight profiles in a format readily interpretable such
as kmi.
53 To permit safe manned overflight in low cloud base conditions / to permit
flight to preserve life.
54 To limit the impact upon other aviation by the drone activities - The airspace
to be no larger than is actually needed, and smaller volumes of the overall airspace to
be able to be activated separately
55 All of the following are to aid pre-flight planning
551 NOTAM'd activity will reflect actual operations rather than periods
within which operations may take place
552 At no time will any of the airspace be activated with less than 24
hours notice by NOTAM
553. Other than in exceptional circumstances all planned activity will be
NOTAM'd at least 7 days in advance

554. No NOTAM will cover more than one day’s activity
555 As soon as a NOTAM'd activity is changed or cancelled it will be re-
NOTAM'd

5.56. General planned activity details will be published on a website as far
in advance as possible
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557. Anyone can subscribe to an automatic email service notifying them of
changes to that general planned activity

General Points of Objection
6.1. Consultation
The consultation period allowed initially and the limited number of consultees
are a matter of serious concern appearing to be an attempt to avoid serious and
effective consultation with affected parties.
6.2. Dangerous Goods
Carriage of “"dangerous goods™ as stated by Skyports without the correct
protocols for firstly assessing suitability and risk of such transport and secondly
for handing any loss or inadvertent landing away from destination is placing an
unacceptable risk on the community over which it is flying.
6.3. Contact
Expecting pilots to call a telephone number of unknown call handling capacity,
possibly at weekends and in numbers in order to find out if they will be able to
fly to for instance Glenforsa on a sunny day is an unreasonable restriction of the
freedoms currently enjoyed by pilots from all over the UK and further afield
6.4. Economic Justification
The economic justification, although in detail Is unknown, appears spurious for
the potential severe economic impact upon particularly Glenforsa Airfield and
flying in general in this area. There is a frequent ferry service to Mull and
adequate road transport for carriage of any “urgent” samples and that do not
require 24 hours notice by NOTAM to be activated
6.5. Integration
It is safer and far more practical for new technology to adapt to the existing
technology and operating environment, particularly when in the minority, rather
than the inverse.
6.6. Radio Coverage / Drone Control
Radio communication for pilots and to contact Scottish Information, Oban
Airfield or for blind calls in this area is hampered by terrain. It is presumably so
for drones operating at low level and so the feasibility of operator controlled
actions, emergency, recall or traffic avoidance, is assumed to be highly unlikely
placing others at resultant risk.
6.7. Impact Assessment
The proposal appears to have little understanding of general aviation normal
operation and has apparently not given any consideration whatsoever to the
impact upon the numerous organisations and individuals that may be affected.
A full impact assessment with the participation of all affected parties, economic
or otherwise, should be carried out in determining the need and the available
airspace requirements.

Additional notes pertinent to this response but not part of it:

4= Following all the points above will give collateral benefits through:

711, Limiting the impacts upon sea bird populations

712 Limiting the overland noise profile

713 Skyport to facilitate a Danger Area Crossing Service (DACS) or

Danger Area Activity Information Service (DAAIS) for GA activity
72 During all NOTAM'd periods the drone operator(s) will need to be
contactable by a number of aviation agencies including Aeronautical Rescue Co-
ordination Centre (ARCC)
73. The commercial or medical justification for this ACP is not made clear. The
suggestion of “urgent” medical transport of "dangerous” goods appears to be at odds
with the availability of ferry services, road transport and local air services.
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74 In remote areas the principle of medical management of serous iliness Is
nomally regarded as the “evacuation of the patient to a specialist unit by the most
expeditious means, following stabilisation by an expert team”

75 Truly “"dangerous goods” camage by unmanned drone and with the potential
for loss appears to be unjustified in risk terms and probably against a number of
regulations.

76 The transport of “medical supplies™ would appear to be a substitute for
correct planning and control of logistics and would seem to raise an unnecessary
additional cost to the NHS

7.7. The cost of a drone operator on standby purely for occasional demands from
the NHS would at first glance seem to be unviable economically and unjustifiable
against other calls upon the NHS finances such as front line care

7.8. The Air Ambulance remains available for patient and urgent medical
transport and is able to operate in IMC
79 A base justification by Skyports is accomplishing sample transport faster

than by road / conventional means. However the 24 hour advance notam would
appear to obviate that possibility. Likewise achieving the half day turnaround as
suggested Unless the TDA is intended to become permanent.

West of Scotland Strut is Contactable via [ RS
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Individuals
Response 39: Individual A

Hi

Glad to help. Happy for you to share my email address in relation to this ACP. Appreciate if you can consolidate any
response from Connel Flying club with your representative if feasible.

Many thanks,

Get Outlook for i05

From

Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 4:13 pm

To: I

Subject: Re: Drone activity west coast Scotland

Hi

Thanks for all that, really interesting,did not mean to duplicate others, apologies.
Would you be happy to have your email passed on to members?

Stay safe

Sent from my iPad

On 13.Jan 2021, at 15:12, I

Hi

Absolutely no problem. Air safety is my primary concern and | think its really important to have
these conversations to understand everyone's concerns. FYl | have also shared some details with
your colleague who is a representative of Connel Flying Club at Oban Airport, however will attempt
to answer your queries below:

Can you say if you have to comply with the uk height limit of 400ft above the surface?

The 400ft AGL altitude limit is for VLOS drone operators (see CAA drone code for additional details).
As we are operating BVLOS and have sent an operational safety case being assessed by the CAA, we
can operate within our designed TDA. We have tried to where possible remain within 4007t AGL and
variations maybe due to terrain heights or to ensure all terrain heights are exceeded during any
return home function of the drone.




What speed the drone flys at?
B0kts cruise speed

is it able to locate and avoid? What size is it?

Drone has electronic conspicuity and ADS-B IN & OUT. This is not a strategic mitigation as the drone
is intended to be operation within the TDA.

Size: MTOW = 17kg; Wingspan = 2220mm; Length = 1630mm

What does it look like? What might be the daily frequency?
Frequency is currently unknown as it will be in response to NHS demand on the day.

Will the area be activated automatically each day to allow for late planned activity?

NOTAMS will; be published 24hrs before intended operation together with a contact number for
Skyports (the more notice you can give the better to allow for coordination on our end). For HEM5S
deconfliction we are liaising with Oban and Scottish Information and have a separate temporary
operating instruction (TOIl) with them.

will the flights be 24 hours?
Mo, the flights will be during daylight hours only, further details will be promulgated on the NOTAM
(as to which TDAs are active etc), 24hrs prior to intended operation.

What effect might the activity have on GA circuits and approaches to island airfields and Oban
airport?

Will sky echo and pilot aware display them?

Route planning has initially been based on any information we have been able to obtain, for
example Glenforsa Airport states it is closed until 15™ July, however this engagement has brought to
our attention that this airfield is still in use (with 24hrs notice according to owner) and we are
subsequently working on a new route around this location. This is planned to avoid any circuits
taking place. On this point given your experience and local knowledge of this area, any suggestions
you can give are appreciated.

Our Head of Technology informs me that as long as you have an ADS-B IN connection, it will be
picked up.

There are concerns being voiced that some of the low level routes used by GA when the west coast
weather is poor could now be unusable.

This is understood and we will continue to work through these concerns. Initially it would seem a
modified routing around this section would be a preferable solution. | will hopefully have an update
next week on this.

| hope this answers some of your concerns, as mentioned above if you have any suggestions we are
very open to them; as | mentioned to your colleague if you would like a call this week to discuss we
can put something in the diary?

Kind regards,

—--Original Message——

From:

Sent: 13 lanuary 2021 00:58

To:

Subject: Re: Drone activity west coast Scotland

Hi
Lots of questions going around members! Can you say if you have to comply with the uk height limit
2




of 400ft above the surface? What speed the drone flys at? is it able to locate and avoid? What size is
it? What does it look like? What might be the daily frequency? Will the area be activated
automatically each day to allow for late planned activity ? will the flights be 24 hours? What effect
might the activity have on GA circuits and approaches to island airfields and Oban alrport? Will sky
echo and pilot aware display them?

There are concerns being voiced that some of the low level routes used by GA when the west coast
weather is poor could now be unusable.

| imagine you have more to do than this but it might help settle concerns.

Thanks and stay safe

Sent from my iPad

>

=

» Thank you for your email and feedback. Regarding electronic conspicuity we shall feedback this
information to the CAA (stakeholder engagement summary) and | will also note that this
information would be useful for other airspace users and suggest this is incorporated into the
produced NOTAM.

>

> | have also attached the stakeholder engagement documentation and will include you in any
future communications.

>

> Thank you for your support and kind regards,

=

=

«

> skyporis.net

>

>

» ——==Iriginal Messagg-——

> From:

= Sent: 11 January 2021 12:27

> To:

»Ce:

» Subject: RE: Drone activity west coast Scotland

>

> Good afterncon G

>

= Thank you for your email and for getting in touch.

>

> Firstly, | can confirm that our drones do carry EC devices (ADS-b in and out). Thank you for the
suggestion to promulgate to all other airspace users, which we will find a means of doing so.

=

> Secondly, we've been dealing with Oban Airport t to capture all the activities that go on at the
airport but we are more than happy to include the Connel Flying Club as a dedicated stakeholder for
the purposes of ACPs in the area. | copy my colleagueliRI o will add you to the list of
stakeholders and who will ensure you get a copy of all current and future documents and
communications in relation to this ACP,

>

> Any questions or issues along the way, please let us know and thank you for the support from the

-




Covid perspective.
-
> Thanks and all the best

>

WO OW W W

» Connect via Linkedin

» skyporis.net

>

>

>

>

>

= This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England
and Wales with registered number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.02, Edinburgh
House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United Kingdom. Our registered office is at
Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQL. This message is
intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message
in error, please send it back to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or
disclose the information contained in this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither
Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to
scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

>

>

=

» s=eee{Iriginal Messaggs=—=

> From:

> 5ent: 11 January 2021 12:14

> Subject: Drone activity west coast Scotland

>

> Hello,

>

> | note your proposals and have no objection in light of the Covid situation, however | have not
found an indication as to whether your drones carry electronic conspicuity devices which | would
se as a safety necessity.

> f they are so eguipped it would be useful to have this fact promulgated to all other airspace users
considering the current CAA encouragement on this issue.

*
> I <! lying club, based at Oban Arport.
>

> Surprised this club is not listed as one of the stakeholders.

>

= Sent from my iPad

> <ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material. pdf=>




Response 40: Individual B

From: I

Sent: 28 lanuary 2027 12:01
To:
Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder

Engagement Material

Yes it will however as mentioned we dan’t rely on this as a strategic mitigation, which is why we aperate within the

TDA.

From: [

Sent: 28 January 2021 11:52

To:

Subject: Re: Version 2 ACP-2020-093 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

50 to clarify. If an aircraft has a conspicuance device will your drone take avoiding action.

On The, 28 Jan 2021, 11:43 G . -
i

Thanks for your email. No our drone will not be able to detect aircraft without EC, which is why the drone ADS-B
system is not being use as a strategic mitigation (purely to improve situational awareness for those aircraft who
have EC). We will anly be operating within the proposed TDA.

| will be sending out a reminded email later today which will elaborate on this point and also explain how we intend
to stop operations when cloud base is <1500ft.

Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 27 lanuary 2021 17:08

To: I

Subject: Re: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Qban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Referece the following statement in your 22nd jan email: -

B. Aircraft Avoidance:




o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with am automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

Can you confirm that your Unmanned Aircraft will be able to detect and avoid aircraft like my own that do not have
any electronic conspicuity equipment?

On Fri, 22 Jan 2021 at 13:42, GG o

Good afternoon,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked guestions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we
recognise need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C [page
19) that highlights the most significant and common isswes and our response and proposed solutions to thosze
issues. We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those
Appendix C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CA& Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:z/ fair hange, Publi | PplD=

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are
as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDWA away from Glenfarsa so as not to undermine access to the airfisld.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a
conseguence will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not eperating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the
proposed period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).




o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be operating lower than that,

0 We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

0 We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing cur
up and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system
in case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night,
though to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




From:
Sent: 12 Jarwary 2021 14:09
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports = Oban=Mull-Coll = Targeted Av Stakehalder Eng

baterial. pdf

Thank you for your email which has been forwarded to me by my colleague [ IENGTTGRGRGNGIN® \case see points below
in relation to your questions:

*  Private Aircraft {with and without transponders): NOTAMS, 24 hours prior to intended operation will be
published detailing the route and times we intend to operate. TDAs for routes not in use will be deactivated.
The drane system we use will have electronic conspicuity and ADS-B IN & OUT capability to improve
situational awareness.

* Should private aircraft need to have access to a TDA, we can discuss the best option that could suit yourself,
A phone number will be published on the NOTAM where any access to an active TDA can be requested. In
this situation the more notice we have the easier it will be to coordinate.

= Max drone heights: the drone heights specified within each TDA have tried to remain within 400ft AGL
where possible, however due to terrain the altitudes may exceed this, hence the differences stated.

= Timings: Drone operations will take place for a 5 week period from 8™ April during daylight hours. The exact
route and timings for a particular day are currently unknown at this stage, however all information will be
promulgated via NOTAM 24hrs before, with a contact number for Skyports.

This engagement is the part of the targeted aviation stakeholder engagement, attached to this email is the
engagement material we sent out yesterday. Any response can be via email and we would appreciate if you can give
further details of the company/forganisation you represent, or if you are in the GA community. | will then add you to
our stakeholder list for any future communication.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

PV <

This email is from Skyports Limited, Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 50P, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility fior viruses and it is your
responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.




From: [

Sent: 11 Januwary 2021 16:55

To: [

Subject: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban=isle of Mull-Call)

Can you please advise me what steps are being taken to enable private aircraft to continue to operate in the TDA
including those without and with transponders.

Can you adwvise me why a max height of 700ft is specified when drones can currently fly up to S00ft.

Can you advise me what the proposed times for such restrictions and how much warning might be given.

What public consultation will take place with the aviation community.

Can you adwvise me where in the proposzal these is a place to comment.

Edinburgh, Scotland




Response 41: Individual C

From:

Sent: 19 January 2021 21:13

To:

Cc

Subject: RE: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

i

Thank you for taking the time to respond in relation to this ACP. Your objection has been noted and | have
attempted to answer your guestions/queries as best as possible below:

In poor weather current proposal will impact GA low level routing = we are currently reassessing our routes
and TDA heights (in particular around Glenforsa) and hope to update you at the end of this week.

Glenforsa = At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was
from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this
airfield (also exploring TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and
suggestions by the end of this week.

NOTAM detail and communication — Currently NOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights
detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for
airspace users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still
available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. To ensure
flexibility is given to support the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the
day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore
ways to reduce this.

For information we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOl) with the emergency services
(HEMS) where they can access our TDA via Scottish Information or Oban Information during their hours of
operation, we are in discussions with NATS regarding this.

Engagement period = A timeline for this airspace change, including period of targeted engagement with
relevant aviation stakeholders was agreed with the CAA. We have subsequently agreed with the CAA an
extension of the targeted engagement window for this ACP by a week. | hope to be in touch tomorrow with
all stakeholders to share this.

Suggestions (Night flying and routing) = Thank you for these suggestions. As mentioned above we are
currently reassessing our routing. With regard to night flights, currently given the operating hours of various
hospitals and ad hoc demands, night flights would be less beneficial. Our drone currently isn’t approved to
fly at night time, however we are looking into both these suggestions.

We hope to update you regarding the extended engagement period tomorrow and with further route
amendment/suggestions later this week.

Thank you for your response and feedback.
Kind regards,

skyports.net




Appendix B: Response form

Marme
Organisation name ih Pilot

Position in the organisation
Email

Feedback

| oppose the proposal.

In its current form the proposal would have a seriously detrimental impact for GA which use the
sound of mull as a main artery to access the wider west coast of Scotland area.

This proposal has the potential to cut off much of the west coast of Scotland to GA aviators on less
than perfect days.

The Tobermory-Craignure TDA makes Glenforsa airfield inaccessible as it conflicts with the airfield’s
visual circuit.

The weather on the west coast of Scotland can be difficult to forecast with low clouds being an issue
close to the mainland with inland Scotland and the islands being unaffected. This results in the need
to be able to operate in the sound of mull at lower levels. The proposed TDA conflicts with this
established operating practice and create a potentially dangerous and stressful situation.

The proposal does not set out how this TDA will be used and how access, for example a DA Crossing
service, will work in practice especially considering the poor VHF communications in the area and the
need for such a service when cloud bases are low.

| suggest that the sponsor considers using the sea South and West of Mull to access Coll and that
Tobermory be serviced by a site on the West of the island. Alternatively operating the proposed TDA
anly during night hours may offer safe sharing of the scarce airspace.

It is @ real disappointment to read that the sponsor felt that the standard 12 week engagement was
excessive considering the huge implications these TDAs have on GA in the area and the clear lack of
understanding which has been shown to the current use of this airspace.

18| Page




From: [
Sent: 19 January 2021 15:26

To:
cc: [

Subject: Re: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
i
Please find attached my response to the above subject.

Kind regards,

On Tue, 12 Jan 2021 at 15:44, R ot
i

Thanks for this, | have updated our list accordingly.

Kind regards,

From: I

Sent: 12 lanuary 2021 15:15

To: I
Cc:
Subject: Re: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Hi




Thank you fior your email. | initially got[JMll] email address from the CAA.

| am a GA pilot and don't represent any company or organisation. Please add me to your list.

Kind regards,

On Tue, 12 Jan 2021 at 14:57, [N ot
Dear [

Thank you for your email which has been forwarded to me by my Lulleague_. | have attached the
stakeholder engagement material sent out yesterday which details the proposed drone operation, you can reply
directly to this email if preferred.

To ensure you are included in all future communications regarding this airspace change can you confirm which
company you represent or if you are a GA pilot and | will add you to our stakeholder list.

Kind regards,

¥ M
L

Clvmnr

in[wl £ [©




from: [

Sent: 11 January 2021 19:55

To: I

Subject: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Hellg,

| am a GA pilot who often flys in and around the area of the above proposed TDA. Is there a consultation which
will allow input from the GA pilot community as part of this process? If so can you advice me of the process in

order to engage with the consultation?

Kind regards,




Response 42: Individual D

From: P
Sent January 116

Tao:
Ce:
Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Call

Hi

Yes absolutely it 2ll about close communication and in all honesty it has been great to understand all your concerns
and hopefully we can find a solution. As mentioned we plan to send out revised routings and suggestions early next
week based on all stakeholder feedback.

In response to your addition points below

+ To ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS we would potentially need to be available on the day for a
given TDA. If it is foreseeable that weather will deteriorate we may only operate for half the day, however
all activity will be promulgated by NOTAM, which will state hours of operation and a contact number for us.
F¥l this drone has a cruise speed of 60kts (70mph), and | also hope to share more details about how a
specific route could look on a given day next week,

# Regarding Glenforsa we are currently amending our route to be further away from this airfield and | hope to
have a revised route around this section next week.

* Your point about night flights has been notes, thank you. | have fed this back to the team and given the
rapid response/capability required and the limited opening hours of hospitals, the use of drones in this
instant would be less beneficial.

Look forward to catching up with you next week.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 15 January 2021 00:33

Ta:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll

Hi

Thanks for responding.....this whole process is about close communication | guess,

Although you say TDAs will be notified 24 hours in advance you don't indicate how long they will last. Oban to
Tobermory and on to Coll is approximately 50 miles. Your drone flies at 40mph so it's around 1 % hour each way.
Does this mean you will book the TDA for a 3 hour window (there and back with a few minutes for stops) or are you
planning to set up TDAs for the whole day?

The corridor for the TDA along the sound of Mull would seriously impede flying into, out of and around Glenforsa
Alrfield for the GA community and I'm sure you will receive a massive pushback if that is maintained. Whilst we have
to share the airspace with other users it's on a “see and be seen” basis and your drone doesn’t “see”.

Apart from flying at night | don't see how you would overcome this problem but I'm happy to be proven wrong as |
can see the benefits of your operation to the islands.




| look forward to your comments.

Kind Regards

From:

Sent: 14 January 2021 19:38

To:
Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll

i

Thank you for these comments, this is very useful feedback. We plan to review all feedback and get back to all
stakeholders with suggestions/amendments for this area early next week. Your suggestion of night flights has been
noted and thank you for the detail on frequency of traffic in this area and potential risk of microlight activity who
operate without transponders.

Regarding the NOTAM, it will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and
between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in
use will be deactivated.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 14 January 2021 10:02

To:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll

i
Thanks for the reply. My interest in this issue is as a GA pilot.

| suspect you underestimate the level of GA traffic around Mull, particularly in the summer. Please let me give you
an insight from a GA pilot.

The West coast of Scotland has few available airfields but is some of the best flying in the UK. Oban and Glenforsa
are potential stop offs en route further north and | often use Glenforsa as a base from which to tour the Western
Isles. Glenforsa has the lure of a nice restaurant, bar and accommodation.......... all of which add up to a great place
to stop. | fly a light aircraft but am often accompanied by fellow pilots in microlights including both flexwing and
three axis aircraft.

There is no legal requirement for aircraft to carry transponders or even a radio for that matter, particularly in
uncontrolled airspace, which is where you plan to fly your drones. Consequently, | see a high risk that a microlight or
light aircraft could be seriously endangered by a drone flying blind. Hitting a bird in flight can be very dangerous, so
hitting a 14kg drone would likely be disastrous.

The TDA information does not give any indication as to how long it will be established for so its hard to be objective
about it. If only lasts for an hour or so then it may be possible to work around but | am aware that other similar
TDA's are established for 24 hours and for several days at a time. This would be impossible to comply with whilst




working around the vagaries of the West coast weather (there may be a small weather window which the TDA's may
unterupt.

One very simple solution would be to fly the drones at night when there is virtually no GA traffic and no movements
at Glenforsa as it has no runway lights. If the drone is fitted with a strobe or similar it would be very visible in the

darkness.

| look forward to receiving some clarity and will be keen to comment on any future consultations.

Kind Regards

From:

Sent: 12 lanuary 2021 15:38

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll

oo I

Thank you for your email and raising your concerns with us. To ensure you are informed of any future
communication regarding this airspace change can you please confirm which organisation you represent or whether
you are 3 GA pilot. | will then add you to our list of stakeholders.

| have attached our stakeholder engagement material that was sent out yesterday which should give you more
detail around the proposed routes.

in answer to your comments below:

‘We are in discussion with Glenforsa Airfield around this specific route (Craignure-Tobermory) which could affect
traffic in this area and will advise of any amendments made based on this engagement. Your concerns are noted
with regard to circuit pattern and we will explore all options to maintain a safe distance.

For additional information this is a 5 week project starting 8™ April to support the NHS in their COVID-19 response.
Motification of active TDA will be via NOTAM 24hrs before intended flight; with TDAs not in use deactivated to
ensure airspace is still accessible. Our drone also has electronic conspicuity and equipped with ADS-B IN & OUT to
further enhance situational awareness.

Kind regards,




From:
Sent: 11 lanuary 2021 20:42

To I

Subject:

i

| have seen your proposals for danger areas around Mull and find it unbelievable that you plan to fly unmanned
drones right through Glenforsa's ATZ. Whilst its guiet in the winter its a busy general Aviation airfield and flying
drones so close at virtually the same height as the circuit pattern is little short of ludicrous

Your plans need a total rethink unless you can offer some insight into a way go avoid a serious mid air collision?




Response 43: Individual E

From:

Sent: 16 January 2021 13:02

Te:

Subject: RE: Re drone proposal Cban

Thank IR | have added to list.

Kind regards,

——-—0riginal Message——

From:

Sent: 16 January 2021 11:41

To:

Subject: Re: Re drone proposal Oban

Thanks far your response.

We have a plane based at Oban- my husband is the pilot. We are a member of Connel Flying Club which has a
hamgar with 11 light aircraft/microlights.

If you could add the ¢lub to the stakeholder list that would be great.

For your info, there are 2 ather flying clubs, both with hangars at the airfield - Connel Gliding Club [actually
microlights) and Argyll Aero Club.

Regards

sent from my iPhone

> 0n 13 Jan 2021, at 13:34, [ =
-

>

> Good afternoon G

=

> My cnlleagu_has forwarded me your email. Thank you for your email and support of the project.
Your experience of the region and feedback provided is much appreciated and we are already looking to propose a
different routing around Glenforsa Airfield to avoid circuit patterns and other potential VFR traffic, based on your
and ather stakeholder feedback. | will hopefully be able ta share samething next week an this.

>

= | have attached our stakeholder engagement documentation and will add you to our list of stakeholders to ensure
you are included in all future communications regarding this airspace change. Would you be so kind as to share the
organisation/company you represent or if you are a GA pilot?

=

= To highlight some points contained within the document:

> Drone operations are planned to take place for a 5 week period from 8th April during daylight hours. The exact
route to be used and timings for a particular day are currently unknown at this stage, however all information will be
promulgated via NOTAM 24hrs before, with a contact number for Skyports (this number can be used by yourself to
contact us to potentially arrange any crossing, in this instance the more notice you can give the easier it will be to
coordinate this). TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still accessible. The diagram provided in
the documentation is an overview of all routes, with only one or two being flown on any particular day.




> Hopefully we can amend our routing to avoid you having to contact us completely, however wanted to share our
contingencies regardless.

-

> | hope this makes things a bit clearer and do get in touch should you have any further questions.

>

» Kind regards,

>

§

> skyports.net

-

L

=

= This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with
registered number 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London,
SE11 5DP, United Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United
Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have
received this message in error, please send it back to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use,
copy ar disclose the information contained in this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither Skyports
Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check
this email and any attachments,

L

-

» -——Original Message-—--

> From:

> 5ent: 12 January 2021 18:20

> T

= Subject: Re drone proposal Oban

>

= Owverall I think it's great that you are doing this sort of trial, and the West Coast is an ideal location for testing.
However as an operator of a private aireraft out of Oban, and a regular user of Glenforsa Airfield on Mull | am
concerned about the impact your proposed routing will have on the operations of Glenforsa, and our ability to land
there,

=

= Looking at the routing it looks like it will be impossible to land at Glenforsa without busting your drone corridor -
as an established airfield, with an established circuit pattern from ground to 1000ft, surely you should take this into
consideration when planning your routing - you can’t just effectively close it down for the duration of your trial. How
are you going to allow safe access to Glenforsa?

>

> Regards

> I

>

>

= Sent from my iPad

» cACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material pdf=




Response 44: Individual F

From:

Sent: 14 January 2021 2127

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Contact email address

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

A pleasure to speak with you today and thank you for getting in touch. | have now added you to our stakeholder list
and will keep you informed of all future communications regarding this airspace change. | have also attached our
stakeholder engagement material regarding this ACP for your perusal. Some highlight of our conversation are below,
pleaze amend if inaccurate:

* The area in Glenforsa is a highland low level tactical area with low flying military jets.

*Glenforsa is an active traffic area from April for many members of the GA community who don't always use
electronic conspicuity. The current TDA near Glenforsa will restrict access to this airfield.

*Steve Slater at LAA (Light Aircraft Association) is the best contact to use to inform/reach out to the GA community.
F¥11 have checked and he is on our stakeholder list as was contacted 11/01. Thank you for this information.
*Glenforsa has a safety com radio frequency that could be used, given the poor VHF communications in this area,
You informed us that it should only be used when airborne. Thank you for this feedback.

* Aviation magazines could be used in the future to improve stakeholder engagement at no cost (Highland News
was suggested also). This is a great suggestion and has been feedback to our team.

Once again it was a pleasure to talk to \,rl:ll.-a nd as discussed | hope to be in touch early next week with new
suggestions based on all stakeholder feedback, including yours.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales

with registered number 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane,
London, 5E11 S0P, United Kingdom. Qur registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex,
United Kingdom, CM12 0EC, This message is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you
have received this message in error, please send it back to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not
use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither
Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or
otherwise check this email and any attachments.

—==0riginal Message--——

From:

Sent: 14 January 2021 17:13
To:
Subject: Contact email address




Response 45: Individual G

From: |

Sent: 07 February 2021 0814

Tao:

Cc

Subject: RE; ACP-2020-099 - Formal Stakeholder Objection

Thank you. On a personal note, | really appreciate the prompt comms throughout.,
| wish you all well for the future.
Take care, [

From:|

Sent: 01 February 2021 08:09
To: I
Ce:
Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 - Formal Stakeholder Objection

i

Thank you for your response, | can confirm this has been received. \We appreciate the time you have taken to share
this feedback.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 31 January 2021 17:57

To: I
Cc:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 - Formal Stakeholder Objection

Good afternoon G

Following on from my earlier responses to ACP, | regrettably need to record my formal objection. 1do
acknowledge Skyports efforts to address the GA community’s concerns in several updates resulting in the
current Viersion 3 but | believe several important issues remain unresolved. In addition, the latest version
was only released at close of play on Thu 28 Jan, giving just one working day for National Bodies to co-
ordinate a response. This added to the perception that the ACP has been rushed and the original was ill-
conceived.

| fully accept that drones will play an increasingly important role in society. Integration rather than
segregation is the goal but | accept that may be a little way off.

However, | strongly believe that current integration of drones into UK airspace via a TDA should be
proportionate, fully justified and subject to full stakeholder consultation to minimise its impact on other
airspace users. | believe the ACP in its current form fails these tests.

Process, justification and stakeholder engagement




I understand the CAA accepted a reduction in the consultation process from 12 weeks to 2 weeks
(subsequently extended to 3) based upon a supposed medical imperative, supported by Skyports claim
that as a result of previous ACP submissions, Skyports developed a comprehensive picture of airspoce
usage in that area”,

During the past few weeks the medical justification has been challenged as it appears to be more of a
proof of concept trial rather than urgent medical operational suppert as part of the ongoing Covid effort.

What cannot be in doubt is that the claim of Skyports developed o comprehensive picture of airspace
usaoge in that areo’ is demonstrably factually incorrect.

The exceptionally limited consultation in previous West Coast ACPs was fatally flawed and is now subject
to challenge by individuals and National Bodies with the CAA. One example of how ACP 2020-055 may
have been challenged is that you have dropped the Easdale TDA in this ACP after consultation yet it of
course remains as TDAZ in 055,

Further, the general tone of the ACP throughout looks to provoke an emotional response, often against
the background of the Covid emergency. This isn't helpful or professional. One such example statement
lacking justification or evidence; ‘In the event of an emergency that requires the SUA to be grounded
immediately while in the constrained leg, the remate pilat will have no option but te land in the sea,
resulting in the total loss of technology and payload.’

rational Issu

I believe the overall activation and operation of the TDA remains vague and | am yet to be convinced that

your DACS proposal is operationally viable. Efforts to instigate a Danger Area Crossing Service (DACS) by
phone may be laudable but | would like confirmation that the CAA will allow aircraft to enter a TDA that
has been activated by NOTAM on the basis of a phone-call. As you will be aware, this is vitally important
as we leave ourselves open to prosecution if we enter an active TDA without authority. Further, | may
arrive in the area after a transit of several hours and be out of radio contact for large periods. Radio Line
of Sight remains a fundamental challenge to an effective DACS and again, | see no viable solution in your
current proposal.

You state that the UAS will only operate VFR and when cloud base is above 15001t as forecast by
windy.com. Again this is somewhat vague and the West Coast weather will vary enormously from the
forecast and as you fly, will often vary wildly from one end of the Sound of Mull to the other for example.
I'm not entirely clear how, when operating BVYLOS, you account for this?

Lastly, we haven't seen any real performance data to support the operational requirement for 2km wide
corridors. | understand other stakeholders have been informed that it is commercially sensitive but again
that doesn't really help the community understand the requirement. On that note, may | suggest you use
a recognised aviation chart when presenting an ACP?

Summary

In sum, | appreciate you are a commercial operator contracted to provide some sort of proof of concept
trial to look at the viability of NHS support. From press releases, | also realise you have future aspirations
to deliver routine post to remote locations on the West Coast. But commercial pressures should not
circurnvent established processes to ensure ACPs are justified, proportionate and fully serutinised. In this
case and your previous West Coast ACPs, | strongly believe the established process has been circumvented
and as a result, | suspect there is potential for a real breakdown in trust between Skyports and the GA

2




community. | do hope that the ACP is withdrawn until operational issues can be fully resolved and that the
community can be given sufficient time to make a considered response. | do look forward to a resolution
that enables us to share the air, with both parties retaining maximum operational flexibility.

Best regards,




From: —

Sent: 16 January 2021 12:57

: —
Co

Subject: RE ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

_hank'-L'l-.'n a good weekend
ver, [

from:

Sent: 16 January 2021 12:55

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-093 [Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

i

Mo problem and thanks for the additional feedback. | hope to be in touch again next Wednesday with these
revisions/suggestions.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 15 January 2021 17:32

To: I

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

'lldrlk'_.- | really do appreciate the prompt comms.

The possibility of half a day activation for individual TDAs | think would see many of us escalate to formal objection

thirik

For example, it would effectively close Glenfarsa if the current routing is maintained. But it's not solely Glenforsa
that concerns me, Keeping above 10001t in the Easdale TDA when base is lower for a full 12 hour periogd has
potential to severely impact our flying also. |1 would have said the same regarding the Crinan Canal/Lochgilphead
TDA had | been given the chance

5o | am yet to be convinced but | am keen to give you an opportunity to review prior to the consultation closing.

For me aside from Glenforsa routing, a mechanism to reduce activation times so we can continue to operate with
flexibility is the key to all this.

| sincerely hope a solution can be reached. Good luck and | look forward to hearing more.

All the best and | hope you get time to enjoy your weekend!




From:

Sent: 15 January 2021 17:14
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Atternoon I

Thanks for this additional insight and we fully take onboard your points about timings regarding TDA activation,
duration and operational flexibility.

Given the rapid response/capability required by the NHS and the limited opening hours of hospitals, the active TDA
is likely to be during the day to give this operational flexibility that you are aware of. That being said we a looking to
find a way to reduce these activation periods (half a day when it is foreseeable the weather will be poor etc) and |
hope to get back to you next week with some revised routing and suggestions.

On the ADS-B point our Head of Tech has advised me that as long as your aireraft had ADS-B IN our drone will be
picked up, but we are not using this as a strategic mitigation, hence the creation of the TDA as currently mandated
by the CAA.

| fully agree with trying to maintain operational flexibility on both sides and look forward to catching up with you
next week.

Enjoy the weekend and kind regards,

From:
Sent: 15 lanuary 2021 11:15
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE; ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Good Morning G

Many thanks for prompt response, there's huge interest in this amongst our wider community now we finally have
sight and I"'m sure you will be busy answering many concerns.

Two guick follow-ups if | may;

Timings. Many of us are trying to get a feel for the impact. You say TDAs will be inactive outside of active

ops. That could of course mean anything from activating the TDA for the full day on a day of operations down to
a full morning or afternoon. Having spent my entire professional life in military air ops, | get operational
flexibility but am hoping you will activate the individual TDAs for perhaps an hour or o around the transit? Any
feel for that?? What people often don't get about leisure flying is that we set off with only a very broad plan of
say going to Glenforsa vie Bute airfield...routing is flexible and timings depend on who we see [ how long we
spend in the Kingarth pub on Bute having brunch. 50 our schedule is very vague as it's a fun day out of course
Hawving said that if we know you are operating 1200-1300 in the Glenforsa TDA then we can aveid. What gets
harder is if you for example block it out all afternoon. Long-winded but | hope you can see our concern - there is
certainly nervousness that no matter what informal assurances are provided, once the TDA is approved, you
hawve full control about how you apply timings.

ADS-B. Techie one, most LAA and BMAA aircraft transmit ADS-B SIL=0. Some certified systems filter SIL=0
responses out, not sure how your drone will handle that. One for you to be aware of.




Thanks again. I'm going to put together a news piece for Microlight Flying and am in close touch with Flyer too. |
hope there are some real outcomes f amendements from the wider consultation which mean we can share the air
maintaining whilst maximum operational flexibility on BOTH sides.

T

From:
Sent: 14 lanuary 2021 20:57
To:

Ce

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-092 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Thank you for taking the time to respond to us regarding ACP-2020-099. | have now added you to our stakeholder

list and also attached the stakeholder engagement material for you. In response to your comments:

» Glenforsa - Yes we are in touch with Mr Walsh and acknowledge this airfield is in use (from April 2021) and
will require us to do some further analysis. Our initial analysis was based on the airfield being closed until
15™ July (from website), however we have been informed this is information is from 2020 and requires
updating. Hopefully we will be able to share some suggested amendments early next week, based on all
stakeholder feedback including yours.

= GA Aircraft operating <5300ft - this is all noted and understood, thank you for this feedback,

*  DAAIS/DACS = We currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with HEMS operators whereby
Scottish Information/Oban Information will contact us on behalf of HEMS if they are re-tasked once
airborne. We are currently still in talks with MATS. Our NOTAMS will be issued 24hrs before any planned
operation stating times, active TDA and our contact number, If access is required generally the more notice
the better so we can coordinate accordingly. Please also note that TDAs not in use will be deactivated to
ensure airspace is still accessible.

= ADS-B—Yes our drone is equipped with ADS-B IN & OUT.

s Lochgilphead ACP last summer — This ACP had an engagement period of 6 weeks, The shorter engagement
period this time has been agreed with the CAA given our previous engagement in this region, and the nature
being in response to COVID-19, however | do understand you frustrations and rest assured we have your
details and will include you in any further communication regarding this airspace change. We can be flexible
where reasonably practical to accommodate later responses, please let me know if this is the case.

Thiz response can be taken as your formal response, thank you. As mentioned abave | hope to be in touch early next
week with any suggested revisions based on all received feedback.

Thank you once again Paul, and that is an awesome picture by the way.

Kind regards,

From:

5ent: 14 January 2021 10:06

To:

Ce:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Good Morning.




I am a fixed wing microlight pilot of an Evektor Eurostar based at Eshott in Morthumberland and regularly fly on the
West Coast of Scotland; often arganising trips for up to 5-15 aircraft. For full-disclosure, 1 am also a reparter for the
BMAA house magazine ‘Microlight Flying” and regular freelance contributor to ‘Flyer' magazine.

I"'d like to provide feedback on your application to operate UAS on the West Coast — I'm not sure if you have a more
formal feedback process?

Glenforsa, Having been in touch with operator Brenden Walsh, | understand that you are now aware that the
airfield sees tens of movements during flyable days 1 April to end October with maybe over 100 per day during
fly-in events. It does concern me that there is no acknowledgment of this popular and busy airfield in any of the
maps in your presentation when you propose to operate the UAS within the Glenforsa circuit. Clearly this
routing needs to be amended.

GA gircraft operating below S00ft AGL, West Coast weather is unpredictable and subject to many localised
weather phenomena. As we are strictly VFR, we regularly take advantage of the flexibility of the 500ft Rule 5
{which allows us to operate S00ft from any person, vessel, vehicle or structure laterally az well as vertically) to
operate below 500ft AGL. For example, if departing Glenforsa or Coll when fog has lifted into low stratus to say
500ft but there is good visibility and it is clear further down the sound /at Oban, then we may fly low-level to an
area of better weather to continue. TDAs will undoubtedly restrict our operational flexibility and safety. For
your wider situational awareness, when routing from the Glasgow-Prestwick gap to Mull or Coll via Bute,
Lachgilphead and the Crinan canal, we will generally operate as a loose formation at around 500ft AGL except
for crossing the Sound of Mull when we will climb to around 2000ft. Sight-seeing flights around Mull and Coll
are generally made at 500ft AGL and occasionally below where Rule 5 permits.

DAAIS / DACS comms. You'll be aware that operating low-level on the West Coast of Scotland, many areas are
beyond Radio Line of Sight and we are routinely out of communication with Scottish Info from the north of Bute
all the way to about 10 miles south of Oban. I'm not sure what or if any arrangements for a DACS will be made
but 1 assume it will be pure time de-confliction due to the challenge of radio comms?

ADS-B. Many of us are equipped to ADS-B receivers but some aren’t — some us transmit ADS-B out also
{5IL=0). | understand the UAS will transmit also?

In sum, | appreciate that UAS will play an increasing role in our society, But we must make sure TDAs are
justified, proportionate and that stakeholders are fully consulted. As a regular user of the airspace, | was
exceptionally disappointed to discover the Lochgilphead ACP was out for only 2 weeks consultation last summer
with minimum of consultation / publicity. To be frank it doesn’t inspire confidence in the wider flying
community who are already suspicious of your long-term intent to grab large swaths of airspace.

Lastly, | do hope these TDAs will only be active for transits instead of being blocked out for hours fdays on end
which would severely reduce our operating flexibilityfsafety and would go against the CAA's vision of “share the
air'.

| will be forwarding my comments tot eh BMAA, GAA, Flyer and other interested stakeholders - plse let me
know if | need to submit them more formally. | have attached a picture of our group at Glenforsa to give a
flavour of our aircraft operating at low-level.

Many thanks for your time and plse get in touch if | can amplify further,

All the best, [IEEG_—_——




Response 46: Individual H

From:

Sent: 23 January 20271 11:12

To:

Cc

Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder

Engagement Material

Moring

Thank you for your response and your ‘no objection’ has been noted. | understand our operating altitude to be
above that of ships, however | will feed this back to our flight ops team to ensure this is the case (specifically
Glensanda Quarry Bulkers).

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 22 January 2021 14:17
To:

Subject: Re: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Thanks. No objections.
PS. 1 don't know how your drone operates, but would encountering a very large ship affect it? I'm thinking of the
Glensanda Quarry bulkers which use the Sound of Mull.

On Fri, 22 Jan 2021, 134 (Y o=

Good afternoon,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those
issues. We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those
Appendix C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

I will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:




Response 47: Individual |

Fram:

Sent: 16 January 2027 1311

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 [Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Hi

Thank you for this additional information. | believe Brendan Walsh referred to this as a ‘bomber circuit.” The
infarmation about radio comms is also noted.

Loak forward ta catehing up on this next Wednesday.

Kind regards,

from:

Sent: 16 Janwary 2021 12:19
To:
Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 [Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Thank you for your prompt response,

| am a GA pilot that flies frequently innthe west coast of Scotland from.my base in Strathaven, south of the Glasgow
one,

| do not represent an organisation, but | do know my concerns are represantative of the lacal flying community.
Even when Glenforsa airfield is closed, | have permission from the owner to land for a short rest break; this applies
to many local pilots that frequent the area, Thus GA flights may be more frequent that you expect once we move

from tier 4 restrictions.,

it is common for approaching aircraft to make a wide circuit for 02 or departing aircraft on 26 to make a low wide
circuit to the north to allow for incoming aircraft to perform an extended final approach.

Wind caonditions are highly variable around the airfield resulting in high pilot workload and likelihood of extended
circuits and limited time ta check for drones. Radio use is normally well disciplined to aid separation, again a drone
awarenass imitation.

| hope this helps in selecting a route local to the airfield.

Best regards,

on Sat, 16 Jan 2021, 11:27 [ NG - - -:
ear [




Your email to the CAA has been forwarded to me by the airspace change team. Would you be so kind as to sharing
the organisation/company you represent or whether you are a GA Pilot? | have attached the stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
cammunications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note that any communications with us are
shared with the CAA at the end of the engagernant period in a summary repart, so feel free ta communicate with
us directly going forward.

I am of course happy to answer your questions below as best as possible:

« Glenfarsa airfield and loczlised weather = Thank you for this feedback. At the time of our initizl route
analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15" July, however we are now in touch with the
persan who runs this airfield and understand this information was from 2020 and requires updating. We
are in the process or revising our routing further away from this airfield and | hope to share some revisions
and suggestions next Wednesday.

On the localised weather point we have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where passible. All altitudes
depicted are AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights.

+« NOTAM/Semi-permanant restriction = Thank you for the feedback an the semi-permanent restriction, we
will look closer at this and see if it is mere feasible to incorporate. Currently NOTAMSs will be issued 24hrs
befare any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include
a contact number for airspace users to get in touch with us, All TDWAs not in use will be deactivated in
ensure airspace is still available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given
time.

« Contact/Communications — As mentioned above a contact number will be included in our NOTARM (if you do
have a planned sortie which our active area may affect, the more notice you can give the better so we can
coordinate accordingly). For information we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with
HEMS operators whereby Scottish Infarmation/Oban Infarmation will contact us en behalf of HEMS if thay
are re-tasked once airborne. We are currently still in talks with NATS.

| hope this answers some of your concerns and | hope to get back to you on Wednesday with revised routing and
supgestions based on all stakeholder feedback, including yours. Thank you very much for this information Ross.

Enjoy the weekend,

Kind regards,




Response 48: Individual J

From:

Sent: 16 lanuary 2021 12:01

To:

Subject: . - an-lsle of Mull-Caoll)

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng
Material.pdf

pear M- I

Your email to the CAA has been forwarded to me by the airspace change team. Would you be sa kind as to sharing
the organisation/company you represent or whether you are a GA Pilat? | have attached the stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Pleass alzo note that any communications with us are
shared with the CAA at the end of the engagement period in a summary report, so feel free to communicate with us
directly going forward.

I am of course happy to answer your questions below as best as possible:

« TDA creation — We are following the CAA rules very closely which state that until UAS can comply with the
requirements for flight in nan-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established
segregated airspace may be accommodated through

the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis. Your views about TDA creation and potential
disruption to other airspace users are noted and align with both our and the CAA long term plans to evolve this,
however for now we need to work within the current regulation. Your suggestion of a ‘on demand’ TDA activation
has been noted, thank you.

» Glenforsa airfield and localised weather = Thank you for this feedback. At the time of our initial route
analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July, however we are now in touch with the
persan who runs this airfield and understand this infarmation was from 2020 and requires updating. We are
in the process of revizing our routing furthaer away from this airfield and | hope to share some revisions and
suggestions next Wednesday.,

#  ADS-B - The drone vehicle we are using has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and | understand it to be able to be
picked up by any aircraft with ADS-B IN capability. Please not that this is not a strategic mitigation and only
used by us to improve situational awareness, we will always be operating within our active TDA. It has been
suggested by another stakeholder that we include this information on the NOTAM, which is what we intend
ta do.

« Contact/Communications/Poar Comms = A contact number will be included in aur NOTAM {if you do have a
planmed sortie which our active area may affect, the more notice you can give the better so we can
coardinate accordingly). For infarmation we currently have a Temparary Operating Instruction [TOI) with
HEMS operators whereby Scottish Information/Oban Information will contact us on behalf of HEMS if they
are re-tasked once airborne. We are currently still in talks with NATS and your suggestion of 2 DACS has
been natad.

We sincerely appreciate your support of the project and taking the time to provide us with this very very
constructive feedback. It does seem that we are very much aligned on many points {(which are inline with CAA long
term goals) and I'm happy to have a call with you next week if you like, however hope to have a revision out next
Wednesday.




Enjoy the rest of the weekend,

Kind regards,

thkyports.net

ACLE

This email is from Skyports Limiled. Skyports Limiled is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
numbser 10755230, Our office is at Skyporis, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 SDP, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is al Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billencay, Essax, Uniled Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addresses and is private and confidential. If you have received this messeage in error, please send it back
o us, and immedialely and permanently delele it Do not wse, copy or disclose the informabion contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility 1o scan or olherwise check this email and any atlachmenis.

'Whilst | support the use of airspace for potential BVLOS operations in principle, the creation of a Temporary Danger
Area does not seem
an appropriate solution and would considerably disrupt well-established General Aviation operations in the area.

The proposad area would interfere with traffic in the eircuit at Glenforsa and prevant low level navigation araund
Mull, as well as

disrupting approaches to Oban from the south. The proposed area would appear to include areas outside of RT
coverage with Oban (who

would presumably be able to offer a DACS)

The propasal appears not to mandate the use of ADS-B an the WAS. At a time when you're actively encouraging
General Aviation to use

EC devices for conspicuity and for traffic information in the cockpit, and recognising the proliferation of other types
of airspace users

such as UAS in the future, it seems irresponsible and inappropriate to not mandate the inclusion of such EC on any
unmanned operations

in the area. The presence of which would give valuable information to pilots operating in the area,

| would suggest that a simple NOTAM of such operations is sufficient, relying on the fundamental “see and avoid"
principle of all VFR

operations in VMC, with the addition of Electronic Conspicuity to improve situational awareness, and that both
pilots of manned aircraft

and of the UAS can remain responsible for their separation from other traffic.

| welcome the innovation in the UAS space, and increased use of them for uses like this, but commercial interests
and unmanned traffic

should not be at the cost of "squeezing” other, more established, users out of the airspace system. | fully expect that
different farms af

aviation can integrate safely without the need for the Temporary Danger Area proposed in this instance.

In the event that this proposal is implemented it is imperative that it is carried out in accordance with CAA Policy for
the Establishment

of Permanent and Temporary Danger Areas, specifically the requirement for the operation times to be "minimum
practicably necessary

to carry out the task for which the DA has been established”




Given the very specific nature of these routes for UAS traffic, | would suggest that a derogation from the usual
reguiremeant of a 24 hour

natification period may be considered appropriate, with zirspace activated "on demand" to facilitate these flights,
with a shorter notice

period but their activation being promulgated by NOTAM, Oban AFIS, and Scottish Information as appropriate. It is
unnecessary and

disproportionate to ‘cut up' swathes of uncontrolled airspace in this manner for occasional short flights by a
commercial UAS operator




Response 49: Individual K

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 1211

To

Ce:

Subject: RE: Objection to ACP-2020-099
Hi

Thank you for these additional comments, they have been noted together with your objection. | have tried to
explain some of the technical features of the drone below in addition to your other points:

*  The VTOL (Vertical Take-off & Landing) capability is reserved to only support take-off and landing, not to
support manceuvres during flight, It runs on a separate battery system than the battery system wses for
forward flight in fixed-wing mode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs,
abarted take-offs and any other scenario that would require it to hover for a certain amount of time in arder
to land safely again (e.g. an emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use
during forward flight apart from facllitating an emergency landing. It unfortunately can't stop and then turn
within a constrained leg. You are accurate in that once it has left the constrained leg it can then turn,

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone to fiy below
400ft through mountainous regions. This functionality enables us te plot a route that stays well clear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting a mountain
ridge as it is making a turn. Working with the OEM, we've worked out @ means of introducing a constrained
leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our options, for the following reasaons:

- When using a canstrained leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the ADS-B picking up the
presance of another aircraft should one enter segregated airspace.

- By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The 53UA has a small corridor
that it will navigate through but will automatically trigger an emergency land if it determines that it has
breached that corridor.

Hopefully this explains why the whole route cannot be a constrained leg.

= ‘We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and balieve this to be the CAA medium/flong term
plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the reguirements
for flight in non-segregated airspace, BYLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated
airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.
We are working with the CAA in their sandbox on a separate project to explore this however this ACP is in
respanse to the current pandemic.

| will need to get back to you on the weather guestion.

Kind regards,

From:
Semt: 30 January 2021 17:55

To: I
cc: I

Subject: Objection ta ACP-2020-099




I

In addition to my previous email | would like to add the following comments to my objection to this ACP following
Your revisions.

| Welcome your use of a "constrained route in the area passing Glenforsa airfield but | don't understand why an
“emergency” can't allow the drone to continue along its route and land at destination, or land at some intermediate
point on the route, or continue to the end of the constrained part and then do the turn around, But what | really
don’t understand is how is the drone capable of being landed in a confined area if it can®t slow down and turn
around on one of these constrained routes. | know nothing about drones but | thought they were capable of
howvering and turning very tightly at slow speed,

| really think the whale reute network should be constrained routes, if it can deliver a package within a meter or so,
why can't it fly along a route a few meters wide? Ok perhaps a 100m wide track to give room for collision avoidance,
This could be along the coast so as to give the rest of the area above the water back to everyone else

| think the TDA should be a blanket A00ft AGL, with no mention of AMSL. Particularly in the wide areas, then this
allows vour dranes to fly up to 400ft AGL over an abstacle, but it means those parts of the wide TDA that are aver
water are only at 400ft, not some higher height. Thus then GA and other fliers know that if they keep at 400t or
above over any water they are safe, nat just from the drones, but from any infringement of the TDA. This is a much
better solution than having varicus random heights above the water, depending on the haight of the ground a mile
oF two away.

We welcome the idea that vou will inform peaple when the TDA is inactive, but this needs to be formalizsed so that
the TDA is officially deactivatad for a periad of time. There neads to be a procedure agread with the CAA to cover
this, because next thing is they will be prosecuting people for infringing the TDA even though Skyport said it was
inactive.

Similarly we welcome the statement that you won't be flying when the cloud base is 1500t or below, again this
need to lead to formal deactivation of the TDA, so that all the local operators and airfield know. It's also not clear
what criteria you will use, will it be that if any forecast time period in the next day 15 forecast to be below 1500t you
will cancel far the whale day, or just for certain time periods? And what about if the weather is not as forecast?

My view is that activating the TDA for long periods of time is not acceptable, there should be windows of 30 minutes
or an hours activation and then deactivated for at least a similar time, If the whole route structure is changed to
narrow constrained routes and the TDA vertical extent to only 400AGL in all areas, Thus providing much less of a
blockage to other airspace users, then a longer period would be more acceptable.

This isn't going to “delay” anything for the NHS and we know that is only a cover stary anyway and there are 6 ar
more ferries a day between Mull and Oban, so the drone isn't saving a 4 day wait!

Given that anyane can be flying a drone below 400ft away from airfields or other protected areas, | really don't
understand why you need a TDA for your operation.

What is really needed is a fully autonomous "detect and avoid” system based on LIDAR or similar as has been
approved by the FAA for same aperations so that you can aveid any other aircraft, drone, model aircraft,
parachutist, hangar glider, bird ar other abstacle. Until this is fully developad and certified by the CAA, | don't see
any point in continuing with these trials and blocking off airspace from other users,

Once that system is certified then drones should be able to fly around BYLOS below 400ft with impunity and have no
need for any TDAs.

You says that there is some sort of collision aveidance system fitted to the drone, but it only works if it picks up an
ADSE out signal, this is obviously no good as most aircraft dan’t have ADSB and nor do other airspaca users. 5o there
i5 little paint in having this kind af system unless the drone aperatars are gaing ta provide free of charge to all other
airspace users an ADSB unit and sufficient power supply.




You also mention other aircraft being able to "see” your drone’s ADSE signal on their navigation equipment, again
this isn't the case for maost aircraft ar other airspace users, it doesn't pop up on my paper chart ar an my 1Pad
running SkyDeman which is only capable of receiving GPS, not much Wi-fi in the air.

While I'm sure you might gain some operational knowledge during these trials, | really think there is little point with
all the disruption to other airspace users, It would be far better to concentrate on developing and certifying a truly
autonormous “detect and avoid” system not relying on any equipment fitted to other airspace users, then these
TDAs wouldn't be needed and you could operate everywhers away from airfields and othear restricted sites without
prablem.

Best regards

Sent from my iPad




From:

Sent: 15 January 2021 16:46

To:

Cec:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 (and ACP-2020-048) abjection
Hi,

r

Iwould like to Object to ACP-2020-099 and also ACP-2020-048 (which had a very brief consultation period and very
few people were told about it and has not yet been implemented so there is still time)

I fly general aviation aircraft based in Oxfordshire, but have flown to the area many times and will hopefully be up
there again a number of times once the lockdown ends and weather improves. Your consultation says you only
contacted people within 10 miles of the activity, obviously the nature of aviation is that aircraft travel from all over
the country, thus this is totally insufficient. The notification for this sort of restriction needs to be publicised to every
pilot.

by main cbjection is that the proposals for TDAs to cover you commercial drone operation cover a large amount of
airspace which extends unnecessarily high and also too close to an often quite busy airfield |Glenforsa) and there is
na infermation an the times for which the TDA will be activated, or constraints on the length of time it might be
active.

In order to prevent too much disruption, any activation of these TDAs needs to be NOTAMED at least 24 hours in
advance and the NOTAM needs to include the exact timings, which should be for not longer than 30 minutes in each
area and with at least a 30 minute pap between times of activation to allow time for GA traffic to pass the area,
particularly anywhere near the airfield of Glenforsa. These timings must be included in the ACF

The corridor seems to be very wide, given it"s a small drone and presumably flown along aceurate GPS routes, the
corridors should be made narrower and particularly over the water to the east of Glenforsa, the drone route should
be along the eastern shoreline as far away as possible from airfield circuit traffic and not above 400ft.

Many of the TDA areas have max heights above 400ft, this should be revised and all over water portions the max
height should be 400ft and revised to be AD0ft AGL max in the areas over land, preferably lower.

Glenforsa airfield should be considered as a “Protected Aerodrome” and thus have a 2.5am radius 2ene upto 2000t
where no drones are permitted to fly without specific permission. This should be included in your ACP.

There has been mention of ADSB however most aircraft do not have this capability and it cannot be relied on.
Drones need to have a system to visually “see and avoid™ aircraft as they presumably have for avoiding overhead
cables, masts and birds. If drone operators wish aircraft to have any sort of electronic device to enhance/enable
drone operation, then this should be fully paid for by the drone operators.

Why not do your trials at night, then there would be no or very minimal disruption to other traffic. Waiting a few
hours wouldnt unduly delay anything and anyway anything urgent could easily be sent be speedbaat.

Best regards

Sent from my iPad




Response 50: Individual L

From:

Sent: 16 January 2021 13:26

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Objection to ACP-2020-0%9 (and ACP-2020-045)

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

oear [

Thank you for your amail, we have noted your objection. | understand the stakeholder engagement period far ACP-
2020-048 to have been 6.5 weeks and has now been withdrawn.

| have attached the stakeholder engagement material far this ACP [ACP-2020-099) and now included you in aur list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note
that any communications with us are shared with the CAA at the end of the engagement period In a summary
report, so feel free to communicate with us [ NG directly going forward.

| have attempted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

. Your points about engagement beyond 10miles of the planned cperation and that every pilot should be
notified has been noted, thank you. It is currently quite unfeasible to contact every pilot however we are trying to
explore better ways to make the GA community aware of airspace changes generally, who are not located in the
immediate vicinity. We are currently exploring the use of flying magazines and local newspapers in this regard,
which was recommended by another stakeholder. Any suggestions you have on this are appreciated,

* Glenforsa airfield and weather — Thank you for this feedback. At the time of our initial route analysis it was
stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July, however we are now in touch with the person who runs this
airfield and understand this information was from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process or revising our
routing further away from this airfield (also exploring size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some
revisions and suggestions next Wednesday.

On the weather paint we have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible. All altitudes depicted are
AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights,

- NOTAM and TDA activation = Thank you for the feedback. Currently NOTAM: will be issued 24hrs before any
planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number
for airspace users ta get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated in ensure airspace is still available to
all users. It is envisaged only one ar twe route will be active at any given time.

Your point about reducing NOTAM activation time has alsa been noted, we are currently exploring this. To ensure
flexibility is given to support the NHS we would potentially need to be available on the day for a given TDA, however
as mentioned we are trying to explore ways to reduce this.

- ADS-B —The drone vehicle we are using has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and | understand it to be able to be
pleked up by any aircraft with ADS-B IN capability. Please note that this is not a strategic mitigation and only used by
us to improve situational awareness, we will always be operating within our active TDA. It has been suggested by
another stakeholder that we include this information on the NOTAM, which is what we intend to do.

We only expect airspace users to follow the rules of the air for the location they are flying in as we are attempting to
do. In our case until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights
outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of
segregated airspace on a temporary basis. We won't be paying for AD5-B for other airspace users, however | am




aware the CAA have a rebate scheme in place if that is of interest to you. (https://www.caa.co.uk/General
aviation/Aircraft-ownership-and-maintenance/Electronic-Conspicuity-devices/)

. Consultation time — Given the current pandemic and the benefit to the NHS, the reduced stakeholder
engagement period has been agreed with the CAA, however we will aim to be flexible where reasonably practicable
to accommodate later responses. Please let me know if this is the case,

Thank you once agazin for your feedback, as mentioned above we are in the process of revising/suggesting a new
routing around Glenforsa and hope to be back in touch next Wednesday.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

From:

Sent: 15 January 2021 20:11
To: [
Ce:

Subject: Objection to ACP-2020-099 (and ACP-2020-048)

Good evening.

| write to record my objection to ACP-2020-099 and also ACP-2020-048 (which had a very brief consultation period
and very few people were told about it and has not yet been implemented so there is still time)

| am a GA pilot with 20 years experience, based at Prestwick airport on the Westcoast of Scotland. Your consultation
states you only contacted people within 10 miles of the activity.

| find this incredible, as the Westcoast up to Oban and Mulland out to the islands is not only a favourite destination
for myself and other Scottish based GA aviators, but also our friends from down South. The notification for this sort
of restriction is totally insufficient, and requires it to be publicised to every GA pilot in Scotland, if not the UK.

My main objection is that the proposals for TDAs to cover your commercial drone operation, cover a large amount
of airspace which extends unnecessarily high and also too close to an often quite busy airfield (Glenforsa) and there
is no information on the times for which the TDA will be activated, or constraints on the length of time it might be
active,

In order to prevent too much disruption, any activation of these TDAs needs to be NOTAMED at least 24 hours in
advance and the NOTAM needs to include the exact timings, which should be for not longer than 30 minutes in each
area and with at least a 30 minute gap between times of activation to allow time for GA traffic to pass the area,
particularly anywhere near the airfield of Glenforsa. These timings must be included in the ACP

The corridor seems to be very wide, given it’s a small drone and presumably flown along accurate GPS routes, the
corridors should be made narrower and particularly over the water to the east of Glenforsa, the drone route should
be along the eastern shoreline as far away as possible from zirfield circuit traffic and not above 400ft,

Many of the TDA areas have max heights above 400ft, this should be revised and zll over water portions the max
height should be 400ft and revised to be 400ft AGL max in the areas over land, preferably lower.

Glenforsa airfield should be considered as a “Protected Aerodrome” and thus have a 2.5nm radius zone upto 2000ft
where no drones are permitted to fly without specific permission. This should be included in your ACP,

There has been mention of ADSB however most aircraft do not have this capability and it cannot be relied on.
Drones need to have a system to visually “see and avoid” aircraft as they presumably have for avoiding overhead
2




cables, masts and birds. If drone operatars wish aircraft to have any sort of electronic device to enhance/enable
drone operation, then this should be fully paid for by the drone operators,

Whilst | appreciate that GA aviation does not have unrestricted access to uncontrolled airspace and there is a need
to share the skies, | feel that there has to be far more consultation on this matter and it should not be rushed

through an a whim, as nowhere near enough
peaple involved have been consulted on the matter.

Kind regards.




Response 51: Individual M

possible:

From:

Sent: 18 January 2027 08:29

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

=

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have attached the stakeholder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

We appreciate you see merit in this proposal and | have attempted to answer your questions below as best as

« TDA timing and activation — Currently NOTAMSs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing

which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users
to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still available to all users.
It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time.

Your point about reducing NOTAM duration has also been noted, we are currently exploring this. To ensure
flexibility is given to support the NHS we would potentially need to be available on the day for a given TDA,
however as mentioned we are trying to explore ways to reduce this.

Close proximity to Glenforsa Airfield — — Thank you for this feedback. At the time of our initial route analysis
it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July, however we are now in touch with the person who
runs this airfield and understand this information was from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the
process or revising our routing further away from this airfield (also exploring size reduction where feasible)
and | hope to share some revisions and suggestions this Wednesday.

Glenforsa Airfield Owner and consultation period — As above we are in touch with the owner of Glenforsa
Airfield and have had numerous call with him now and are looking to potentially extend the consultation
period (| will be able to update you on Wednesday).

Low level Military Aircraft — Thank you for this information. We are in touch with the MOD on this point and
providing our activity is NOTAM'd they will reach out to us in relation to any training exercise.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

-thank you very much for all your useful feedback, it is really appreciated. We are currently collating all
stakeholder feedback including yours and hope to have some revisions out this Wednesday.




From:

Sent: 16 January 2021 17:46
To:

Cc:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS In Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Dear Sir/Madam,

Find attached my response to this proposal. | oppose the proposal as it stands. However, with increased safeguards
regarding Glenforsa Airfield, | feel a revised proposal would not be opposed.

My rationale for opposing the proposal is that | feel it has been rushed and there is a real danger that insufficient
consultation with stakeholders has taken place. As it stands now | feel there is a real danger of a General Aviation
aircraft or even a Military low flying aircraft being endangered by a drone flying in the TDA. | feel that some of the
pilots that fly into and out of Glenforsa airfield may accidentally infringe the TDA. Of course they shouldn't infringe
an active TDA but mistakes are made and more mitigation should be in the proposal to reduce the chances of
making such a mistake and reducing the danger if such a mistake is made.

Yours faithfully,




Appendix B: Response form

Name
nisation name FRIVATE FfiLloT
Position in the organisation —
Email |
Feedback

My interest in this proposal is as a General Aviation Pilot who flies in and out of Glenforsa airfield. |am
a retired Air Traffic Controller who, during my 35 years in the job, has been involved In the design of
airspace and procedures along with the use of Hazard Analysis and Safety Management,

In general | see merit in your proposal but feel more information needs to be given to interested parties.,
In particular activity timings of the TDAs.  Are they intended to be active for long periods of time or
short periods? Regular times or irregular? How far in advance will activity be NOTAMed? How
complicated will the NOTAMs be? |.e. are they likely to be misread by private pilots leading to possible
fatal confiictions?  Note: there have been issues recently of pilots infringing airspace due to poorly
worded NOTAMed Controlled Airspace closures.

My major Issue though is the close proximity of the TDA to Glenforsa airfield. Glenforsa is an
uncontrolled airfield which is very active, especially during the summer months. Many different types
of aircraft, with widely varying performance use the airfield. The pilots are also of widely varying
performance, skills and experience. Pilots from all over Europe visit the airfield and whilst they should
be knowledgable about UK procedures they may not be. It is imperative that the TDA does not come
any closer than 2.5nm from the airfield. Aircraft will be operating below 500/t on the approaches to
the runway. And note that the approach from the west is usually a curved approach (from the sea) to
avoid turbulence and terrain.

| am sure that mitigations can be found to avoid the risk to aircraft using Glenforsa. Careful choice of
route, consultation with the airfield operator and good dissemination of information to other airspace
users should give a safe outcome.

Your list of identified stakeholders looks very comprehensive. | just hope that they have all been
consulted. I'm led to belleve that the owner of Glenforsa airfield was not consulted. He certainly
feels that consultation has been lacking. This does not give me much faith in the process. Especially
as the consultation perlod has been drastically shortened.
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Response 52: Individual N

From: e ———

Sent 06 February 2021 16:59

To:

Subject: RE: OBIECTION Re; ACP-2020-0949 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder

Engagement Reminder & Update

H

Please see responses below, as mentioned | was awaiting information from the flight ops team which has taken
lomger than anticipated.

# The stakeholder engagement material contains coordinates of the each TDA, you can use these to overlay
an any chart/software as you see fit.

« TDA width iz based on turn or orbit diameter whichever is larger (generally orbit), plus a safety buffer
mandated by the CAA. The design of the proposed TDA has factored these in. Variations in TDA size nearer
the take-off and landing locations are due to terrain/population density avoidance ete.

= Dangerous goods will only be carried using approved procedures with permission from the CAA.

+ In relation to your loss of communication query, communications are provided by three independent
links. The unmanned aircraft will automatically attempt to regain communication if there is a total loss of
comms, the drone will continue on its planned route to its destination. This system has been approved by
the CAA,

+ We are not offering to provide a DACS, only a DAAIS service. If permission is granted to enter, either directly
via telephone to Skyports or via Oban Information or Scottish Information, the pilot makes the decision
based on the information provided.

Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 06 February 2021 04:02
To:
Subject: Fwd: OBJECTION Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

I have not received a reply to the emails below, nor a response to a number of questions asked earlier in the
consultation period. | also await mapping overlay information requested in the email below - have these all gone
missing in the email system somewhere?

Could you resend or respond to those enguiries as soon as possible please.

Kind regards

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From : |

Date: 1 February 2021 at 10:10:43 GMT




To:
Subject: Re: OBIECTION Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement
Reminder & Update

I will reserve the right to comment further but essentially, my objection on the basis of previously
mention reasons and inadeguate consultation still stands.

In the absence of proper overlay of the routings on approved aviation charts within the ACP
documentation (as is the norm for such consultations elsewhere) - Please will you send the files for
the proposed TDA so | can further investigate dimensions and accurately plot boundaries of
proposed airspace on mapping software. For information, | have access to Skydemaon, and would
also like to view on Google Earth.

| would also appreciate answers to questions posed last week that you have not yet answered. In
particular (but not limited to):

Turn radius performance of the aircraft

Procedures to ensure safety of persons and precautions to prevent biohazard/GDPR breach arising
from loss payload in the event of ditching/unscheduled landing.

Detail of procedure to ensure safe operations in event of failed communications,

A further matter has come mind:

On what basis (authorisation/approval) are you able to undertake providing a Danger Area Crossing
Service by telephone? — my understand in that an aircraft entering a TDA without an approved DACS
service via an ATC provider leaves the pilot of such aircraft liable to prosecution for breach of air
law.

| look forward to receipt of your answers and also the requested routing files for overlay on
mapping software in the near future,

Kind regards

From:
Date: Monday, 1 February 2021 at 08:55

To: I
cc: I

Subject: RE: OBJECTION Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder
Engagement Reminder & Update

i

Your objection has been noted and the additional reasons below will also be included. If you feel
yvou need some additional time, feel free to get back to me before Thursday evening (some
stakeholders have requested this individually).

Thank you for the continued engagement,




Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 22:05
To:
Subject: OBJECTION Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder
& Update

Go0d evening

Further to my previous responses and onging unanswered questions put to you regarding ACP 2020-
029, | note a further revision of ACP 2020-099 was issued on 29/1/2021 at 16:30hrs,

I am obliged once again to write to object to this proposal, for all the previous reasons given and in
addition, because inviting consultation of a revision promulgated with allowance of just a single
working day to respond cannot be tolerated.

I strongly suggest that you withdraw the proposed ACP and return when you can put together a
reasaned and properly promulgated proposal, and with a decent timescale for responses.

Kind regards

On 28 Jan 2021, at 16:32, [ GG -

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation
to ACP-2020-099, your feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this
feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous amendments in version 2, to
limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, lssues

5 of version 3 attached for additional details. Version 2 can also be found on the
Airspace Portal for this change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so
and wish to do so, to please provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft
airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the deadline for comments is
midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think
you may require more time to complete your feedback, please let me know and we
can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.




From:

Sent: 27 January 2021 10:16

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement

Material

e

In response to your additional comments:

Due to a confidentiality agreement with the drone manufacturer | am unable to provide data/information beyond
that which | have already provided. The aircraft isn't designed to safely execute such a manoeuvre you describe.

The conditions of the CAA commencing airspace changes as a priority for Covid-19 projects is that change sponsors
are not permitted to use the airspace change for any other purpose. 5o while we will generate data from our
operations, this will not be as part of any official trial of DAA/collision avoidance technology; however, we are
working with the CAA in the Regulatory Sandbox in a separate trial project to explore the operation of UAS BVLOS in
unsegregated airspace, with a view to helping the CAA create the regulatory regime to approve unmanned
technology that safely integrate with other airspace users - negating the need for future segregation.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 26 lanuary 2021 14:03

To:
Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Awviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Dear
Thank you for your observations. | respond in turn below:

1. Your machine is stated as VTOL capable at MTOW — if a return to base is required, very little space is
required for it to slow to hower and reverse direction of travel, then accelerate to transit speed on reciprocal
course (even if power demand is higher during that very short phase of flight, it would be mid-route and
hence sufficient power reserve for such manoeuvre should be available = if not, the mission is pushing range
to beyond sensible, or even safe, boundaries when judged by normal aviation standards).

For clarity, | was not referring to using the VTOL capability in forward flight — | suggested that a viable reverse of
direction within a constrained leg can be achieved by slowing to hover {in the same manner as would happen prior
to landing) and conducting a stationary point turn whilst stationary and then transitioning to forward flight for a
return if required.




You are only looking avoiding action in the case of unmanned aircraft to GA aircraft conflict in your response above
- however, you will be operating wholly within segregated airspace in a TDA and therefore segregated from GA

traffic by means of that TDA

To detect and avoid conflict depends on visual acquisition or compatible detection system to be carried by any other
aircraft operating in the area — visual acquisition is possible but GA aircraft are not required to carry any electronic
conspicuity device at all (some do have ADSB or transponders, but a significant majority do not) so relying on that
option is not possible at the present time. As | see it, you have not indicated detect and avoid system be a criterea to
be met or tested within the purposes of this trial.

Please supply evidence that supports the unavallability of slowing to hover and spot turn functionality, and also
supporting evidence to support your contention that the CAA would refuse accept the option to slow and hover in
emergency.

Regarding you second response:

2. If an emergency arises requiring grounding immediately whilst in the constrained leg the technology and
cargo would be lost = this would occur no matter what width of TDA exists if it lies wholly over water. The
risk to the technology and cargo does not change appreciably if within a constrained route.

Of course a wider TDA gives more options to you, and equally fewer options to other airspace users.

If you need the option of grounding at location to be continuously available you might need to look again at routing
of all of the TDA sectors that are wholly over water (of which there are many in your ACP), otherwise that argument
is invalid.

With regard to return to home, see above... would you really rather ditch than hover... | think not

Kind regards

From:

Date: Sunday, 24 January 2021 at 12:21

To: I
Ce: I

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material




1. Your machine is stated as VTOL capable at MTOW = if a return to base is required, very little space is
required for it to slow to hover and reverse direction of travel, then accelerate to transit speed on reciprocal
course (even if power demand is higher during that very short phase of flight, it would be mid-route and
hence sufficient power reserve for such manoeuvre should be available — if not, the mission is pushing range
to beyond sensible, or even safe, boundaries when judged by normal aviation standards).

The VTOL capahbility is reserved to only support take-off and lunding, not to support monoeuvres during
flight. It runs on @ separate bottery system than the bottery system uses for forward flight in fixed-wing
mode for sofety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs, aborted take-offs and any other
scenario that would require it to hover for a certain amount of time in order to land safely again (e.g. an
emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use during forward flight apart
from facilitating an emergency landing.

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the monufacturer to enable the drone to fly below
400jt through mountainous regions. This functionality enabies us to plot a route that stays well dear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting o mountain
ridge os it is making a turn, Passing the airfield in o constrained leg is actuolly safer even if it does limit our
options, for the following reasons:

i When using o constrained leg, under no scenario would we end up executing an orbit because the
ADS-8B has picked up another aircraft that it might think breached our ‘well clear’ orea oround the
aircraft. Circling in the vicinity of an airfield because of neorby traffic would increase the risk for all
aircroft in the area.

. By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The SUA has a small
corridor that it will novigate through and will automatically trigger an emergency land if it
determines that it has breached that corridor.

fii. The constrained leg provides a very specific corridor so that other airspoce users will know exactly
where the SUA Is operating and have space to avoid it. The stroit is more that 4km wide and the
constrained leg takes up ~40m

In addition, following UAS safety standards, the manufacturer decided not to include the function to slow to
hover and reverse because it would increase the risk for other airspace users. Travelling at top speed, the
SUA would take some time to achieve o stop then turn cround and occelerate again. No automatic detect
and avoid system would be designed to enable that and would not be approved by the CAA. The UAS follows
the same rules of the air for monned aviation which state that if a confiict is detected, a right hand turn
should be initiative to deconfiict with oncoming traffic.

Last year Skyports was onboarded into the CAA Regulatory Sandbox to explore with the requlator the
viability of solutions for BVLOS operations of UAS in unsegregated oirspace. The CAA is keen to accelerate its
learnings and gain additional knowledge it can share with others. Nevertheless, the viability of solutions tc
operate UAS BVLOS in unsegregated airspace may still require airspace segregation in the first instance as
part of an iterative trial plan; therefore, the allowance of unmanned aircraft systems to successfully and
safely exist in airspace users without the need for segregated airspace may still require some segregation in
the first instance to support trials of solutions, and to help develop the appropriate regulatory frameworks
and CAA approval mechanisms.

2. If an emergency arises requiring grounding immediately whilst in the constrained leg the technology and
cargo would be lost - this would occur no matter what width of TDA exists if it lies wholly over water. The
risk to the technology and cargo does not change appreciably if within a constrained route.

o Further to my response above, an unconstrained leg with a wider TDA would provide us with more options,
including continue with the mission, ground at locotion or execute an orbit/turn to the right and return to

home immediately — the latter not an option in o constroined leg.

Kind regards,




From:

Sent: 23 lanuary 2021 15:39

Tao:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Good afternoon IEEGEGEG—

Thank you for sending the updated ACP material.

I have not fully digested the content yet but one section in your latest presentation immediately springs to
attention, which is the emotional emphasis of ‘constrained leg’ risk to your technology and cargo. This requires
factual justification.

While operating a constrained leg is feasible. i is less desirable from a UAS operator perspective
As soon as the SUA enbers a consirained leg. the SUA will not be able o immediately execube a
retum=to-home in the event of an emergency as it does not have the space o execute a tum. The
SUA will need to complete its exit from the constrained leg and then i@ will make the retum back
through the constrained leg. or it will complete: its mission if the mmote pilot delermines that is a
safer manauver. In tha event of an emergency that requires the SUA to be grounded immediataly
while in the constrained leg, the remote pilot will have no option but to land in the sea. resulting in
the total loss of technology and payloed. Operating in constrained legs is therefore sub-optimal
from a UAS operations perspecive.

My thoughts are [and please feel free to correct me if | am mistaken):

1} Your machine is stated as VTOL capable at MTOW = if a return to base is required, very little space is
required for it to slow to hover and reverse direction of travel, then accelerate to transit speed on reciprocal
course (even if power demand is higher during that very short phase of flight, it would be mid-route and
hence sufficient power reserve for such manoeuvre should be available - if not, the mission ks pushing range
to beyond sensible, or even safe, boundaries when judged by normal aviation standards).

2} If an emergency arises requiring grounding immediately whilst in the constrained leg the technology and
cargo would be lost — this would occur no matter what width of TDA exists if it lies wholly over water. The

risk to the technology and cargo does not change appreciably if within a constrained route,

I strongly feel that sponsors should not resort to hinting at what could be considered emotional blackmail in
consultation material =it should be factual at all times.

I shall respond further in due course.

Kind regards




From:
Date: Friday, 22 January 2021 at 13:42
Subject: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Good afternoon,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked guestions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C [page
19) that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Alrspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330,

I will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
0 We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
0 We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakehalders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4, Communicating with Skyports:

o0 We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with AD5-B IN and OUT,

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:
o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information abeut sharing our up




and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our
unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o0 We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o0 We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
0 We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o0 We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

.9
aree




From: |

Sent: 21 lanuary 2021 16:14

To

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP 2020-099 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll  ==== Objection==-=

Hi [
I have had to liaise with my colleagues to answer your queries. Please see points below:
# This stakeholder engagement exercise is related to and limited to enabling COVID-19 response for the NHS.

=  Any future operations we plan to carry out would need to be discussed with the CAA first to determine what
the process requirements will be, if any, to enable them.

I shall be in touch this week to share further revisions of this ACP-2020-099 based on all stakeholder received.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 20 January 2021 12:37

To:

Subject: Re: ACP 2020-099 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll - Objection---—

Good afternoon EEGEG—

Once again thank you for your reply.

Understood the EVLOS condition test - However, you have not explained how you intend to integrate rather than
segregate for the purposes of your stated aim of 2021 package delivery trials and beyond.

Or is ALL such operation to be within sight of the operator?

Kind regards

From: [

Date: Wednesday, 20 January 2021 at 11:02

To S
cc: I

Subject: RE: ACP 2020-099 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll ---- Objection-—---

Morning [




For information that demonstration was performed under EVLOS not BVLOS conditions. In relation to your
comments we are aligned in your thinking that integration rather than segregation should be the process
moving forward and understanding this to be the CAA medium/long term plan.

Hopefully technology and regulation will develop sufficiently to allow this in the near future.

Kind regards,

from: I

Sent: 20 January 2021 09:19
To:

Subject: Re: ACP 2020-092 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll --— Objection--—

Good morning

Thank you for your reply.

I have a question regarding another project associated with your company name = see link below:;

The question is, how do you envisage operating to multiple locations ‘on-demand’ whilst integrating with other
airspace users and without resorting to segregation?

| appreciate there is usually no segregation required for operation in line of sight - but any operation BVLOS would
require segregation for each BVLOS delivery (or group of deliveries) — this at present would be by means of TDA and

is surely is unfeasible within the current NOTAM systemn?

https://droneprep.uk/drone-delivery-preregister

Kind regards

I
From : [

Date: Monday, 18 lanuary 2021 at 09:19

To: I
Ce: I

Subject: RE: ACP 2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll ---- Objection——

Dea |

I have received your email from my colleague | +ank you for this information about the general area
and your thoughts on integration rather than segregation with other airspace users, which is a view we share at
Skyports and also in line with CAA medium/long term strategy. Your objections have also been noted.

I have attached the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note
that any communications with us are shared with the CAA at the end of the engagement period in a summary

report, so feel free to communicate with usEERERGNGNGNGNG-ir=cthy going forward.

I have attempted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

* [ntegration rather than segregation, TDA activation should be outside high intensity GA hours — Currently
MOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be active and between
what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in




use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route
will be active at any given time.

Your point about reducing NOTAM activation time has also been noted, we are currently exploring this. To
ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available
on the day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to
explore ways to reduce this.

For information until WAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS
UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

¢ Glenforsa Airfield - At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until
15th July, however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this
information was from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process or revising our routing further
away from this airfield (also exploring size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and
suggestions next Wednesday.

& Danger Area Crossing — For information we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with the
emergency services (HEMS) where they can access out TDA via Scottish Infermation or Oban Information
during their hours of operation, we are in discussions with MATS regarding this.

We appreciate the offer to further discuss all the above on a call, currently we plan to have some
revisions/suggestions out this Wednesday and look forward to engaging further after this (it is also likely we will
extend the engagement period).

Kind regards,

skyports.net

<
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From: _ v

Sent: Saturday, January 16, 2021 12:35 pm

To

Subject: ACP 2020-099 Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll ---- Objection----

Dear sir,

This correspondence is sent in response to ACP-2020-099 (and the earlier consultation(s) relating to this project, and
to which we were not made aware).

Objection grounds:

We would like to lodge our objection to establishment of TDA in the Oban/Mull area, as proposed, on the grounds
that this is an important part of open FIR, used by numerous aircraft visiting and working in the area, where
establishment of any TDA, as proposed, would compromise safety and enjoyment of established airspace users, and
be to the detriment of businesses and service providers in the area.

General Information:

We visit the area on an average of four (mostly multi-day) visits per annum by air and fly for some 30-40hours each
year to/in the area under question.

When in the Oban/Mull area, we normally stay at the hotel and operate our aircraft from the airstrip at Glenforsa -
(average spend £150/day).
We regularly visit Oban Airport for fuel (average once per day, per visit — with average spend >£200 per day.)

It is important to understand that we, and each and every visitor to the area, bring significant financial contribution
to the local economy and generate continuing justification for the existence of Oban Airport and associated
employment of personnel/service provision there.

A large number of GA and Commercial Air Traffic aircraft frequent this area. The majority of GA traffic occurs in VFR
and in daytime hours at relatively low level, usually sub 3000ft ASL/AGL - or lower if weather conditions dictate.

There is no Danger Area crossing service nor ATC provider able to offer complete Radio Telephony cover with the
trial area, so crossing a TDA, as proposed, may not be possible, with obvious safety/infringement implications if
unable to climb above when operating in the area or needing to access local airfields.

UAV Operations:

Whilst we recognise that emerging technology such as UAV is coming and will require opportunity for development

of procedures to operate safely - that must not be at the expense of exclusion of other airspace users and
detriment to associated businesses/service providers.

To that end:

1. Itis unreasonable to establish blanket segregated airspace that impinges on established use and enjoyment
of the local open FIR airspace without a solid and continuing undertaking to mitigate against the loss of
access to that airspace to other users at the sponsor’s cost.

2. Itisvery important to understand that aircraft travel large distances and operate both during daylight and
night-time hours, so such mitigation (eg provision of a Danger Area crossing service) must be in place
continuously during the hours of operation of any Danger Areal(s) established.




3. Itis important to design any airspace (including for purpose of trials) to avoid negative impact on local
businesses and service providers.

4. Afar better way to operate this emerging technology is to integrate with other airspace users, rather than
to segregate - long term, this might be achievable by implementation of electronic separation measures,
but we recognize that is not feasible at this time.

As a minimum, the establishment of any Temporary Danger Areas for trials of this kind should be outside times of
high intensity GA traffic and the Proposer should consider limiting the trial period establishment of TDA to minimum
possible perieds of operation and to be at pre-notified periods, preferably at night, rather than in daylight hours
until safe inter-operability protocols be discussed and established. Any TDA established must be deactivated outside
of naotified hours.

We welcome your comments and remain available for further discussion on this subject at any time should you
should require further information or have any questions,

Kind regards

A




Response 53: Individual O

From: |

Sent: 23 lanuary 2021 11:14

Teo:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder

Engagement Material

Thank 'gI'DL- you suppoart has been noted.

Kind regards,
Ricky

From:
Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 14:54

To: I

Subject: Re: Version 2 ACP-2020-099 Oban-Mull-Coll Targeted Aviation Stakeholder Engagement Material

Thank you
With these careful changes, you now have my support.

Best wishes, G
On Fri, 22 Jan 2021 at 1342, | =

Good afternoon,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked guestions, shared information and
propased alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and far all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those
issues. We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those
Appendiz C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalfrea?plD=330.

| will, however, pravide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propase to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

1




Response 54: Individual P

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Kind regards,

skyports.net

<
ACLe

18 January 2021 11:11

RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
ACP-2020-049 Skyparts - Oban-bMull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng
Material_pdf

pear -

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have attached the stakeholder engagement
rmaterial for this ACP [ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

Your objection has been noted and | have attempted to answer your guestions below as best as possible:

+ Carriage of Dangerous goods, other transportation means — Thank you for your comments. This operation is
in response to a written reqguest from the Mational Health Service (NHS) in Scotland for assistance with the
rasponse to COVID-19. Transport of medical equipment, medical samples (including dangerous goods in the
form of blood samples) is likely to occur which technically comes under dangerous goods. We are in
discussions with the CAA regarding permissions for this.

s Ajrspace Integration - Far information until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in nan-
segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be
accommodated through the establishiment of segregated alrspace on a temporary basis. We are aligned in
your opinion that drones can integrate with manned aviation in the future and believe this to be the CAls
medium te long term plan, however for now we have to follow the current regulation.

Thank you for your feedback Jeremy, we are in the process of collating all stakeholder feedback and hope to have a
revision/suggestions out this Wednesday,




From:

Sent: 16 lanuary 2021 17:23

e I
Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-1sle of Mull-Coll)

This is my response to your subject proposal, which | oppose.

fror

PPL member of Prestwick Flying Club (this is however my individual response).

“The proposal is for the transport of inter alia dangerous goods, by unmanned aerial vehicle, beyond line of visual
sight. | don’t think this can be allowed under any circumstances outwith military operations. If transpart of the type
of goods described is truly urgent, it would make more sense to send by helicopter, or fast boat, and/or to establish
stocks of required items closer to the points of need, and restock by conventional modes of transport. It is stated
that the use of UAVYS is to substitute for the postal service, This does not indicate any degree of urgency, and faster,
cheaper, canventional means of transport are available if urgency is required.

The proposal states that “Skyparts will be able to . better understand haw to provide a permanent service over
time, which could be scaled and applied to other parts of the UK. Additionally, the NHS is using this project as an
opportunity to properly assess the long-term viability of such a service.” 5o this is far from being a one-off proposal
far a temporary trial.”

| do believe that drones could integrate with manned aviation in future, but | do not believe the technology is yet
sufficiently advanced to enable see-and-avoid capabilities equivalent to a human pilot, and to obviate the nead for
creating yet more controlled airspace. | have sent the above response to the LAA who will be submitting a
coordinated response.




Response 55: Individual Q

From:

Sent: 18 January 2021 1124

To:

Cc

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 (and ACP-2020-048) objection

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material.pdf

oear I

Thank you for your email, we have noted your objection.

I have attached the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note
that any communications with us are shared with the CAA at the end of the engagement period in a summary

report, so feel free to communicate with [ NG directly going forward.

| have attempted to answer your guestions below as best as possible:

e Glenforsa Airfield and excessively wide airspace used for TDAs - Thank you for this feedback. At the time of
our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July, however we are now in
touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was from 2020 and requires
updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this airfield (also exploring size
reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and suggestions next Wednesday.

* Reason for TDA creation — FYI until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated
airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated
through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

e TDA height - We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible. All altitudes depicted are AMSL
and may have variations due to terrain heights

e Suggestions = Thank you for all your suggestions, we are currently assessing all stakeholder
recommendations, including yours and | hope to have some revisions/suggestions to share this Wednesday.

Kind regards,




attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
rasponsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

From:

Sent: 16 January 2021 18:27

To:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 |and ACP-2020-048) objection

Dear sirs / madame.
| write to you with reference to the planned TDA's mentioned above.
| would like to lodge my objection of what seems excessive control of currently uncontrolled airspace.

Flying a permit 3 axis microlight, and enjoying the ability fly araund the west coast of Scotland In uncontrolled
airspace with a see and be seen mentality is a fantastic opertunity.

Whislt | fully understand the current pressures of Covid 19, | also see the advantage of utilising the pandemic to
farce changes of airspace with a view to making these changes more permanent far commercial gain in the future.
For one example the airspace reqguest is excessively wide and high for a very controllable GPS tracked drone, also
the current plan cuts through the Glenfarsa Airfield on the Isle of Mull, can this be 2 serious request?
A 17 kg drone plus payload would cause severe damage to fabric coverad aireraft and would most likely result In

a crash and guite possibly fatalities.

As a pilot of a 3 axis microlight spotting and seeing aircraft is difficult a 2ft =g drone would be nearly impossible
until too late.

We in general aviation need to share airspace and | see the vast benefits of drones being utilised for deliveries to the
Scottish Highlands and Isles, but safety is of the upmost importance.

My suggestions would be to:

1, limit heights to 400ft thus giving seperation.

2, Route safely (1 mile radius) of all airfields to reduce the possibilities of contact within congested areas

3, utilise visual methods of navigation for drones to enhance the See and be seen mentality.

4, consider flights after sunset thus will eliminate most VFR recreational traffic and must be a viable option as a 24hr
notice to activate the TDA could be reduced if operating at night.

Best regards




Response 56: Individual R

From:

Sent: 19 January 2021 17:44

Ta:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Mull

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Call - Targeted Av Stakehalder Eng

Material pdf

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have attached the stakehalder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-09%) and now included you in owr list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you, | understand you have also been in touch with my
colleague Simon Whalley on 17/01 and apologise if the information below is a duplication. Your objection has been
noted.

| have attempted to answer your guestions below as best as possible:

Glenforsa — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
howewver we are now in touch with the person wha runs this airfield and understand this information was from 2020
and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this airfield {also exploring
TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and suggestions this Wednesday.

TDA altitudes - We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in accordance with the CAA Drone
Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users, All altitudes depicted are AMSL and may
have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the routing and altitudes to see if they can be
reduced further.

MNOTAM and Communication - Currently MOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing which
TDA= will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users to get in touch
with us_ All TDAs nat in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still available to all users. It is envisaged only
one or two route will be active at any given time. To ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS during this
pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and
opening hours), howaver we ara trying to explore ways to reduce this. | hope to update yau tamarrow.

For infarmation we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with the emergency services (HEMS)
where they can access our TDA via Scottish Information or Oban Information during their hours of operation, we are
in discussions with MATS regarding this.

Engagement - A timeline for this airspace change, including period of targeted engagement with relevant aviation
stakeholders was agreed with the CAA. We have subsequently agreed with the CAA an extension of the targeted

engagement window for this ACP by a week.

Thank you for your comments, | hope to be in touch tomormow to share any revisions/suggestions based on all
stakeholder feedback, including yours.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




-——-0riginal Message-—-
From

Sent: 19 January 2021 13:53
To:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 pMull

| object to the application by Skyports for a TDA in the vicinity of the island of Mull

Althaugh this application is for 4 weeks covering April/May in a relatively remote part of the country it will
undoubtedly be followed by further applications in the future and may set a precedent for further applications. it is
therefore important to achieve a solution that would be acceptable anywhere in the country.

This area of Scotland is frequented by many light aircraft visiting the West coast and islands. The propased route
passes extremely close to Glenforsa airfield, a popular destination, and will provide a distraction to arriving and
departing pilots.

The heights requested go as high as 950 ft amsl. This is unacceptable. In the unpredictable and often poar weather
conditions found in the area pilots can be forced suddenly to fly below 950 feet in arder to reach the nearest
airfield. Any drones should operate close to the surface, at 400 feet or preferably less, so as not to be a hazard to
pilots trying to maintain YMC in difficult conditions.

Applications for BVLOS operations should emphasize the sharing of airspace and try to preserve this. There iz no
suggestion of sharing in this application. The suggestion is that the Notam will be activated the day before for the
whole day. This is unacceptable. There are already too many Danger Areas over the UK where the operator has
permanent access to the airspace but rarely uses it. They then fail to release the airspace when it is not required.

In any case where a TDA can be justified, the airspace should be activated for the minimum time possible to ensure
that oppartunities ta use the airspace are not wasted. & permanently manned telephone number should be
available for pilots intending to cperate close to or in the airspace to call the operator. They can then determine if
the airspace is actually being used ar if the flight has been cancelled. The heights used should be balow any likely to
be used by aircraft, The routings should aveid the protected areas around airfields, normally 2.5 miles.

The applicant has, unilaterally, decided to reduce the CAA's recommended engagement with stakehaolders period
from 12 to 2 weeks, Not anly is this entirely unnecessary and unacceptable, but also casts doubt over the integrity of
the applicant.

The application makes maximum use of the “sympathy factor” that claiming to work with the NHS can provide, but

fails to point out the regular air services to tha islands and ferry services to Mull which could provide the same
SErVice.




Response 57: Individual S

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 0842

Te:

Cc:

Subject: RE- ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakehaolder Engagement Reminder &

Update

i [
Email is absolutely fine, your response has been noted. We really appreciate your support and hapefully we can fine

away to work together with all stakeholders.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 30 January 2021 16:44

To: I

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

e
I don't know if you wanted feedback by email or if there was a page ta fill out on the internet.

| can assure you that the vast majority of island inhabitants support these proposals. We feel the you have gone
above and beyond reasonable duty to accommodate the complainers.

The airstrip at Glenforsa is unlikely to cpen this season as travel to and from there is currently prohihited._

| do sincerely hope that you get the go ahead and that the delivery of supplies to the islands can commence. Cowvid
is becoming a real problem island wise now and any help is appreciated

On 28 Jan 2021, at 16:22, [ rote:

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-
099, your feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based an this feedback we have decided, in
addition to the previous amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft
AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of version 3 attached for additional details. \Version 3 can
also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
https://airspacechanpe.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalires?pl0=330




Response 58: Individual T

From:

Sent: 18 January 2027 15:37

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

haterial pdf

o

Thank you for your email.

| have attached the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note
that any communications with us are shared with the CAA at the end of the engagement period in a summary
report, so feel free to communicate with us (myself and Simon) directly going forward.

| have attempted to answer your guestions below as best as possible:

s  NOTAM and service efficiency = . Currently NOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights detailing
which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users
to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated in ensure airspace is still available to all users.
It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. To ensure flexibility is given to support
the NHS we would potentially need to be available on the day for a given TDA, however we are currently
trying to explore ways to reduce this.

s Glenforsa Airfield and initial contact — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would
be closed until 15th July, however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and
understand this information was from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our
routing further away from this airfield (also exploring size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share
some revisions and suggestions this Wednesday. FYI Glenforsa Airfield was included as a stakeholder in our
initial engagement.

* Reason for TDA = Until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS
UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis. Until the rules are changes this is the process
we need to follow.

* Sizes of TDA and altitudes = We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in acoordance
with the CAA Drone Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users. All altitudes
depicted are AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the routing
and altitudes to see if they can be reduced further.

Thank you for taking the time to give us your feedback, | will be in touch hopefully this Wednesday to provide
revisions/suggestions based on all stakeholder feedback, including yours.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




From: [

Sent: 18 Jlanuary 2021 08:15

7o
Ce:
Subject: ACP-2020-093 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Dear Skysport,
I am a member of Prestwick Flying Club and members regularly fly to Glenforsa.
The first | heard about this application was by word of mouth, and so you have not contacted interested parties.

If you were to use the route you would have to NOTAM the route to allow GA safety. This requires 24hrs notice
which totally negates the efficiencies to service that you claim by using a drone.

With regard to the route | note that the proposed lane lies across the approaches to Glenforsa airfield (1 don't think
you contacted them either, which is surprising) where aircraft will be regularly flying below 500 ft, pilots having
enough on their minds without having to worry about wayward drones. | know it is stated that this is for trial
purposes, but prasumably you are looking to prove this route and so the above situation could

happen in the future.

I don't understand why the drone heights need to be above 400 ft amsl anywhere. Other than on the approaches to
an airfield we are not allowed to fly within 500 ft of the ground and so keeping your drones below 400 ft and well
away from airfield approaches would ensure that there is no conflict with regard to airspace.

The width of the airspace is of the arder of 2nm, which is excessive given the size of your drones, surely you could
designate a much narrower corridor, below 400ft amsl along the entirety of the route, and remaining close to the

mainland coastline along the Sound of Mull, thereby giving plenty of space anound the approaches to Glenforsa?

Regards




Response 59: Individual U

From

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 14:47

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-09% Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder 8

Update

Thank you for your email and your additional points. | will ensure these are included in addition to your previous
response on 27/01/21.

Both points are noted and will be feed back to the team. We are currently looking closely at the weather criteria and
your paint about having 7 days between the issue of a new version and the response deadline is noted.

If you do require additional time this is possible and has been discussed with stakeholders on an individual basis, If
you have any additional thoughts feel free to get in touch by Thursday evening.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 14:05

To:

Ce

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Thank you for wversion 3 of your document and | appreciate the various mitigations you are propasing to reduce the
risks.

The comments on my response (PDF file dated 27 Jan 2021 - attached) remain the same, but | would also like to add
the comments / obzervations below to the stakeholder feedback:

1- It is good that Skyports recognise the possibility that aircraft might be forced to penetrate the TDAs and that an
in-flight clearance process with Oban [ Scottish information is being explored. However, it is not possible to make
any comments on this until Skyports are able to set out precise details of the system that would be in place.

2 = The idea of only operating when the cloud base is above 1500t and therefore penetration of the TDAs would not
be necessary is interesting, howewver this raises a number of further questions not covered by version 3. For
example, in the first instance | think it necessary to have confirmation from a professional metrologist that Windy
would actually provide the necessary real time indication of cloud bases in the area covered by the TDAs. Secondly,
the actual process (such as when the gofno go decision is promulgated and what happens if cloud base
subsequently changes) needs to be more clearly defined; again before it is possible to make any comment.

Given the fundamental importance of both these issues, | think it clearly necessary that the stakeholder engagement
process needs to be further extended until such time as Skyports have been able to firm up these new proposals,
and stakeholders have been able to respond,

Also as a general point, given the constraints of work and other commitments on stakeholders, there should | think
be an absalute minimum of 7 days between the issuing of new versions of the engagement document and the
response deadling.




Please confirm receipt of this email.

on 28/01/2021 1631, I

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-
099, your feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in
addition to the previous amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft
AMESL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can
also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:

https: f/airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven't done so and wish to do so,
to please provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099
(details attached), the deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. if, for any reason, you think you may
require more time to complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions
on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

.
Acee




Sent: 28 January 2021 11:55
Co
Subject: RE: ACP-,2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

i [

Thank you for your email, and taking the time to share the reasons for your objection. | confirm receipt and your
objection is noted.

F¥I | will be sending out a reminder email later today which will also explain how we will not operate when cloud
base <1500ft AMSL.

Thank you once again, all stakeholder responses will be shared with the CAA in our stakeholder summary report
post engagement

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 27 lanuary 2021 20:49

To:

Cc:

Subject: ACP-,2020-099 UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lIsle of Mull-Coll)

Please find attached my response to the stakeholder engagement.

Please acknowledge receipt.




ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Qban-Isle of Mull-Cell)

I requiarly fly ond have an aircraft based in the areo affected by the application.
I would like to OBIECT to the application on two main grounds:

1) - The TDAs would prevent or reduce access to areas of low ground or water necessary for
the safe conduct of GA flights not covered by any exemptions (TOIs).

2) - The 5tatement of Need does not adequately make the case for Skyports business trial
against the safety and operational needs of GA in the area.

1 - Safety

The vast majority of flights in the area are private or commercial light aircraft and
microlights. West Coast of Scotland flying is very different to other areas of the country and
there are relatively few GA pilots regularly flying in this area. When flying here it is essential
to have the option to fly along the coast or over low lying land to avoid clouds and
mountains.

With the LLAS operating up to 750ft, and assuming a 500ft separation, aircraft would
typically need to stay above 1300ft over some of the TDAs being sought. However, in these
areas at times it is necessary to fly as low as 500 ft to remain VFR (and safe), and the nature
of the weather, which often changes from hour to hour, means that it is not possible to
predict when it will be necessary to fly this low to get to ane of the few airfields.

Taking as an example an aircraft flying from Prestwick to Oban: It might well leave Prestwick
with a 3000ft cloud base, but by the time it gets close to Oban this might have gone down to
below 1500ft on the west side of the high ground to the south and west of the town.
Returning to Prestwick might not be possible, leaving continuing to Oban Airport the only
option.

This route is regularly flown by GA aircraft, and if approved the TDAs could cause multiple
aircraft to be "sandwiched’ between clouds and the TDA, or having to try and pick a route
through the mountains.

This is made all the worse because weather reports from Prestwick and Oban (if available)
may well not reflect the actual weather approaching Oban town. There is no radar
surveillance, and Oban Information may not be available (including for aircraft operating out
of hours), Scottish Information and West Coast are unreliable in this area and a Danger Area
Crossing Service has not been established.

There would also be height constraints for aircraft approaching from the west down the
sound of Mull, and those using the IFR (unofficial) procedure for Oban, This involves
descending and breaking cloud at BRUCE and then following the coast VFR to the airport. In




bath instances there are times when it can be necessary to fly as low as 500ft, which again
would not allow for a suitable clearance above the TDA,

Given that Skyports are wanting to provide an "as required’ service it would seem likely that
they will want to keep the TDAs around Oban at least in place during the 5 week period,
rather than ereating a NOTAM before each ‘job’ that comes in.

2 - Statement of needs

Skysports define this application as a Business Trial and have confirmed that they are
themselves contributing to the funding. Given the current and possible future commercial
interests of Skyports, there are perhaps potential conflicts of interests with regards their role
in this and previous consultations as the Change Sponsor,

Skyports describe the starting point of their application as a written request from the NHS to
help with the Covid-19 response. However, they have declined to share this letter as part of
the consultation / engagement process. Likewise they have declined to provide access to
other documents relating to the application, such as the UK space agency grant and previous
linked applications (eg. Lochgilphead to Oban) — this would appear to run counter to the
needs for Transparency or more generally the Gunning Principals. Put another way, if the
consultees knew more about the “bigger picture’ and what is wanted, then they would be in
a better position to properly engage with the consultation.

The application claims to build on their previous experience and to have a comprehensive
picture of airspace usage in the area. This is presumably from the Oban to Craignure trial.
Howewver, no post engagement reports have been submitted to the CAA portal. It would be
useful for instance to know how much the TDAs were used, what notice was provided, and
the responses and feedback from the relevant health care providers.

This said, such reports would provide little indication on the effect on GA, as virtually none
occurred during that period. Moreover there was very little (if any) involvement from the GA
community for the preceding Lochgilphead to Oban application, and this does raise further
serious questions about Skyports approach to the engagement process.

Skyports claim that their UAS approach would reduce the turnaround time for tests by up to
3% days. Whilst this might in theory be the case if samples were posted, a more reasonable
comparison (for urgent samples at least) would be road / ferry transfers, Even for Coll this
would be more like a day.

The claim that this UAS delivery service would transform local health care is not easily
understood. As this is being used to justify the establishment of TDAs it should perhaps be
supported by an independent assessment of the potential clinical benefits and costs of the
proposed system — at the very least to confirm there are real and tangible problems that
might be solved by BVLOS UVA. In essence, the claimed clinical urgency and benefits really
need to be properly defined and justified.




The application is also not clear about what specifically needs to be tested or trialled, and
why their proposed overall approach is really necessary. For example, if the issue is BVLDS
UAS access to remote Scottish locations then other lochs, islands and locations could be
used, or existing Danger Areas. If the practicalities of loading and unloading by the health
centres staff needs to be assessed, this could be done with smaller local based trials
operating within the existing drone legislation. With regards potential usage, this could be
assessed using existing health and Oban hospital lab data.

In essence, it would seem quite possible that all of the answers that would be gained from
this trial could be obtained in other ways that wouldn't create unnecessary additional
dangers and inconvenience to other airspace users. A more open and meaningful
stakeholder consultation process could perhaps consider such options?

In summary — | believe that the establishment of the TDAs should be refused on the grounds
that they are not adequately justified by the current proposal (22 lan 2020).

I do though understand that Skyports have a CAA “Sandbox’ application for a BVLOS in
unsegregated airspace and in principal at least, feel that this would be a much maore
reasonable approach to the issue of remote deliveries. Indeed, | would much rather be
sharing airspace with drones at S00ft as opposed to dodging clouds and mountains.




Response 60: Individual V

From: I

Sent 31 January 2021 08:15

To:

Ce

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-0099 Skyports Oban-bull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder &
Update

Hi I

Thank you for your email and your support. We are currently working with NATS to provide a DAAIS service with
Scottish Information &/ Oban Information.

Kind regards,

From
Sent: 30 January 2021 13:20

To:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update
Hi

With the changes you have made to the proposal | would support the ACP. As long as the crossing service is
implemented with Scottish Information as well as Oban ATC the proposal looks good to me.

Thanks for taking everyone's comments into consideration.

Regards

From: I

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 16:32
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-059, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500t AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:

https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330




Response 61: Individual W

From:

Sent: 19 January 2021 14:22

To:

Cc _

Subject: RE: Airspace Restrictions around Scotland

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

i

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change. | have attached the stakeholder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| have attempted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

. Glenforsa — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was from 2020
and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this airfield (also exploring
TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and suggestions this Wednesday.

. NOTAM activation (reduced hours) = Currently NOTAMSs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights
detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace
users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated in ensure airspace is still available to all users. It
is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. Your point about reducing NOTAM activation
time has also been noted, we are currently exploring this. To ensure flexibility is given to support the NHS during this
pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and
opening hours), however we are trying to explore ways to reduce this.

. Communications - For information we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction (TOI) with the
emergency services (HEMS) where they can access our TDA via Scottish Information or Oban Information during
their hours of operation, we are in discussions with NATS regarding this. Your point about communications via
Glenforsa has also been noted (given the poor comms in the area).

. ADS-B = The drone vehicle we are using has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and | understand it to be able to be
picked up by any aircraft with ADS-B IN capability. Please note that this is not a strategic mitigation and only used by
us to improve situational awareness, we will always be operating within our active TDA. It has been suggested by
another stakeholder that we include this information on the NOTAM, which is what we intend to do.

1 will hopefully be in touch tomorrow to share some route revisions and suggestions based on all stakeholder
feedback, including yours. Thank you for all your comments and helpful feedback.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

2

Clryvmar




From
Sent: 18 January 2021 23:59
Ta:

Subject: Airspace Restrictions around Scotland

i

| am a GA pilot based in Strathaven and have major concerns around the Drone proposals you have submitted for
mull and indeed your earlier submission for a zone around the Crinnan canal.Aviation is all about flying and we in
Scotland have had many years of enjoyment flying around our beautiful country. | fly to Glenforsa around 12 times
per year and have concerns around your airspace grab of most of my low level route. Strathaven airfield has a proud
tradition of integrating all forms of aviation including drones, model aircraft, helicopters, microlights, paragliders and
peneral aviation.We all integrate safely and have a large volume of movements per year without incident.

I assume like most like aircraft your drones are fitted with some form of electronic conspicuity like most light
aircraft, which makes your proposal for a danger area even more absurd,. Most pilots enjoy a safe low level flight
around mull and to have this jeopardised for the sake of a few trial drone flights is unacceptable.

I am not a drone phobic and and am guite happy to fly alongside them but have serious concerns around unwanted
airspace restrictions that could happily be resolved due by a simple Notam rather than any form of airspace

restriction.

One further point | would like to make is co-ordination for Drone operations should be made through both Oban
a nd- at Gelnforsa as most aircraft cannot communicate with Scottish information at low level in the area.

| await your responses with interest and look forward to seeing your drones from air at some point in the future.

kind regards

Ga pilot




Response 62: Individual X

From:

Sent: 19 January 2027 16:07

Ta:

Cec:

Subject: RE: Objection to Object to ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-048

Apologies | forgot to mention ACP-2020-048 has been withdrawn and your objection to this ACP-2020-099 has been
noted.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 19 Januwary 2021 16:0%

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Objection to Object to ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-048

e I
Thank you for your email.

| have attached the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. Please also note
that amy communications with us are shared with the CAA a2t the end of the engagement period in @ summary
report, 5o feel free to communicate with us (myself and Simon) directly going forward,

| have attempted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

* Glenforsa — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was
fram 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this
airfield (also exploring TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and
suggestions this Wednesday.

* TDA heights — We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in accordance with the CAA
Drone Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avold other airspace users. All altitudes depicted are
AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the routing and altitudes
to see if they can be reduced further.

= NOTAM (TDA activation period) - Currently NOTAMs will be issued 24hrs before any planned flights
detailing which TDAs will be active and between what times and will also include a contact number for
airspace users to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still
available to all users. It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. To ensure
flexibility is given to support the NH5 during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the
day for a given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore
ways to reduce this. | hope to update you tomorrow.,




= ADS-B and why a TDA is required = The drone wvehicle we are using has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and |
understand it to be able to be picked up by any aircraft with AD5S-B IN capability. Please note that this is not
a strategic mitigation and only used by us to improve situational awareness, we will always be operating
within our active TDA, It has been suggested by another stakeholder that we include this information on the
NOTAM, which is what we intend to do. Your points around other airspace users not being conspicuous are
noted which is the primary reason we currently need to operate within a TDA, given the see and avoid
requirement. Until WAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS
flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis. Until the rules are changes this is the process
we need to follow.

* Test over water and at night flights — Unless | have misunderstood, the majority of the test area is already
over water. Thank you for your suggestion for operations at night, this is something being reconsidered
however we are currently limited to the opening hours of each hospital and as | currently understand our
drone doesn’t have this approval from the CAM yet,

I will hopefully be in touch with you tomorrow to share further revisions/suggestions based on all stakeholder
feedback, including yours. We also plan to extend engagement an additional week pending CAA approval.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clrmuar

infwl {[o

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyparts Limited is a limited company registerad in England and Wales with registerad
nismber 10755230, Our office is at Skypors, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, Londan, SE11 SDP, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radiord Way, Billericay, Essex, Uinited Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This messacge
is intended solely for the addresses and is privale and confidential. If you have received this message in emmor, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy of disclose the information contained in this message of in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibillity for viruses and it is your
responsibility 1o scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

From:
Sent: 18 lanuary 2021 21:41
To: I
Ces

Subject: Objection to Object to ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-048

Dear 5irs

| would like to Object te ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-048. The latter seems to have had a very short consultation
period but as it has not yet been implemented, | include it in my email and subject it to the same objection.

I am the owner of a light aircraft who regularly flies in the areas that are impacted by your proposals. Yes, COVID
meant a severe limitation on our ability to fly freely throughout the United Kingdem, but | trust that will soon be an
option and as such should be considered.




Having read your proposed TDAs to cover your commercial drone operations it seems to be unnecessarily close to
an active GA airfield namely Glenforsa, and the amount of airspace that is required in width and height seems

excessive especially if one considers the accuracy at which drones seem to be able to operate e.g. along clearly
defined GPS routes and a low altitude. Also the TDA's give no hint on the duration let alone activation times.

If Glenforsa airfield was to be considered as a “Protected Aerodrome” it should have a 2.5nm radius zone upto
2000ft where no drones are permitted to fly without specific permission. This is excluded from your TDA proposal.

ADS-B is technology that is not yet universally applied and the mention of it misses its relevance as many aircraft are
not equipped to transmit or receive ADS-B information. Whereas the recent initiative by the CAA to incentivise
aircraft owners to increase visibility through the purchase of Electronic Conspicuity devices, the support was offered
to a range of systems so not sufficient for your needs.

Your proposals have too big an impact on other airspace uses, not enough has been done to include a wider
audience in the consultation process with airspace users from all over the country potentially impacted by this and it
seems that litthe thought was given to alternatives! Why, for example isn't more of the test area above water and
why couldn’t the test be conducted at night?

With kind regards




Response 63: Individual Y

From:

Sent: 20 Jarnuary 20271 1112

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP 20.20-099 UAS BVIOS

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change, your objection has been noted. | have attached the
stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included youw in our list of stakeholders and
will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. | have responded to Mr Hamish
Mitchell's queries in detail today and should you have any further concerns do get in touch,

| will be in touch later today regarding the extended (1 week) engagement period and will hopefully be able to share
some route revisions and further suggested by the end of the week.

Kind regards,

Clmnay

inlwl {[©

This @mail is from Skyports Limiled. Skyporls Limiled is a limiled company regislered in England and Walas with regislerad
numbser 10755230, Our office is al Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 S0P, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
ig intended solely for the addresses and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in eror, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility to scan or othenwise check this email and any attachments.

From:

Sent: 20 January 2021 10:06

To: I
cc: S
Subject: ACP 2020-099 UAS BVIOS

Objection.




I concur with the objection made by experienced seaplane pilot and Air Traffic Controlier [ NG o the
ACP creation of a danger area to trial Covid vaccine deliveries.

There are no national or international protocols yet in place to facilitate a private company establishing drone
cornidors and danger areas for commercial purposes. Even the Chinese CAAC have yet to determine the criteria for
the commercial operation of UAY or UAM wvehicles, (See Aviation Week Jan 2021)

The development of UAV and UAM vehicles has not reached the point at which they can safely be flown out of sight
of the controller. Also, they do not yet have a reliable collision avoidance system or terrain and obstacle clearance
system, This is why a Danger Area is required - they are, as yet, dangerous. To all intents and purposes they are
invisible to air pilots.

UAV's undoubtedly have a future. But as newcomers, it is incumbent upon them to find ways of safely operating
alongside existing airspace users without depriving those users of the limited airspace now left for VFR flight. There
are plenty of military danger areas across Scotland where these experiments could be flown. The proposed reuting
is one of the most popular areas for touring VFR pilots, mountain flying training and seaplane instruction.

Skyport is opportunistic by using the Covid emergency as a short cut to create precedents for a form of operation
still in its infancy. There is nothing in the proposal that could not be achieved by helicopter, without the need for a
DA If the proposed operation were successful, thare would be an expactation by the NHS that ALL vaccine deliveries
across Scotland was possible, resulting in swathes of drone corridors and even more DA's.

Retired .;pilnt.




Response 64: Individual Z

From:

Sent: 21 January 2021 D008

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: TDWA proposal for UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Caoll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Cell - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pof

i

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change, your objection has been noted. | have attached the
stakeholder engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-093) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and
will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

The current stakeholder engagement period was due to end on Sunday 24th January 2021 but we have decided to
extend the deadline by a full week to Sunday 31st January 2021, The amended change timeling has been reviewed
and approved by the CAA and can be found on the airspace change portal for this change -
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| have attermpted to answer your other questions below as best as possible:

»  Glenforsa = At the time of our initial routa analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was
from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this
airfiald (also explaring TDA size reduction where feasibla] and | hape to share same revisions and
suggestions this week.

«  TDA heights and size —We have kept our routing as close to 4007t AGL where possible, as in accordance with
the CAA Drone Code, drones should aperate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users. All altitudes
depicted are AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights, We are currently reviewing the routing
and altitudes to see if they can be reduced further.

s NOTAM activation duration - Currantly NOTAMs will be issuad 24hrs bafore any plannad flights detailing
which TDAs will be active and between what times and will alsa include a contact number for airspace users
to get in touch with us. All TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still available to all users.
It is envisaged only one or two route will be active at any given time. To ensure flexibility is given to support
the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available an the day for a given TDA (given
hospital ad-hec demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore ways to reduce this.

Thank you very much for your feedback - it is very much appreciated and | hope to be in touch again this week
to share amended routes topethar with any further supzestions/ravisions based on all stakehalder feadback,
including yours.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




From
Sent: 20 lanuary 2021 23:15
To:

Subject: re: TDA proposal for UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

i

| was prompted to write to you when | becamea aware of the above TDA proposal. I've had a good read of vour
airspace change proposal and | must say | am, unfortunately, disappointed that this is what you have come up with,
There seems ta have been little atternpt to take account of existing GA traffic in the area and no attempt as faras |
can see to integrate with the existing traffic.

We GA pilots have to accept that drones sharing our airspace are a fact of life (in fact, many of my fellow light
aircraft pilots are also drone pilots) sa 1 think it only fair that drone operators (both commercial and amateur alike)
should recognise that we all have an equal right to use the existing airspace fairly and always with others in minc.

That said, | would like to specifically object to a number of particular points in your proposal:

¢ The extremely short consultation peried is insufficient to capture as wide an audience as possible, | urge you
to go aut again for further consultation once this period ends.

+« One of your TDAs goes through the Glenforsa circuit, which when activated, would make operations there
impossible, Remamber that as well as being a popular destination for GA pilots to visit when planned,
Glenforsa is also a necessary diversion airfield. It wauld be irrespansible to "cut off” this airfield for use in an
EMEFEENCY,

#  TDAs rising to 950t seams averkill for drone operations (although | understand your nead for Line of Sight).
The actual heights you need should be re-thought to consider what the MINIMUR is that you need, not the
MAAKIBLM you think you can get away with, Pleasa consider the needs of those others who co-exist in the
sarme airspace.

+ Blocking out large areas on the off-chance that you would receive an MHS tasking is a disproportionate use
of airspace and | would be embarrassed if | were in your shoes, | urge you to think again - removing large
areas of the air for an entire day when you may only have 1 flight is ridiculous,

In summary, | don't think your application in its current form is proportionate, necessary and fair to other airspace
UsSErs,

I'would be please to support a resubmitted application that took your needs into account A5 WELL AS those of
existing airspace users. As | said earlier, | have accepted that drones have as much a right to the sky as | have (hot
mare,or less, but the same).




Response 65: Individual AA

From:

Sent: 21 January 2021 16:20

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: CP- 2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Mo problem - happy to clarify anything unclear. The new revision should be more transparent but do get in
touch if anything further is unclear,

Be in touch soon,

From:

Sent: 21 January 2021 15:55

o A

cc: I
Subject: Re: CP- 2020-09% UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Thanks for the quick response and | look forward to seeing the changes, indeed the <d00ft limitation is less of a
concern but was interpreted as being 9501t over the water hence concern

On Thu, 21 Jan 2021 at 15:47, [ . ot
oear

Thank you for your feedback in relation to this airspace change, your objection has been noted. | have attached the
stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and
will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

The current stakeholder engagement period was due to end on Sunday 24th January 2021 but we have decided to
extend the deadline by a full week to Sunday 31st January 2021. The amended change timeline has been reviewed
and approved by the CAA and can be found on the airspace change portal for this change -
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| have atternpted to answer your questions below as best as possible:

. Glenforsa — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was from
2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing further away from this airfield (also
exploring TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to share some revisions and suggestions this week.




. TDA heights and size — We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in accordance
with the CAA Drone Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users. All altitudes
depicted are AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the routing and
altitudes to see if they can be reduced further.

Thank you for the information provided, | shall be in touch again this week with route amendments and further
suggestions based on all stakeholder feedback.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

>

Clrvmnar

QdaeE

This amail is from Skyporls Limiked. Skyports Limited is a limibted company regislensd in England and Wales with regisierned
number 10755230, Our office is al Skyports, Unil LG.08, Edinburgh House, 170 Kenninglon Lane, London, SE11 50P, United
Kingdom. Our registered office = at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, Linited Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This
measage is intended solely for the addreasee and s private and confidential. If you have received this message in

eror, please send it back to us, and immediately and permanantly delete it. Do not wse, copy or disclose the information
contained in this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any
responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

From

Sent: 21 January 2021 10:36

To:

Subject: CP- 2020-099 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

| wish to add my objections to your proposal which on the face it does nothing but segregate Mull and in particular
(Glenfarsa) from General Aviation users who frequent the area.




| can appreciate it is on the face of it only a temp trial, but in my experience once set up these things rarely just go
away and the apparent approach to sneaking this under the radar with it only coming to light very late in the day
and using Covid as some kind of excuse to rush it through does nothing to allay this concern.

Apart from landing and taking off from an airfield that your propasal appears to completely ignore, | operate
predominantly very low level 300-1500 ft which is likely to come in direct conflict so would be very much affected

as will all pilots on the west coast.




Response 66: Individual AB

From:

Sent: 21 Januwary 2021 16:59

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle af Mull-Call)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng

Material pdf

o

Thank you sincerely for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP, your strang ohjection as the

ACP currently stands is also noted. We fully agree that aviation should be safe and efficient for all users and we are
keen to wark with experienced stakeholders like yourself ta make this happen.

| hawe attached the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-099) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

The current stakeholder engagement period was due to end on Sunday 24th January 2021 but we have decided to
extend the deadline by a full week to Sunday 31st January 2021. The amended change timeline has been reviewed
and approved by the CAA and can be found on the airspace change portal for this change -
https://zirspacechange.caa co.uk/PublicProposalArea ?plD=330

| hawe attempted to share any further details (where possible) to your response below. In relation to:

# Point 1 - This stakeholder engage ment exercise is related to and limited to enabling COVID-19 response for
the NH5. Any future operations we plan to carry out would need to be discussed with the CAA first to
determine what the process requirements will be, if any, to enable them.

+ Point 2 - We have kept our routing as close to 400ft AGL where possible, as in accordance with the
CAA Drone Code, drones should operate at ideally <400ft to avoid other airspace users. All altitudes
depicted are AMSL and may have variations due to terrain heights. We are currently reviewing the
routing and altitudes to see if they can be reduced further.

o« Currently MOTAM: will be issued 24hrs befare any planned flights detailing which TDAs will be
active and between what times and will also include a contact number for airspace users to get in
touch with us, All TDAs not in use will be deactivated to ensure airspace is still available to all users,
It is envisaged only one or two routes will be active at any given time. To ensure flexibility is given
to support the NHS during this pandemic we would potentially need to be available on the day for a
given TDA (given hospital ad-hoc demands and opening hours), however we are trying to explore
ways to reduce this.

= For information we currently have a Temporary Operating Instruction {TOl) with the emergency
services (HEMS) where they can access our TDA via Scottish Information or Oban Information
during their hours of operation, we are in discussions with NATS regarding this,

+ Point 3 - At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be closed until 15th
luly, however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this
information was from 2020 and requires updating. We are in the process of revising our routing
further away from this airfield (also exploring TDA size reduction where feasible) and | hope to
share some revisions and suggestions this week,




= Point 4 - In addition to the detail given about NOTAMs: in point 2, our drones are currently not certified by
the CaA to fly at night and given the NH5 hospital opening howrs and requirements of the service, night time
operations are currently not feasible.

* Point 5- Fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term
plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements
for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated
airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

&  Point & = Really interesting points and suggestions. What | can share is that the drone vehicla we are using
has ADS-B IN & OUT capability and | understand it to be able to be picked up by any aircraft with ADS-B IN
capability. Please note that this is not a strategic mitigation and only used by us to improve situational
awareness, we will always be operating within our active TDA. It has been suggested by another stakeholder
that we include this information on the NOTAM, which is what we intend to do.

& Point 7 = Thank you far the list of stakeholders identified. We are in touch with all now | believe and will
reach out to any that are not included on the list.
A timeline for this airspace change, including period of targeted engagement with relevant aviation
stakeholders was agreed with the CAA. We have subsequently agreed with the CAA an extension
of the targeted engagement window for this ACP by a week. Regarding communication we are
loocking at other channels to explore in the future and there have been some great suggestions
already by stakeholders (local newspapers, GA magazines etc).

Thank you for the offer to visit, | will pass that on to the team and it would also be great to show you in
person the drone itself and its capabilities (all being well).

| plan to update you again this week with revised route,/suggestions based on all stakeholder feedback,
including yours.

_ it has been a pleasure to read your suggestions and once again thank you for the time you have
taken to compile them.

I shall be in touch soon.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clymar

@aaeE




From:
Sent: 21 January 2021 1605

Subject: ACP-2020-099 LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

| must start be stating | am both a Private Pilot and a Licenced Aircraft Maintenance Engineer far a large UK airline,
so 1 understand commercial, technical and local aspects to this issue. | have over 100 hours in command of aircraft,
mostly around the Western Isles, with the privilege hundreds more as a passenger in the area, combined with
technical knowledge of state-of-the art Baeing aircraft in a commercial operation.

All of the training | have completed in aviation has safety as a priority, looking at ways to eliminate risk and avoid
pointing blame. Your proposals totally contradict this, failing to fully utilise technology or even comply with good
airmanship. It is for this reason | strangly oppose the proposed TOA in the Oban / Mull area as it stands. Please see
points below;

1) MNHS -1 appreciate NHS demands, particularly for the island communities. However | do not accept Covid-19
as an acceptable reason to carve up airspace, mainly as the pandemic started over a year ago. By the time
‘trials” are complete, it will be too late for drones to be used beneficlally. |s this therefore a convenient
excuse to grab airspace with public support?

If Covid-19 is such a demand, why not use existing infrastructure in the area such as the Glenforsa airfield?
Examples include Loganair or Hebridean aircraft, helicopters and other light aircraft, all of which are being
underused due to restrictions.

2] Pilot Safety & Workload —What, if any, consideration has been given to this? | appreciate we have tools
that make NOTAM's easier to obtain, but glven many users of the airspace may fly for 3 or more hours to
get to Glenforsa, how do you expect pilots to arrive with the latest infermation? | can tell you, mobile signal
in the area is non-existent, VHF radio commination is poor north of Bute, weather is changeable and the
terrain is not flat. This added to the workload of single crew, as they prepare for arrival, often flying by
hand? | refer you to the "Swiss Cheese’ model for Human Performance, as holes line up, you get deeper into
the problem.

What is a pilot to do if they cannot maintain WWC above a TDA with mountains either side?
What is 2 pilot to do if they experience technical difficulties or equipment failure?

3) Impact on Local Business — | am pleased to see you have included the Glenforsa Airfield as a stakehaolder,
however | think you underestimate the effect the TDA will have on them. It will basically close the airfield
when active. Again given weather conditions in the area time constraints on arrivals and departures could
have an adverse effect on safety by forcing pilots into difficult decisions. It is also one a few areas in the
Inmer Hebrides suitable for diversion, where a TDA could discourage its use. Oban (Morth Connel] nearky
could alsa see disruption to traffic patterns, particularly the commen join points West of Oban Tewn and
Lismare Islands.

The two airports realistically operate in synchranisation, both depending on each other for business. While

private aviatien is by no means the lifeline for Western Scotland, it should not be underestimated the direct
and indirect income that it generates for the area, particularly how accessible Oban and the Islands become.
Other local operatars have been missed, ona mare notable | believe has contacted you and has also written

an article an the matter. These can be seen in point 7.

4) Operating Hours - One thing that must be aveided is large block of NOTAM time that is then not used and
the same in the middle of the day. As previously mentioned this could force pllots into making poor
decisions to avoid being blocked in by the TMA. Further, regular blacks at either end of the day will be
easiest to manage and comminate.

Can a solution be found where TDA are operated outside of Oban cpening times? As this is generally the
biggest restriction in the area. For example, if Oban was open 0800-1700Z, operated drone flights before
El




0700Z and after 190027 Given the extended daylight hours this should not be a problem. 'Why drones
cannot be flown at night is a nonsense. If anything they should be more visible with LED antl-collision lights,
and Day or Night they don't “sea” anyway.

5) Integrate not segregate — | think this will tie with my next point, but why are drones forcing new alrspace
creations, rather than being made to operate and comply with existing users and procedures. We see in the
world of automotive automatian vehicles being tested behind closed doars to the interact with existing
users. Vehicles on the road are still operated by a driver while the technology is developed, we don't see
stretches of A1(M) with lane 1 reserved for driverless vehicles,

6} Use of Technology — Relating to integration. | believe we have technology available now for all aircraft to be
able to see a live display of others in their proximity. We see it with PilotAware integration into Sky Demon,
whare AD5S-B OUT infaormatian is used to show aircraft data an a live map and older PCAS units. Further,
ADS-B IM is used in modern commercial aircraft with TCAS to alert and if necessary make control inputs to
avoid collisions.

Even more advance is some of the Boeing 787 technology. The aircraft can receive a message from ATC for
it then to transferred into the autopilot as a command. Would it not be advantagecus to all airspace users
for this ta be implemeantad to all drones? Drones could then aperate anywhere required, and truly help the
MHS, with pilots of any size aircraft having the knowledge they could see and be seen by drones?

Could technology also be used to route drones where fewest aircraft operate? The Sound of Mull is very
popular with light aviation and military fast jets. A corridor at higher altitudes, say 4000°, may prove less
restrictive for aviation, particularly approaches into airports. Drones ability to take-off and climb vertically
then transit to their destination could lift the routing above levels commonly used to general aviation, yet
below commercial aviation. | don’t see why drones need to remain in WMC, so this eliminates the problem if
aircraft descending into a TMA to remain clear of cloud. This should also give better communication with
drones. Those wishing to transit above can more easily plan araund higher level carridors

7} Identified Stakeholders — You seem to miss some key local and aviation parties in this list and | must add
very paar circulation through the aviation community you have included. Again is this to grab the airspace
without people noticing?

Some key parties | think should be contacted include;

Oban Airport = ask wha visits, when, why and where they fly.

Hebridean Air Services — some of the best local pilots and frequent airspace users. Ask about flying in the
area.

Caledonian Macbrayne Ferries — will this interfere with their routing and communication?

Scotia Seaplane LTD — a very experienced local pilot and Scottish Controller

HIAL (Highlands & |slands Airports) - ask wha visits, when, why and where thay fly.

I hope there is cormmon graund to all of the points raised, to enable safe and efficient aviation for all. There is no
doubt drones will be utilised more in the future, but process showld not be rushed, falsely advertised or impact on
other airspace users.

Before any decisions are made, | urge you to visit the area in a light aircarft. Mot anly will it be an incredible
experience, it will brings to light some of the points | have raised today.

Kind Regards




Response 67: Individual AC

From:

Sent: 22 January 2027 14:09

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP- 2020-059 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Alrspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-059 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng hMaterial

v2.0.pdf

oca

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-093), which was sent out today (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakehalders and will ensure any
future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| will also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted commants, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions, We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

'We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C [page
19} that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa .co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose te make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa 5o as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will 25 a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 2 weeks and 1 day [8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:




o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.
o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4, Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
wsed for requesting entry into an active TDA,

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aireraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

a Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircrafft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Alrcraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational autharisation to be able to operate BYLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours,

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clrmnar

@aqQeE




From:
Sent: 21 January 2021 16:38

To: I
cc: I

Subject: ACP- 2020-09% LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-isle of Mull-Coll)
Dwear Skypors

| am the owner of EVGT Eurostar-based at Perth and would like to oppose the proposal in its current form
which | believe is something that has not been thought owt properly. During vour planning period there was
considerable reduction in GA flying due Lo the Covid restrctions pul in placa. This would give you a false
rapresentation of how active certain parts of your proposal are o GA. During the season from April until Oclober the
airspace arcund the Scottish lzles is especially attractive to us and Glenforca is a jewel in the G& world. With the
beautiful scenery and a hotel on the field it iz an airfield that private pilots from all over the UK love to visit. Your
proposal In it current form would make planning a tip to this area unpredictable with the chance that the airspace
may be temporarily closed to us. The proximity to the Glenforca circuit is something | consider to be highly dangerous.
and would effectively close the airfield when the TDA was active.

| feel that dus to Covid the proposal has been rushed through and GA especially will be the long term losers aver
these plans.

Ragards




Response 68: Individual AD

From: e ———————

Sent: 04 February 2021 21:03

To: E—

Ce: e
I

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Objection

Please add the following to the consultation responses.
Llanbedr has operated a TDA for drone operations by a commercial operator for around four years.
In that time na consideration has been given to the integration of drone aperations inta Class G airspace.

An application has been made by the commercial operator to make the TDA a permenant Danger Area thus robbing
General Aviation of airspace allocated for all airspace users.

Without a clear airspace user integration strategy, this application, ACP-2020-0%9, must be turned dewn.
The creeping introduction of Lower Airspace Danger Areas will force General fwiation into a smaller and smaller

operational space.

Ay committee member supporting this application will be held to account for willfully endangering tre safety of
General Aviatiion traffic in Class G airspace.

------- Original message --—-----

¢ rom : [

Date: 29/01,/2021 12:06 (GMT-+00:00}

To:

Ce: >

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Hi

Absolutely, we are compiling all issues relating to this ACP and welcome working together on this. Thank you.

Kind regards,




From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 18:13

Te:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Thank you for the updated response.
| see that only a selected number of issues are referred to in this decument.

All of the issues should be included, together with yvour response.

We should work together ta ensure that all of the issues are covered. | balieve that the consultation period will only
be complete when that is done.

Regards. [ G

From the mobile o G

From:
Date: 28/01/2021 16:32 (GMT+00:00)

To:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-Mull-Coll Stakeholder Engagement Reminder & Update

Good Afternoon,

Thank you to all those aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based an this feedback we have decided, in addition ta the previous
amendmeants in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Yersion 3 can also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
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From:

Sent: 28 January 2021 07:57

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDA ACP-2020-099

Please note that my thoughts are distributed widely and are free for others to republish as they see fit. | welcome
all debate.
Thank you for the link,

My further objection Is in relation to a section of that text which i have replicated after my signature below.

It does use the word normally, which indicates that there will be occasions where the operator may deviate from
the norm.

In any case there are options which do not need reservation of a block of airspace.

The CAA has a policy of keeping the volume of controlled airspace to the minimum (see below).

The submission by SkyPort offers no argument that conclusively demonstrates that controlled airspace is the only
option that will work for this operation.

We have no detail to describe the systems on board the drone to help us to understand its limitations and
capabilities.

This ACP does not deal with the stakeholder concerns in a satisfactory manner and | urge the CAA to reject it on the
following grounds.

In the event that this process was subject to independent review it would be found to be unbalanced in favour of a
solution necessitating controlled airspace.

Regards

BVLOS flight will normally require either:

» atechnical capability which is equivalent to the method the pilot of a manned aircraft uses to ‘see and
avoid' potential conflictions - this is referred to as a Detect and Avoid (DAA) capability

» ablock of airspace to operate in which the unmanned aircraft is ‘segregated’ from other aircraft -
because other aircraft are not permitted to enter this airspace block, the unmanned aircraft can operate
without the risk of collision, or the need for other collision avoidance capabilities

+ clear evidence that the intended operation will have ‘no aviation threat' and that the safety of persons
and objects on the ground has been properly addressed.

The CAA has a policy of keeping the volume of controlled airspace to the minimum necessary to meet the needs of
UK airspace users and to comply with its international obligations.”. https://www.caa.co.uk/Commercial-
industry/Airspace/Airspace-change/Airspace-Changef

From the mobile of G

---—- Original message -—---

From:

Date: 27/01/2021 10:21 (GMT+00:00)

To: I




Ce:
Subject: RE: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDA ACP-2020-099

Morning [

That's all understood and your objection has been noted. | have included a link below from the

CAA website, which sets out the two main operating principles of UAS in the UK and explains more.

MailScanner has detected a possible fraud attempt from "gbr01.safelinks. protection.outlook.com” claiming to be

hittps:/fwww. caa.co.ukfConsumers/Unmanned-aircraft/Qur-role/An-introduction-to-unmanned-aircraft-systems)/

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 26 January 2021 14:46

To: I

Cc: [

Subject: RE: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDA ACP-2020-099

I'm sorry, but I'm really not happy about this.
You say....

“To integrate with other airspace operators, UAS operators must ensure that their aircraft can demonstrate an
equivalent level of compliance with the rules and procedures that apply to manned aireraft"

Under which flight rules will you be operating and why?

How will you demonstrate that you are adhering to these rules?

If you adhere to your chosen flight rules you wouldn't need a TDA.




From the mobile of G

-------- Original message -

From: [

Date: 26/01/2021 13:59 (GMT+00:00)

Subject: RE: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDW ACP-2020-099

Thank you very much for the extension to the consultation period and | welcome the practical changes to to your
plans.

| also thank you for the update, which sadly only seems to add fat to the fire,

Please note that my thoughts are distributed widely and are free for others to republish as they see fit. | welcome
all debate.

It seems that the CAA have persuaded the UK parliament to sign off an amendment to the AND, to become law as
late as 31st December 2020 for the operation of UAS.

I've ec'd the LAA into this email as I'm surprised that they haven't kept a watching brief on thiz as it does seem to me
to have slipped in under the RADAR.

On reading this legislation it makes much reference to earlier legislation which leaves the reader in some doubt as to
it's intention.

https:/ farww begislation.gov.uk/uksi/2020/1555/contents/made

h k/Con rs/Unmanned-aircraf r-rol - -gdron




Even the CAA document Air Navigation Order 2020 Amendment Guidance for unmanned aircraft system users
(CAPZ013) offers some caution...

It starts with "this document explains the amendment” and then launches into legal rhetoric. You'll forgive me for
believing that it is inadequate.

It also says

"While the amendment has introduced six new articles with completely new text, the meaning of some other
changes cannot be fully understood by reading the 51on It's own®™.

The explanation to the amendment is that it's really really hard to understand | bet the MPs who voted | this had
no idea what they were passing.

Since the ink is barely dry on this legislation and clearly it's not easy to understand from the above statement from
the CAA, | would say it is optimistic to want to undertake an operation of your stature without the stakeholders
having the opportunity to try to understand the rushed legislation and what it's intention is.

What | can say is that my objection continues on the basis that | have not had the opportunity to fully assess the
impact of the legislation you rely on, against the needs of other airspace users.

Is there any derogation of the rules of the air as other airspace users know them for commercial drone operations?
What steps have been taken to model drone operation by simulation software for instance?)
How do we know how well your operational model meets the new regulations. If you made clear your

interpretation of each regulation and how you meet it then both your stakeholders and the CAA would be able to
arrive aat an informed view.

There is a great deal of information to absorb and even with your extension, it is insufficient for the level of
complexity.

Had the new rules been simple and not clouded by jargon then we could stride forward, but | feel that all parties
promoting this have not done enough to satisfy fair and reasonable scrutiny,

Regards




From the mobile of G

----—-- Original message --—-—-

From:

Date: 23/01/2021 11:01 (GMT+00:00)

To: I
c

Subject: RE: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDA ACP-2020-099

Morning

1 didn’t receive this but have it now and your objection has been noted. Thank you for your comments and thoughts
on this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was
sent out yesterday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of
stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

1 hope this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us. We fully agree in integration
rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate
within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace,
BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

1 also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.




Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
MailScanner has detected a possible fraud attempt from "gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com" claiming to be
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

1 will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o0 We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL = and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
reguests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:




o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
0 We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

MailScanner has detected a possible fraud attempt from “gbr01.safelinks.protection.outiook.com” claiming to be
skyports.net

O




From: I

Sent: 17 January 2021 16:56

To

Ce:
Subject: Objectiion to the establishment of a TDA ACP-2020-099

Re:UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Airspace change ID: ACP-2020-099 ACP-2020-048

| object to the establishment of the temporary danger area above, in the vicinity of Oban on the following grounds.
1.  “The CAA has a policy of keeping the volume of controlled airspace to the minimum necessary to meet the

needs of UK airspace users and to comply with its international obligations.’. MailScanner has detected a possible
fi a fi " safeli rotection.outlook.com i i

claiming to be https://www.caa.co.uk/Commercial-

2.  Commercial operation of drones must be developed in a way that creates minimum disruption to other
Airspace users.

3. If commercial drone operators habitually demand a TDA in the lower 1000 ft of airspace, then: -
a.  a. The UK will become a mosaic of pop up danger areas which deny access to lower airspace and airports.

b.  b. If this concept was extended across the UK, in certain areas, sections of aviation will be compressed into a
horizontal space between 1000 ft and 1500 ft. If the CAA were to apply its Take 2 principal airspace users would be
obliged to fly in a 100ft vertical section of airspace.

4. The application must be refused until such a time as the need for a TDA is clearly proven. The carriage of goods
with biomedical properties over the sea does not constitute sufficient grounds for the establishment of a TDA. The
same goods transported by lorry or ship do not impact the environment in which it is transported.

5.  Carriers (such as Royal Mail) publish conditions under which consignments of goods may be transported to
ensure that safety both inside and outside of their supply chain is assured. It is the carrier's responsibility, not the
responsibility of other users of a national asset to provide that protection.

MailScanner has detected a possible fraud attempt from "gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com” claiming to be
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web &rct=j&url=https://www.royalmail.com/sites/default/files/royal-
mail-prohibited-and-restricted-items-nov-23-2018-—




23410530.pdfEved=2ahUKEwiMkvTlgaPuAhWTgVwkKHaGmBHEQFACegQIGRABE usg=ADVVaw 18pliSN-_g-
VMwScP52PKZ2

6.  That the operator is conducting proving trials is not a compelling argument for the establishment of a TDA, The
LaA, for example, performs its test flights on aircraft types without the need for a TDA

| have no objection to commaercial drone flights where :-

1. The operator takes responsibility for keeping the environment in which they fly safe from the impact of their
operation.

2. The operator mitigates the risk of the cargo they carry.

Within these criteria there is no need for a Temporary Danger Area.




Response 69: Individual AE

From:

Sent: 22 January 2021 16:50

To: I

Ce: I

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

we (.pdf

Dear I

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP, your objection has been noted. | have
attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out today
(including revisions based on current stakehaolder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| hope this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us.
| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and salutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some commaon themes and issues that we recognise
nead addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalAreafplD=330.

I will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.
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3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o Wa have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o Wa will provide a phane number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
wsed far requesting entry into an active TDA,

o We will explore with Oban Information and Seottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADZ-B IN and QUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further ta the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scattish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aireraft whather our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not,

. Alrcraft Avoldance:
o Wa can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case gircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorization to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o Wa have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military reguires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposad solutions either befare or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kimd regards,

skyports.net

Clymar

@aaqaeE




From: [
Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 15:29
To:

c.: [

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

| write in response to ACP-2020-093 - LIAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

| object the proposal, although would like to make it clear that | look forward to a time when UAS can integrate with
General Aviation.

Section 1.2 states that you Intend to integrate with aviation stakeholders. The TDA proposed does not integrate, it
prohibits general aviation. The route that you propose to the Narth of Mull is a well-used araa (when thare is not a
lockdown) and also cuts through the already established Glenforsa Airfield circuit/rejoin, This route is used when
aircraft travelling south from the likes of Skye when there is a low cloud base and pilots need to fly through the hills
lower than normal to get back to the mainland. The options for these pilots to route ta the West is not advisable as
it takes them farther away from the mainland (rescue services in case of incident and diversion airfields). A high
number of private GA pilots are also not instrument rated or their private aircraft are not equipped for instrument
flying so they cannot climb up through the cloud to get back to the mainland.

The proposed TDA would prevent operations at Glenforsa airfield, removing income from the hotel owner,

5.1 states that the reduced period is sufficiently proportional to the size of the change. How can you establish the
size of the change when you haven’t contacted the majority of GA stakeholders in the area?

Kind regards,




Response 70: Individual AF

From: E——
Sent January :

To:
Ce:
Subject: : ection to - -

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material
v2.0.pdf

=

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concems regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out today (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications
regarding this ACP are shared with you. | hope this will answer your concerns raised.

On your final point we can’t speak specifically to details of the NHS supply chain as this is based on confidential
discussions, however | can provide some general comments on your guestions. The NHS supply chain in the Argyll &
Bute region is quite varied with different modes of transport used depending on the specific medical facility such as
vans, ferries, planes and Royal Mall pickup — often a combination of multiple of these. In addition other Factors such
as: time of year, time at which sample was taken, service levels of the transport provider, presence of COVID
restrictions etc. impact on the overall time from sample taken to results being provided back.

I also share the cover email below for the Version 2 of the engagement material, please note the deadline has been
extended to 31 lanuary 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date,

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common ssues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:

https://gbr0l safelinks.protection.outlook.comy/ Purlshttps3%3A%2F% 2 Fairspacechange. caa.co.uk%2 FPublicProposal
Area®3FplD%303308amp;data=04%7C01 %7 C% T C2ba03574d00746b5d52908dBEF03 3450%7CTc20608d4alba5e8b
5533ef51ebalc0% 7O 7C0%TOEITAR936 79237007 18% 7CUNknown % TCTWFpbGZ sb3d Bey I Wijoi M CdwLjAwhMDAIL
CIOljoiV 2iuMzliLOIBTilBlk 1 haWwiLCIXVCIEMn0%3 D% 7C 10008 amp sdata=0PPhOhRI h66QGFgHW w2 Gx yg OF EE mLjT
VBIMAjI%2BiIANRIDEamp;reserved=0.

1 will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenfarsa Airfield:
o 'We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so a2 not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:




o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours,

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o 'We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Lirmits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

0 We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with AD5-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
0 We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




—0Original Messape—-

Fram:

Sent: 22 lanuary 2021 15:58
To:
Cc:
Subject: Objection to ACP-2020-099

Dear Sir or Madam,

I would like to object to ACP-2020-099.

| eurrently fly a homebuilt aircraft based at Strathaven Airfield near Glasgow. | have been flying light aircraft and
microlights for over 20 years and nearly all of my almost 2700 hours have been flown VFR in Scotland. | visit
Glenforsa Airfield regularly and Oban Airport occasionally. One of the great joys of flying a light aircraft in the West
Highlands and Islands of Scotland is the lack of controlled or restricted airspace and 50 | was very concerned to hear
of these proposals.

My first concern is about the process. The exceptionally short stakeholder engagement exercise period of only two
weeks was unacceptable particularly since | understand that the applicant initially thought that Glenforsa Airfield
was closed until July 15th and was not aware of a local Seaplane training operation. | understand that this period has
recently been extended to three weeks but this is still much shorter than the normal 12 weeks, Justification for
these short consultation periods is apparently claimed widespread stakeholder consultation by the applicant on
similar proposals in the area last year eg. ACP-2020-038. However, | have yet to find a local pilot or flying
organisation that knew about these previous proposals. In addition, the current ACP on the CAA site is very short on
detail, with no information on proposed heights or timings. It took me a fair amount of research to find more
information in the Targeted Engagement Exercise with Aviation Stakeholders document.

My second concern is about the timing, It is proposed that the trial starts on April 8- just about the time when the
weather normally improves for flying light aircraft- and continues into May, when the best weather for flying VFR in
the West of Scotland normally occurs. In any event, daylight hours are rapidly increasing at that time of year.
Aszuming that Covid-19 restrictions are relaxed by then, | think that there i ikely te be much more light aircraft
activity than normal this year because flying has been so restricted since last March.

Incidentally, if Covid=19 is less of a problem by the summer (hopefully because of the vaccines) much of the
justification for the whole proposed operation will no longer apply! Indeed, there is a suspicion amongst the flying
community that Covid-19 is being used as an excuse to test drones for essentially commercial purposes such as
those highlighted on the applicant’s own website under "Royal Mail and Skyports partner on drone delivery”.

However, my main concern is that the proposed TDAs cover a large amount of airspace which extend unnecessarily
high and also far too close to the often guite busy airfield at Glenforsa (which is due to reopen on April 1st). There is
also little information on the times during which the TDAs will be activated, or how long they might be active each
time.

At this point, | had originally intended to outline a number of measures that might mitigate the detrimental effects
on General Aviation (GA), particularly near Glenforsa Airfield, similar to the ones already suggested by Nigel
Hitchman. Howewver, the more | have learned about these proposals and the process over the last few days, the
mare | feel that the applicant needs to scrap these proposals and think again.




| understand that the proposed drones have ADS-B infout. | am an enthusiastic supporter of EC and have ADS-B,
Pilot Aware and PowerFLARM all in/out fitted in my permit aircraft. However, the primary means of collision
avoidance in VFR flying is still “see and avoid”™. Since it is almost impossible for pilots to spot a small drone visually
before collision is imminent, | do not think it is feasible for drones and light aircraft to mix until 3 common form of
EC has been proven to be a reliable in preventing collisions {which are almost always fatal to a light aircraft pilot and
passengers) and is universally fitted (preferably with financial help). in the meantime, | do not think it is acceptable
to exclude aireraft from large amounts of airspace to accommodate occasional drone flights. In short, the future is in
integration not segregation.

Fimally, | accept that moving medical samples etc quickly can be very important. However, | would like to see
evidence of demand from the Medical Practices involved in this proposed trial. | would also like to know what other
methods have been considered eg transferring urgent samples by fast boats or aircraft. After all Coll, Mull and Oban
each have an aerodrome!

Yours faithfully,




Response 71: Individual AG

From:

Sent: 24 lanuary 2027 10078

Tee

Ce

Subject: RE: Airspace change 1D ACP-2020-099 ACP-2020-045

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v2.0.pdf

oeor I

I have received your email through Mr [ email address.

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-099), which was sent out Friday (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you im our list of stakeholders and will ensure any
future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

I hope this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us. We fully agree in integration
rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate
within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace,
BWVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

On the consignment of goods point we are in close liaison with the CAA in regard to our dangerous goods
application, which will ensure any samples carried are in accordance with latest rules and regulations.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes ta other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalirea ?piD=330,

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield,
o We propase only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
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TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:
o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will
not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that,

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4, Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.,

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aireraft whether our

unmanned aircraft are airborne or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aireraft is fitted with an autematic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

8. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o 'We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clymnar

@daa




From:

Sent: 23 January 2021 18:04
To:
Subject: Airspace change ID: ACP-2020-099 ACP-2020-048

The following email was returned from your mail servers.
Sent from

Airspace change ID: ACP-2020-099 ACP-2020-048
Dear Sir, Madam,

Drones must have an autonomous collision avoidance system - and must always, by defaulit, be
liable in the event of a collision with a manned aircraft.

With the advent of drones for carrying commercial goods, it cannot be so that where they operate,
automatically no other aviation may take place. The skies do not belong to Amazon or Royal Mail. The
technology allows for automatic collision avoidance - technology will be able to pick up transponder signals,
to then be able to automatically direct drones such that they avoid collisions with other aircraft. Bearing in
mind technology is available and can do this - it must not be "the wrong way around" and we must never
declare airspace sterile or forbid anyone to enter, calling it a danger area which locks any other use out
except drones.

It would be tantamount to declare motorways only for use by HGV's, and instructing all other road using
vehicles to not use a motorway.

The tail must not wag the dog.

| therefore object to the establishment of the temporary danger area above, in the vicinity of Oban on the
following grounds.

1. “The CAA has a policy of keeping the volume of controlled airspace to the minimum necessary to
meet the needs of UK airspace users and to comply with its internatiqnal

obligations.'. 1w [t r

2. Commercial operation of drones must be developed in a way that creates minimum disruption to
other Airspace users.

3. If commercial drone operators habitually demand a TDA in the lower 1000 ft of airspace, then: -

a. a. The UK will become a mosaic of pop up danger areas which deny access to lower airspace and
airports.




b.  b. If this concept was extended across the UK, in certain areas, sections of aviation will be
compressed into a horizontal space between 1000 ft and 1500 ft. If the CAA were to apply its Take 2
principal airspace users would be obliged to fly in a 100f vertical section of airspacea.

4, The application must be refused until such a time as the need for a TDA is dearly proven. The
carriage of goods with biomedical properties over the sea does not constitute sufficient grounds for the
establishment of a TDA. The same goods transported by lorry or ship do not impact the environment in
which it is ransported.

5. Carriers (such as Royal Mail) publish conditions under which consignments of goods may be

transported to ensure that safety both inside and outside of their supply chain is assured. It is the carrier's
responsibility, not the responsibility of other users of a national asset to provide that protection.

6. That the operator is conducting proving frials is not a compelling argument for the establishment of a
TDA, The LAA, for example, performs its test flights on airerafl types without the need for a TDA

| have no objection to commercial drone flights where :-

1. The operator takes responsibility for keaping the environment in which they fly safa from the impact
of their operation,

2. The operator mitigates the risk of the cargo they carry.

3. The drone operalor is fully responsible for any damage they cause o people or their possessions,
including private aviators flying their aircraft, and taking off and landing from GA aerodromes or their own
private strips.

Within these criteria there is no need for a Temporary Danger Area.

Sincaraly




Response 72: Individual AH

From: I
Sent: 28 January 20271 11:37

Tor I

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-09% UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Hi

Thanks for this information, 'll be sending out a reminded email later today which will also explain the 1500t cloud
base limit.

| have fed back the information on routing and communications to the Flight Ops Team and will incorparate the
examination of AAIB reports into our internal processes. This is a great idea, thank you.

Mary thanks and Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 27 lanuary 2021 15:30
Tao:

Subject: Re: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Hi
Thanks for your email.

The short answer to your guestion is ‘my opinion would be yes’, because that proposal would further reduce the
likelihood of collisions, particularly if aircraft are being forced to route away from, or fly below their planned course
due to weather constraints.

The lenger answer is that weather forecasting for Western Scotland is challenging, largely due to the terrain and the
high latitude, which leaves the area prone to the effects of competing air masses (e.g polar and maritime etc) and
consequent rapid changes in weather and wind. Added to this, any flights into the four asrodromes in the area that
ariginate in England are likely to take two to four hours to complete, Potential rapid changes in weather are
exacerbated by a limited number of diversion aerodromes and poaor fuel availability (amongst the nearest fuel
sources are Islay, Stornaway, Benbecula, Inverness, Prestwick, Perth and Cumbernauld). | have had to execute at
least one unplanned climb into IMC up to MSA followed by an IFR let-down in the Firth of Lorne (BRUCE waypoint to
Lismore Island) en route to Oban as a result of unforecasted low cloud in the area, Knowing that drones were
aperating beneath me would only add to the already high workload in such conditions.

You mention low level comms as an issue. In my experience, VHF communication with Seattish Infoermation is often
lost below 2,500" altitude to the north of Lochgil phead when routing from the south towards Oban. My aircraft’s
VHF radio can generally succeed in making contact with Oban Information once well inte the Firth of Lorne and a
little way into the Graat Glen when departing towards Inverness. When arriving into the area from the West and
Morth West (e.g. from Tiree, Stornaway or Plocktan), | usually lose communication with Scottish when entering the
Sound of Mull. | have found that Glenforsa Radio is only effective in the Sound of Mull in areas clase to the
Aerodrome at low altitudes. The high ground zll around the aerodrome is probably the culprit.

As a final thought, | would recommend that your team examine the AAIB accident reports from incidents in this area
ta gain a further appreciation of the aviation challenges. Compared to my home base (Derby, England), there seem
ta be frequent events and a disappointing number of fatal zccidents in this area. Recent incidents | am aware of that
are salient to this discussion are G-CEOF [descent into the sea after departing Oban), G-BHXK (spiral dive into

1




mountains east of Oban) and D-EXKG (loss of control during the take off phase at Oban). The links to the AAIB
reports are attached.

Thank you again for engaging in a constructive consultation.
Kind regards,

https://www.gov.uk/aaib-reports/aaib-investigation-to-piper-pa-28r-201-cherokee-arrow-iii-g-ceof

orts/aaib-investigation-to-piper-pa-28-140-cherokee-g-bhxk

https://www.gov.uk/aaib-reports/aaib-investigation-to-extra-400-d-exkg

Sent from my iPad

On 27 Jan 2021, at 07:52, [ ot
i

Thanks for this email and sharing your thoughts on this. We do agree and want to work with the GA
and aviation community in general to share drone current capability and ideally work together to
ensure technology and procedures develop in the correct way for all stakeholders.

Last year Skyports was onboarded into the CAA Regulatory Sandbox to explore with the regulator
the viability of solutions for BVLOS operations of UAS in unsegregated airspace. The CAA is keen to
accelerate its learnings and gain additional knowledge it can share with others. Nevertheless, the
viability of solutions to operate UAS BVLOS in unsegregated airspace may still require airspace
segregation in the first instance as part of an iterative trial plan; therefore, the allowance of
unmanned aircraft systems to successfully and safely exist in airspace without the need for
segregated airspace may still require some segregation in the first instance to support trials of
solutions, and to help develop the appropriate regulatory framewarks and CAA approval
mechanisms.

Really appreciate you going to the effort to share this revised routing. | have shared this with our
flight operations team to reassess whether this could be possible and feasible. We did explore this in
the beginning and from memory the initial concerns were drone range and LTE coverage in those
locations, however they are reassessing this currently.

_you have great suggestions and we are trying to assess all possible solutions and | hope to
share in the coming days that we will not operate when cloudbase <1500ft AMSL. This would have
the combined effect of not hindering GA traffic in poor weather conditions and the low level comms
issue. Would this be a reasonable solution in your opinion? The flight ops team are currently
analysing this but | would love your thoughts on the matter?

Many thanks,




fror:

Sent: 26 lanuary 2021 18:42

To: I

Subject: Re[2]: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

pear I

Thank you for your swift response ta my concerns and also for engaging in a constructive fashion,
Dranes are going to continue to increase in number and a constructive consultation such as this
could help define a set of parameters that would be of more general use. A number of pilots and
colleagues in the aesrospace industry are extremely concerned about the dangers of drones. The
contrast between the relative level of imperiment between those in conventional aircraft and
helicopters, (where a collision is extremely likely to be fatal for the passengers and crew) versus a
drone, whare perpetrators remain unscathed and may even be able to evade detection by the
authorities (such as the Gatwick

event) creates a natually hostile environment for those of us who "have skin in the game'.

There are many issues to resolve, but the central problem in my opinion lies in keeping the drones
and the conventional aircraft apart.

I have attached a chart of the area to illustrate the issues and to try and identify alternatives.

1. The red areas marked on the map are those where my GPS logs show that my aircraft was flying
lose to the minimum legal flying limit. This includes the take-off and landing phases of arrivals and
departures at Glenforsa, Oban, Coll and Tiree. Transits between Glenforsa and Oban are generally
carried out at lower altitudes through the sound of Mull and low level flying is sometimes necessary
to due strong headwinds and wind-shear effects from the hills. Aircraft arriving at Glenforsa often
transit at low level ta Oban in order to refusl. Fuel has not been available at Oban in recent months,
but | understand that infrastructure work is proceeding so that the service can be restarted in 2021,

2. | have rerouted your proposed drone tracks to avoid these low flying areas as much as possible.
This invelves routing the drones to the South side of Mull (which you have to doin any event ta
reach the Ross of Mull). Routing to Coll can then achieved direct from Bunessan and Tobermory
could be reached by entering the Sound of Mull from the north.

It is not possible for this routing to easily reach the Craignure destination, but those flights could be
conducted as a direct shuttle service whilst in receipt of a service from Oban Information, (so that a
airspace users were aware of the drone traffic), or else conducted at night. Situational awareness is
greatly enhanced by the use of ATC services and should an emergency situation develop with an
gircraft, the drone operator will be aware of it and can take suitable evasive action.

Clearly, these revised tracks do not cover the needs of sea-plane operators, but | am sure that they
are engaging with you separately.




3. In this revised routing option, | think there is a legitimate debate as to whether a TDA is even
required. There is a long history of model aircraft operators co-existing with other airpsace users
and those protocols could also apply to drone traffic. | think it is worth exploring whether the
revised drone zones are sufficiently far away from low flying traffic so that they could simply be
NOTAMed when they are in use, much like those used to warn of free (weather) ballocns, model
aircraft event, gliding events and amateur rockets.

Thank you for your attention.

------ Qriginal Message ---—-

from:

o
cc: I
Sent: 25/01/2021 18:01:21

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of
Mull-Coll)

Dear [

Thank you very much for taking the time to send us your feedback, your suggestions
are much appreciated and we have also noted your objection. | have attached the
latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was
sent out last Friday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback
which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will
ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you. | hope
this answers the majority of your concerns in particular your points 1-3 in the latter
part of your email.

On your point 4 we also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and
believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate
within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight
in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established
segregated airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of
segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

| also share the cover email below from last Friday, please note the deadline has
been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked
questions, shared information and proposed alternatives and solutions. We
appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your contributions to
date.




We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some commaon
themes and issues that we recognise need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with
contains a new Appendix C (page 19) that highlights the most significant and
common isswes and our response and proposed solutions to those issues. We have
also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some
of those Appendix C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the
Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this
proposed change:

hittps://gbr0]l.safelinks.protection.outlook.com,/?url=https¥%3A%2F¥%2Fairspacechan
pe.caa.co.uk%2FPublicProposalAreak3FplD¥E3I03 308 amp;data=04%7C01 % 7CHICT
4552933479847 1dBa5908dEc2 222 258% TC7c 20608 da 1bA5e8 0553 3ef51eba1960%
7 ¥ Fi 7472 15731541% 7CUnknown®% FCTWE z WlioihC4

wWLAWMDOAILCIONjoivZ luhzliLCIBTilG k1 haWwilCIXCI6Mn0%3 0% 7 C1000&a mp;

Slamp.rese

o s Bl i A AT O ]

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that
we have made or propose to make, which are as

follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:

0 We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to
undermine access to the airfield.

o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two
weeks,

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together
and which will as a consequence will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide
reassurance of deactivation of TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was
a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that
take place during the proposed period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30
April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with
stakeholders to provide as much advance notice of what is expected to be
happening and when,

3. TDA Upper Limits:
o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high,
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but the unmanned aircraft will not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be
operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the
terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be
continually staffed, and can be used for requesting entry into an active TDA,

o Wae will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a
DAAIS so that messages and requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by
phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:
o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and

Scottish Information about sharing our up and down times so that the FISO can
communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne or
ot

G. Aircraft Avoidance:

o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an
automatic collision avoidance system in case aircraft were ta enter the TDA by
accident or emargency.

7. Might Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to

operate BVLOS at night, though to meet the requirements of the NHS which are
expected to be largely during daylight hours.

2. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:

o 'We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level
training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or
as part of final submissions.

A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on
Sunday 31st lanuary.

Kind repards,




-——Qriginal Message-—-—

o

Sent: 25 January 2021 15:59

o

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of
hull-Call)

Dear Sir,

Further to your recent request ta implement a TDA in the Oban/Mull area, | wish to
express a number of concerns.

I am the operator and owner of a Cessna TR182 (G-BOPH) and | frequently fly to
both Oban and Glenforsa aercdromes. | am also a retired Executive Director of

_plc. My concerns reflect the view point of a private pilet and also the
dangers of collisions between drones and commercial aircraft.

Az a pilot, | have suffered one critical near miss with a large, illegally flown drone. It
passed extremely close to my starboard wing. My co-pilot and passenger identified
it as a large, four-engined white drane. This occurred while | was flying at 140 knots
at 2,000 whilst receiving an ATC service from Bristol Radar in the Frome area of
Southern England. A subsequent investigation by Bristol ATC was not able to
identify the perpetrator.

| have some specific points related to safety which | believe should be factored into
the consultation. | also wish to raise one commercial consideration.

1. The area in the Mull/Oban area is Class G airspace. There is a 2000° AAL ATZ
protecting Oban airport and the area is served by Oban Information and Glenforsa
Radio air traffic services. Collizion avoidance within this airspace is achieved by the
“Sew and Avoid’ methodology. Most aircraft also use additional electronic means
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such as Mede-5 transpondars and other protocols such as ADSE OUT and FLARM to
announce their position. These methods further aid collision avoidance. The use of
additional devices is an industry trend. Electronic conspicuity is currently being
promoted as a major initiative by the CAA, with rebates being offered against the
purchase of approved equipment.

It is my view that if a drone is unable to comply with these rules and caollision
avoidance requiremants, then it has no right to fly in that airspace. As a minimum, a
drone should be able to operate as if it were a normal aircraft, that is to say that it is
capable of seeing and avoiding other traffic and it should be carrying a mode-5
transponder with extended squitter, supplemented by a ADSE QOUT or FLARM device
s0 that other aircraft can see it electronically. Those actions would maintain the risk
profile extant in the area. | believe that Drones should be required to integrate
safely with other traffic. The implementation of danger zones, restricting the usage
by other airspace users as a result of the deficiencies of the safety features of the
drone is not an acceptable alternative in my view. As ane pilot said "Why should |
give up my rights ta fly in an area just because you can’t comply with the rules of
the air?”

2. The TDA areas as currently defined are very close to Oban and Glenforsa
aerodromes, There are significant amounts of high ground around these
aerodromes rising to 20007 in the immediate vicinity and up to 4413° nearby. As a
result, aircraft are required to manceuvre below MSA during the take off, approach
and landing phases of flight at both these aerodromes. Many flights into both
aerodromes are carried out by single pilot operators, a large proportion of whom
may be low hours pilots. The workload to successful conduct a flight in this
challenging terrain does not need further complications from errant drones, unable
to comply with the rules of the air. In the event of engine failures or other problems,
the Sound of Mull and the Firth of Lorne offer the only two areas where aircraft can
safely manoeuvre at low levels due to the high ground. In such emergencies, aircraft
may be farced to fly below the minimum legal height of S00°. The idea that drones
will be operating at low levels around those asrodromes seems reckless in the
extreme, given these issues.

3. Ancther concern relates to weather conditions in this area of the country. It can
change rapidly and offer significant aviation challenges. On two recent occasions, |
hawve run into unforecasted weather problems in the Oban/Mull area . In both cases,
Readwinds in excess of 40 knots were blewing through the First of Lorae and Loch
Linnhe. To maintain progress | was forced to fly at low levels just above the legal low
flying limit in order to reduce the headwind component in order to make sufficient
progress. In one case, a fuel diversion to an alternate aerodrome was required, |
believe that this is not a uncommaon issue, especially as Oban airpart is currently
unable ta supply Avgas and Jet-Al. General aviation aireraft are likely to be using
the full legal airspace envelope. With drones potentially operating within 100°
vertically, whose controllability would be guestionable in rapidly changing weather
conditions, the risk of collision is heightened.

4. Outside of safety cancerns, | believe that tere are commercial issues relating to
Oban and Glenforsa asrodromes. It is widely understood that the introduction of
airspace restrictions or controlled airspace discourages General Aviation flights. CAA
Safety Sense Leaflet 5E states, “If vour final intended track relies on weather or
clearances, plan an alternate route, complete with timings and fuel.” The practical
upshot of this recommendation is that many General Aviation pilats avaid all
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Controlled airspace and DAs whenever possible. A TDA in this area will undoubtedly
have a megative impact on the leisure traffic arriving at both aerodromes. Glenforsa
seems to be particularly adversely affected by the current proposals, as the
proposed TDA tracks are extremely close to the aerodrome’s visual circuit, But any
TDA in the Oban/Mull area will have a detrimental effect on traffic in my view.
Should the TDA go ahead, | believe that Skysports should be required to
compensate the Operator of Glenforsa airfield and Argyll and Bute Council {the
owners and operators of Oban aerodrome) for any losses they incur.

5. My final paint is outside my direct experience, but | would be concerned to know
what risk assessments have been carried cut to protect people on the ground. Some
of the routes proposed invalve flights across long distances. Line of sight contral will
nat be possible between a launching site at Oban and a landing site at Tobermory or
any of the islands. The idea of a large drone operating inside a built up area where
there are exposed pedestrians seems very alarming to me. If the drone is not able to
integrate safely with existing air traffic (which appears to be the rationale for the
TDA request), then how can it ever be safe to operate in the even closer confines of
buildings and people?

Owerall, | do not believe that It is acceptable for an operator such as yourselves to
demand exclusive use of airspace simply because you wish to use unsafe drone
technology that is unable to abide by the rules of the air The creation of the TDAs as
proposed is likely to cause significant amounts of detriment to other airspace users
and financial damage to the fixed base operators at Oban and Glenforsa.

While this response is negative, | respect your rights to apply for the airspace
restrictions and | note that you are approaching the request in a responsible
fashion. In terms of securing the suppart of other airspace users, there are some
actions you can take to diminish the safety risks. These could include but not be
limited ta:

1. To raute your drones as far away as possible from operational asrodromes and
the areas where take-off, low level manoeuvring and landing is required.

2. And in addition, you could reduce your maximum operating flight height te say,
300" AGL or less, well, clear of the 500" AGL low flying limit. You may wish to
consider the use of the General Aviation Safety Council’'s Take 2" initiative. 200-
300" AGL should be sufficient to clear buildings and structures, yet allow the drone
remain well clear of other Class G traffic.

3. When drones are in uss, operators should always remain in radio contact with
the two local ATC providers and Scottish Infarmation, ideally in receipt of a traffic
service. This wauld aid situation awareness for all airspace users.

4. And finally, if drones are not being flow under VFR rules, then their flights could
be scheduled for night-time hours, which would not conflict with other traffic.
Meither Glenforsa or Oban currently operate IFR approaches. Might operations
would also mean less pedestrian conflicts in the built up areas.




In summary, | believe drones should fly within the rules of the air as if they were
nofmal aircraft. If this cannot be achieved, then should be kept as far away from

other traffic as possible, both horizontally and vertically.

Yours faithfully,




Response 73: Individual Al

From:

Sent: 25 January 2021 18:14

Te:

Ce

Subject: RE: Proposed airspace changes

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyparts - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Matenal

w2 0.pdf

o

Thank you for your response, your abjection to this ACP has been noted. | have attachad the |atest stakehaolder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday (including revisions based on
current stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future
communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| also share the cover email below from last Friday, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all thase that have submitted camments, raised issues, asked questions, shared infarmation and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C [page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea’pl D=330,

| will, howewver, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propase only operating an the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks,

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TD#As outside of notified hours,

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

0 We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakehalders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:




o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they loak high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be operating lower than that.
0 We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and QUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down timeas so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emargency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied ta the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours,

8. Unmanned Alrcraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to recelve feadback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Aree




From : |

Sent: 25 lanuary 2021 17:08
To: [
Subject: Proposed airspace changes

To whom it may concern.

| send yau this email taday in regards ta your companies propased changes ta the airspace around the Oban, Rull
and Coll area.

I'm a stakeholder, in as much as | own my own GA aircraft and frequent that particular airspace quite often.

| would like to make it categorically clear that | disagree with yvour proposals and refute the statement that
'stakeholders have previously consulted’ - | clearly haven't.

| vehemently cppose these proposed changes to current airspace.
| completely understand, as a drone user myself, that eventually we will have to accept mixed use of airspace.

| sugpest you present more acceptable changes, in that you use an operating altitude much lower than that you
currently propase.

| will be formally submitting my oppositien to your proposals to the Civil Aviation Authority too. Please also notify
the CAS, of my farmal oppasition to your plans.

Please do get in touch if you have any further questions.

Kind reia rds,




Response 74: Individual AJ

From:

Sent: 01 February 2027 08:51

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-099 LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

e I

Thank you for taking the time to detail yvour feedback and share your thoughts, it is very much appreciated and your
objection has been noted and will be shared with the CAA in our stakeholder summary repart,

As mentioned before we also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA
medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the
requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BWLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated
airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis. We are
working with the CAA in their sandbox on a separate project to explore this howewver this ACP is in response to the
current pandemic,

Many thanks again and kind regards,

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 21:58

Tao:

Subject: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Dear
Thank you for taking the time to respond to my email of 28 lan. | acknowledge that various efforts have been made
im response to comments made to date.

The heartbeat of my objection is threefold:
- The short period of time given to consultation
- The precedent set should this experiment be allowed to go ahead.
- Theway in which GA& is being boxed “out’ of the sky if it does not carry ADSE technologies

The pandemic is being used to justify rapid decision making. Longer debate would reveal that for UAW to fiy
‘alongside” GA, GA aircraft are going to have to carry technalogy that enables see and avoid from both UAY and pilot
flown aircraft.

Refining the shape to minimise impact is a two edged sword. The creation of complex shaped TDAs makes avoidance
challenging for GA and increases the chance of infringement.

Though you define relatively narrow/low corridors, these corridors act more as barriers where weather may act to
limit the ceiling of GA aircraft. Thus in effect the activation af the corridors may clase off the large parts of mull.

If this goes ahead, relatively few GA aircraft will be impacted given the remoteness of the area; my concern is that it
will become the standard protocol by which all UAY operations are defined across the UK.

In the absence of addressing the technological issues, NOTAMed TDAs appear to be the only method of natifying GA
pilots that the corridors are live. It is of course the responsibility of all pilots to be aware of relevant NOTAMS. The
queastion is whether it is a realistic expactation that they will indeed have checked.




| wonder if uncertainty will simply mean fewer GA aircraft visiting the west coast. In effect the very existence of UAV
will act to ‘box out’ GA aircraft in this part of the world, together with its consequential impact on economies
associated with flying (most notably the Glenforsa Hotel).

The immediacy & necessity associated with the pandemic means these arguments may have insufficient purpose.
But the precedent will be set, and all for the wrong reasons.

The wider debate is what is needed. To ask how things could be, and to ask what technology/ policy is required to
reach an amicable and workable solution.

| tried to leave comment at the CAA website, but from reading the website, | understand my concerns should be

sent to you before the deadline of midnight tonight with a copy tol RN

Warm regards

Thank you to all thase aviation stakeholders who have already responded in relation to ACP-2020-099, your
feedback has been greatly appreciated. Based on this feedback we have decided, in addition to the previous
amendments in version 2, to limit our operation when cloud base <1500ft AMSL, please see Appendix C, Issues 5 of
version 3 attached for additional details. Version 3 can also be found on the Airspace Portal for this change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

| wanted to also remind stakeholders and interested parties who haven’t done so and wish to do so, to please
provide feedback and comment on Skyports’ draft airspace designs for ACP-2020-099 (details attached), the
deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021.

We would really appreciate any and all feedback please. If, for any reason, you think you may require more time to
complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Many thanks in advance and kind regards,

skyports.net

.9
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Sent: 26 lanuary 2027 1639

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Drones aver mull

Attachmants: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Caoll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v2.0pdf

Deor I

Thank you for your email and sharing your thoughts on the ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday (including revisions based on current
stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications
regarding this ACP are shared with you.

We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAS medium/long term plan.
Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in
non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be
accommiodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

| also share the cover email below from last Friday, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised Issues, asked guestions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions ta date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalirea plD=330.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activaticns:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).




o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressad in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will nat be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infermation the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with AD5S-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Informiation and Scottish Information abowt sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLDS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours,

&. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations,

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clmar
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From:
Sent: 25 January 2021 21:34

o |

Subject: Drones over mull

Dear

Disheartening to read of your proposal. Have rehearsed the various arguments. The imperative of responding to
pandemic bulldozes the opportunity for a shared solution, One inwhich a drone ococupies a corridor finely
demarcated in both time and space.

Instead we draw on blunt tools not fit for purpose of an era long past. Ones that create blanket exclusion of vast
tracts of airspace for half days at best.

Your proposal and the thousands that will follow should be generating a new impetus for just in time, just in space’
technologies and NOTAM notification that are nimble and efficient.

| feel rather exhausted by the lack of imagination. | am unimpressed by arguments driven by haste. | know that if
you were a GA pilot you would not be penning this proposal but instead seeking an ‘integrated’ solution that
enables co existence of UAV and human occupied machines.

Your vision is dystopic and ungainly. | do so hope it is re imagined as something kinder and more effective in
accommodating current wsers of the skies,

Yours

o« I

Get Outlook for 05
The University of Edinburgh is a charitable body, registered in Scotland, with registration number SC005336.
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Response 75: Individual AK

See also Appendix x: Scotia Seaplanes

From:

Sent: 26 January 2021 16:49

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Call - Targeted A Stakeholder Eng hMaterial

w2 0pdf

Dear [

Thank you for your email and taking the time ta explain your reasons, your ohjection has been noted and will be
shared with the CAA in our engagement summary documeant past engagement.

To ensure you have the most up to date information | have attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for
this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday {including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback)
and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACF are
shared with you.

I also share the cover email below from last Friday, in case you have not got it.

Thank you ta all those that have submittad comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared infarmatian and
proposed alternatives and solutions, We appreciate that you have taken the time ta do this and for all your
contributions to data.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some comman themes and issues that we recognize
need addressing,

Please find attached an updated stakeholder angapament documant (v2.0) with contains a2 new Appendix C [page
19) that highlights the most significant and commaon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
Wa have also made some changes to other parts of the main decument to incorparate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fgbr0l.safelinks.protection. cutlook.com/ Purl=https#3A% 2 FX2 Fairspacechange.caa.co.uk2FPublicProposal
Areath3FplD%303308&amp;data=04% 7 001% 7 CRICTd2bE3ed 704 74 laec 3a808d8c2 1adb3et 7 C7C20608d421b45e8b
5533ef51e0al 9607 CO% OO ORI 747 276548338037 9% 7CUnknown % 7CTWFpbGZsh3d eyl Wijoi MCAwLjfwh DAl
CIC ol 2uMzliLCIBTIE Ik IhaWwil CIXVCIeMa0%e3 D% C1000 & amp;sdata=dehOet3oZrLrDlwgul2vh LXCuSe GwwviB L]
plkAniBE%3ID&amp;reserved=0.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propase to make, which are as
fol lows:

1. Glenfarsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weelks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a conseguence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours,

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o Wae can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.




o 'We have reduced the duratian of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).
©'We are exploring a2 means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they laok high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that,

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyparts:

o 'We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infarmation the provision of a DAAIS 0 that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point abave, we will explara with Oban Information and Seottish Infermation about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airbarne
or not,

&. Alreraft Avoldance:
o 'We can provide canfirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o'We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours,

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o 'We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.,

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will nat operate if the military requiras the same airspace for any low-level training exercizes or cperations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or a5 part of final submissions,
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st Jlanuary.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




QOriginal Message—-—--

From: |

Sent: 25 January 2021 22:21

To:
Cc:

Subject: ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

[Dear Sirs

| write in connection with the above ACP, 1 am & Flight Instructor & Examiner with Scotia Seaplanes of Prestwick,
where | am the | NGNGEGNGET = |ccations of the proposed TDAS are interwoven with a key area of operation
far my activity, and the nature of seaplane operation is such that training takes place in a band betwean surface and
600" above watear level - the proposed TDAs therefare pass through the height bands where we spend most of our
airborne time. Greater heights feature anly in transits to/from water sites.

| abject to the above ACP on the following grounds:

i) insufficient time has been allowead for 2 fulsome and proper consideration of the proposal. Extension to 31
January is of little help. The normally-mandated consultation period allows for a thorough and complete assessment
of the potential impact on the operations in which | am engaged. 31 January does not, leading to a pressured and
hurried analysis on my part;

(i) para. 5.1 {deconfliction) is vague, incomplete and whelly lacking in substance or detail. | am therefore
unable te conduct any sort of definitive  hazard identification and hance risk assessment of my operation against
your propasal. | must therefore contermplate recommending to the business owner that we cease operation in the
Mull/Oban area for the proposed duration of the Skypart trial;

(i} you make several references to ADS-B {in} capability but make no referance to the on-board processing of
these data, with particular reference to sense-and-avoid capability. Further, liaisen with ATC units at the haights at
which we operate is usually impaossible due to the nature of the terrain in relation ta line-of-sight. Our primary
mieans of deconfliction is see-and-avoid. Your proposal is therefore vague, sparse and weak in its treatment of
deconfliction;

[iw} Commercial impact on the owner's business, if | recomnmend cessation during the period of the trial, may be
significant. It occurs right at the start of the season, with significant pent-up demand following 2020% lockdowns.
Although based at Prestwick, Oban and its environs (Glenforsa in particular] is overwhelmingly the location of chaloe
for our clients.

Yours sincerely,

FI {PPL/IMC/night/SEP{Land & Sea)/MEP(Land))

FE {PPL/IMC/SEP{Land & Seal)




Response 76: Individual AL

From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 1222

Te:

Ce:

Subject: RE: LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

i

Thank you for taking the time to respond to us regarding this ACP. Your insight and points below are all noted and |
do see where you are coming form.

We are following the CAP1616 process closely and are currently in the stakeholder consultation part of the process,
we share the proposed designs and not the final designs. Reaching out informally prior to this process is something
we are discussing internally and very happy to have an informal converzation on this with youw. If you would like to
have a call next week sometime do let me know? We are also in discussions with NATS regarding a DAAIS service for
the GA community.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 28 January 2021 19:46

Ta:
Ce: E

Subject: Re: UAS BWVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
To whom it may concern

Personal tlying experience: | am both a drone pilot and a PPL pilot whe frequently flies from the east coast of
Scotland out to Tiree and back for bath business and leisure purposes. East/West routes across Scotland are almaost
always governed by the prevailing weather but most frequently involve transits of the Oban area to/from the N,
MME, ME, E, ESE, 5, 5W &'W.

It cannot be stressed enough how important it is from a safety perspective to be able to fly at low levels over water
when flying VFR in this area. Whether one is finding a safe place to descend through a gap in clouds having arrived in
the area "VFR over the top” or needing to fly underneath very low cloud, local conditions in the Oban area are
inevitably variable and when conditions deteriorate there is an increased focus on flying over water due to the
surrounding high elevations as maintaining VFR is not only mandatory but essential for pilots to have the confidence
of being able to fly safely. Limiting flight at lower levels over wide corridors of open water will limit the flight
operations of others in more marginal conditions and furthermore any pilot who has flown in or out of Oban
toffrom the west will have experenced conditions dictate that ane doesn’t necessarily have a choice of routes
between the Sound of Mull or round the south side of Mull.

Oban Airport is much maore than just a destination airport, it is a critical alternate landing option for almost all flights
on the west coast of Scotland in part due to the availability of fuel (present circumstances excepted), the fact that it
is relatively sheltered, that its runway direction is differentiated from the traditional W/E and that it can be
approached over the sea.

| now note, mid writing this, that you have made a further significant amendment to not be active if cloud base is at
1500 or less, This goes a long way to appeasing my safety fears,




As regards your general approach, | hope that you might admit that this has been a somewhat clumsy consultation,
lacking in thoughtful preparation and situational awareness. | have sympathy with those who have been unnerved
by the shortened consultation period and the heavy handed initial proposal which thankfully you are continuing to
amend significantly. | sincerely hope that lessons have been learned and that a corporate's approach which lacks
empathy for others is inappropriate and should not be tolerated by anyone.

Awviation is a very open industry, whether commercial or leisure, and safety is paramount for all of us. Mot just being
safe and abiding by the rules and regs, but feeling safe about both planning and executing flights. Airspace is for all
of us and should be shared sensitively. | remain far from convinced that segregate airspace in wide, exclusive TDA
corridors is the best answer. However, | accept that greater traffic management is potentially challenging given the
communication challenges in this area whether one is communicating by telephone or WHF. Conspicuity is helpful,
but expensive and not mandatory far all. Perhaps an approach similar to that of wind farms might be appropriate
where a contribution to the wider community might be offered?

A particular question that | hope you are now actively asking yourselves is are you keeping any proposed airspace
restrictions to the absolute minimum in terms both size and duration?
Yours faithfully

Dear|

Thank you for this. You say that the original list of stakeholders is contained within the document,
but from my reading it is not poszible to identify per my request which stakeholders you originally
identified {as distinct from those who have subsequently identified themselves to you) nor have you
responded with regard to how this original list was complied. | would be grateful if vou might get
back to me on these specific points.

Many thanks

oOn 27 Jan 2021, at 07:03, [ NG o

Thank you for your email. | have attached the latest stakeholder engagement
material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday (including
revisions based on current stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of
stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are
shared with you.

The list of original stakeholders is contained within the document and you can reply
to this email directly to provide beedback.

I also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended
to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all thase that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked
guestions, shared information and proposed alternatives and solutions. We
appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your contributions to
date.




‘We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common
themes and issues that we recognise need addressing.

Please find attachied an updated stakeholder engagement document {v2.0) with
contains a new Appendix C (page 19} that highlights the most significant and
common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues. We have
also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some
of those Appendix C proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the
Amendment Log.

This wersion will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal Tor this
proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalAreafplD=330,

| will, howewer, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or
propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:

o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenfarsa so as not to
undermine access to the airfield.

o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two
weeks,

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better wvisibility of what TDAs will be activated together
and which will as a consequence will be deactivated.

0 We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide
reassurance of deactivation of TDAs outside of notified hours,

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was
a little high.

0 We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that
take place during the proposed period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30
April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with
stakeholders to provide as much advance notice of what is expected to be
happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the
unmanned aircraft will

not be operating in excess of 400ft AGL— and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the
terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be
continually staffed, and can be used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Infarmation and Scottish Information the provision of a
DAAIS so that messages and requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by
phone ta Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with AD5-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:
o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish

3




Infgrmation about sharing our up and down times so that the FIS0 can
communicate with nearby aircraft whether our
unmanned aircraft are airborne or not,

b. Alrcraft Avoidance:

o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an
automatic collisionm avoidance system in case aircraft were to enter the TDA by
accident or emergency.

7. Might Flying:

o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational autharisation to be able to
operate BVLOS at night, though to meet the requirements of the NHS which are
expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:

o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military reguires the same airspace for any low-level
training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions eithier before or
as part of final submissions.

A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on
Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




From:

Sent: 26 January 2021 13:12

To: [ -

Subject: UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Please advise:

1. how | can register as a private individual stakehalder in the above consultation;
and

2. how | can provide my feedback.

Additionally, please can you provide me with:

1. a list of the stakeholders you originally identified and contacted as part of the
targeted stakeholder engagement exercise; and

2. an explanation of how this list was compiled.

Many thanks

<ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material
v2.0 pdf=




Response 77: Individual AM

From:

Sent: 27 January 2021 0719

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Oban - lsle of Mull - Cell

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v2.0.pdf

G006 mornins G

Thank you for your email and providing these suggestions, they are very helpful. Most of your concerns and
questions are addressed in the latest revision (attached), and this operation is due to conclude 30th April.

I have attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last
Friday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in
our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked guestions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have recelved numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains 2 new Appendix C {page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues,
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:f/gbr01.safelinks. protection.outlook.com, Purl=https%3A%2 FH 2Fairspacechange.caa.co.uk %2 FPublicProposal
Area%3FplD%303308amp;data=04%7C01%7Cx%TCh624292d6bbT48c5402108d8c293d015%7C7c20608d4albd5e8b
5533ef51e6al960% 7 COMTC0%RTCEITATIZET7INAI62 175% 7 CUnknown 7CTWFpbGZsb3dBey ) WjoiMCdwLjAwMDAIL
CIQjoiV 2IuMzliLCIBTiIG K Lha Wwil CIXVCIEMn0%3 D% 7C1000&amp;sdata=9bzfhjll EKyli D0aBDowlBbboGuESpZK b2
BoX4a0wGwi3iDEamp:reserved=0.

1 will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks,

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o Wa have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.




o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).
o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain,

4. Communicating with Skyparts:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with AD5-B IN and OUT,

5, Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FIS0 can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our aperational authorisation to be able to aperate BVLOS at night, thaugh
to meet the requirements of the MHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 315t January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




-=-=-0riginal Message-—---
From:
Sent: 26 January 2021 14:23
To

Subject: ACP-2020-059 Oban - Isle of Mull - Coll

Hello - | would like to ask some guestions and make some comment regarding ACP-2020-099, which is being
proposed by Skyports.

As a pilot | have used Glenforsa Alrfield, which was constructed by the Royal Engineers in 1965 to support the local
community, for over twenty five years. | am therefore particularly concerned by the proposed creation of a
Temporary Danger Area in the Sound of Mull, between the 8th of April and 7th of May 2021.

1. On the notification document on the CAA website the chart showing the extent of the TDA shows a corridor,
which in places occupies the full width of the Sound of Mull, approximately two kilometres, No information is given
regarding the vertical extent of the airspace. Can you please advise what the proposed vertical limits are?

2. Glenforsa Airfield is located 2.2km to the east of Salen, where the Sound of Mull is approximately 3.5km wide, As
depicted on the chart the track of the TDA is biased towards the southern side of the Sound of Mull.

3. For reasons of local topography, circuits to the runway at Glenforsa are conducted aver the Sound of Mull, to the
north of the runway. The downwind leg of the circuit would normally be flown at L0007t AMSL

4. Due to Covid-19 the Glenforsa Hotel was not open last year, but they are hoping to open on the 1st April this year.
We often enjoy good flying conditions on the west cost of Scotland in April and May and to place restrictions on
access to Glenforsa Airfield for a period of a month, would be unsatisfactory for both pilots and the business
community on Mull,

5. Glven the accuracy to which drones can be flown, can | please request that the width of the corridor be reduced
to 1 km and that it's northern edge follow the line of the northern shore of the Sound of Mull,

6. Drones would have to operate above the height of yachts and ships that use the sound, but | would have thought
an upper limit of 500 ft would be practical.

7. With the corridor located to the north and an upper vertical limit of 500 ft, it would be possible to access
Glenforsa Airfield.

8. On occasion the weather can produce a low cloud base in the Sound of Mull, but with good visibility below it.
Moving the corridor to the north and limiting it's vertical height, would still allow access to the airfield.

9, Can you please advise if the drones will be broadcasting ADS-B out?
10. | understand from your website that the flying time for the drone from Oban to Mull is arcund 15 minutes. | am

therefore assuming that the TDA will not be active 24 hrs a day, Can you please advise how it is intended that
activation of the TDA will be notifled?




| have a booking for the Glenforsa Hotel during the first week of week of May, and am very much looking forward to
using the airfield,

Regards,




Response 78: Individual AN

From:

Sent: 28 January 2021 1210

Te:

Cc

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Call - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v O.pdf

=

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakeholder
engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent cut last Friday (including revisions based on
current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will
ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

| hope this answers the majority of your concerns, if not please do get back to us. We fully agree in integration
rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate
within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace,
BWLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated airspace may be accommaodated through the
establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021,

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and commeon issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
propased soalutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https:/fairspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalfrea?plD=330.

I will, howewver, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose anly operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a conseguence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.




0 We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021),
o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakehalders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDis that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infarmation the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT,

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
ar nat.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational autharization to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours,

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

Wie'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submisslons.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 315t lanuary.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




—---0riginal Message-----
Fram:
Sent: 28 lanuwary 2021 07:36
To:
cc. I

Subject: ACP-2020-099 UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-isle of Mull-Coll)

Dear Sirs,

| have read your airspace proposal, | should say that first of all, that | am not against drone flying and commend
your work to carry medicine to the slands.

I've spent my life flying and sailing around Mull and my father even helped run the Glenforsa Hotel in the early days.
| am however against the closure of Class G Airspace up the Sound of Mull and within the vicinity of the Glenforsa
and the route to Oban.

May | ask why this proposal has not been sent to all the UK. flying clubs and schools for comment, as we all use that
area for safe transit when visiting the Islands?

| plan to operate 2 vintage World War 2 biplanes in the Spring from the Welsh Borders to Glenforsa. We are open
aired, extremely weather dependent and can't necessarily fly very high due to weather conditions. Our flying is very
much decided on the day. The Sound of Mull provides us with a safe route between the hills to Glenforsa. 'We
certainly don't want ta hit a drone in our aircraft, it could possibly kill us, We will be operating midweek and not just
at weekends.

I'mi also bringing up friends to fly and train with Scotia Seaplanes and this could petentially be adverse to their
operation too. They are well known and appear in many adverts and television programmes promaoting Scotland and
fiying from Glenforsa,

| would suggest the height of the drone should be limited to a lower level than that of aircraft, certainly away from
what would be a normal ATZ for an airfield like Glenforsa and away from the safe route to/from Oban.

The NOTAMS, | suggest should be anly for the time the drone is operating such as when the Red Arrows are flying.
These can be clearly displayed on planning systems that we use such as SkyDemon. | also suggest that it carry
transponders/ADSE these would show where you are operating live on the likes of Flightradar24 and other ADSB
platforms. | also fail to see why it should need a 2km wide path up to 950t which is where we will be flying.

Please could you ledge my objection to the current plan. Please work out away to keep our route between Oban and
Glenfarsa safe for us all to fly in, such as maybe keeping to night ops, flying the drone on the Morthern shores of the
Sound, except for the required erossing/ landing points and making sure we can see it with lighting and electronic

systems. Please integrate rather than try to regulate the airspace.

Kind regards,

sent from my iPad




Response 79: Individual AO

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 13:20

Tes

Cc

Subject: RE: Segregated Airspace Oban-Mull-Coll

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

ve.pdf

oear

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. | have attached the latest stakehalder
engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday {including revisions based on
current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will
ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you,

| am due to send out an additional reminder email today which will alsa detail hew we will nat operate aur drone
when cloud base is <1500ft,

| alsa share the cover emnail below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared infermation and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and far all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main decument to incorparate some of thase Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This versian will be uploaded anto the CAA Airspace Changer Partal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

1 'will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesignad the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
0 We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation af
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Lirmit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.




3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
aperating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be aperating lower than that.

a We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4, Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

a We will explore with Oban Infarmation and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
reguests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to coaperate with air traffic services:

a Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
ar not.

6. Alrcraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

a. Military level aircraft:
a We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

a We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyports.net




Original Message-—-

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 09:20

o
Cc
Subject: Segregated Airspace Oban-Mull-Coll

e

I'm very concerned to read your proposals about creating a TDA for drone use between Oban, Mull and Coll.

As an international pilot, coming very often to this area, and very aware of the sometimes harsh weather conditions,
it"s my duty to provide my point of viewl

This seems to be a one way request, as I'm not aware of any need to create a drone service. The Covid pandemic is
used as a good reason to install the TDA.

| am also aware that drone transportation will be unavaoidable in the near future, but this needs to be organized in a
very different and much safer way.

To appropriate an important part of the airepace for private business use anly, is far beyond the meaning of
Airspace!

Here are some of my concerns:

1/ | da not hear from medical services on the isles that they ask for drone service.

2/ Drones will interfere severely all with other users of the airspace.

3/ Low flying is in many occasions mandatory, for safety of the pilots and passengers. 4007t AGL is still far too high in
same ocecasions as VFR conditions are compulsory. Cloud bases can change quickly in those areas.

4/ Weather and elevation conditions will create dangerous conflicts with drones.

5/ Will the drones be equipped with a transponder, so that EVERY pilot can localize the drone inflight? Visual contact
it not possible, due to the small dimension of a drone.

6/ Radio communication with Oban Radio andfar Scottish Information is very poor at low altitudes and behind the
hill elevations.

7/ Will there be a ‘warning’ system that can communicate with ALL aircrafts in the vicinity of the drone?

8/ What about the conflicts with birds predating inflight on other birds, such as Eagles, Buzzards, Gulls, Skuas,
Falcons, etc...? Accidents will happen.

9/ More and more we see low flying Delta Planes and Para Gliders who fly into those low altitudes.

I'm very afraid that installing a TDA within a marrow corridor used by GA pilats will cause accidents, which will have
disastrous consequences,
Please, may | ask you to think twice, before casualties will occur?

Thank you for taking my conoerns in consideration!

Best regards,

Belgium




Response 80: Individual AP

From:

Sent: 28 January 2021 13:59

To:

Cc

Subject: RE: ‘ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)’
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Matenal

v2.0.pdf

o

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. Your objection has been noted. | have
attached the latest stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last Friday
(including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in our list
of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

FYl | am due to send out an additional reminder email today which will also detail how we will not operate our drone
when cloud base is <1500ft.

Details of the statement of need can be found on the CAA Airspace Change Portal which states, on your funding
query, Skyports and its partners have been awarded funding via a joint COVID-19 response initiative between the UK
Space Agency (UKSA) and European Space Agency (ESA) using space-enabled delivery drones to transport medical
supplies and samples between a number of healthcare facilities. This information is also included in Section 1 of the
attached document.

| also share the cover email below, please note the deadline has been extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330.

| will, however, provide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
0 We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.




o0 We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

0 We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

0 We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL - and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

0 We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

0 We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
0 We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
0 We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

;‘k'ygbng.nc(
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From:

To:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 12:04

Subject: "ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)’

| write as a pilot in the West of Scotland, an experienced engineer and designer, in order to object
to the proposed danger area, frial or otherwise, as above.

10.

1.

12

13

14.

15.

The information presented and the form of its presentation is unsuitable in agronautical
terms and insufficient in general in order to determine the case for such a TDA. “google
earth is no substitute for an aeronautical chart in understanding airspace and terrain.

The authors of the proposal appear to have totally ignored the needs of local aviators and
airfield facilities

The proposed manner of gaining access to the TDA is an unnecessary, impractical and
potentially unsafe imposition on pilots who frequent this area

The area is one of natural beauty and a popular destination for pilots from far and wide
whose enjoyment and safety are potentially impacted for no good reason

The proposed routings appear to have no justification or substantiation,

Why is a further trial being conducted here ? An earlier trial has flown the area and drone
navigation is established. The COVID reason is being widely abused as an excuse for
failures elsewhere and is a thin pretext for something else in my cynical view.

See and avoid is a principle in VFR flight and which should be adopted here - drone
technologies are available with this capability and that would allow such an operation to
integrate with other aviation operations.

General aviation aircraft are not required to carry ADSB-In equipment and neither do they
have necessarily a radio so that avoidance cannot be based upon others mitigating the lack
of facilities by the drone operation.

The need and orfuse of an airfield / airport (Oban) appears to be unwarranted and 1o
detract from the stated advantages of the drone operation

Providing a NOTAM 24 hours in advance further detracts from the supposed advantage of
speed,

The justification of speed is unwarranted when the area is well served with ferries and road
transport. A genuine medical emergency would presumably be evacuated by air
ambulance anyway.

The area is subject to sudden and unpredictable changes in weather that may require pilots
to make life saving decision to fly lower along the sound

The area is subject to poor radio coverage for GA pilots and as drones are at lower level
presumably will experience worse coverage. Presumably such lack of coverage removes
the possibility of drone operator being able to take either emergency or avoiding action
should that be required. Likewise the facility to identify the drone location at point of loss.
The impact on possibly barely viable, economically, airfields such as Glenforsa is to be
avoided in the interest of the Mull Residents as well as local and national pilots. The facility
is used by the air ambulance when required and as such is an essential 24/7 facility.

The potential for loss of the drone payload in the Sound of Mull is not addressed and yet is
stated as being "dangerous goods™ No mention | made of compliance with any regulation
covering the transport of such goods.




16. As a taxpayer | am shocked, if | understand correctly, that the NHS are in anyway financing
such a trial with an unsubstantiated need when the service is supposedly short of finance
for patient services. Having viewed a promotional video published by your organisation |
further object that it contains incorrect and misleading information which should be
ramoved and or corrected farthwith.

17. | note that the NHS are, in that video, supposedly financing the transport of PPE and Covid
test kits by drone and that can hardly be classed as life saving. Instead it is more
reasonably described as an expensive toy substituting for failures in logistics planning.

18. Regrettably | have to question the proposal competence in wider General Aviation matters
and which, had it been at a higher level, may have led to a more acceptable proposal better
suited and able to integrate with the general aviation community rather than impacting
negatively upon safety, in the air and on the groundiwater as this proposal does.

19. | trust that the CAA will take a dim view of such a proposal and the associated time waste
for all concemed and from the far from complete list of stakeholders.

20. | would suggest that it be withdrawn without delay to be reconsidered in both detail as well
as strategic importance.




Response 81: Individual AQ

From:

Sent: 28 January 2021 15:58

To:

o

Subject: RE: Objection to ACP-2020-099 and ACP-2020-048

Attachments: ACP-2020-09% Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Matenal

ve.0pdf

oo I

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. Your objection has been noted. | have
attached version 2 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-099), which was sent out last
Friday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours) and now included you in
our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

FY¥I | am due to send out an additional reminder email today which will also detail how we will not operate our drone
when cloud base is <1500ft AMSL. A version 3 will be attached stating this.

| also share the cover email below (which answers the majority of your concerns), please note the deadline has been
extended to 31 January 2021.

Thank you to all those that have submitted comments, raised issues, asked questions, shared information and
proposed alternatives and solutions. We appreciate that you have taken the time to do this and for all your
contributions to date.

We have received numerous submissions which have revealed some common themes and issues that we recognise
need addressing.

Please find attached an updated stakeholder engagement document (v2.0) with contains a new Appendix C (page
19) that highlights the most significant and common issues and our response and proposed solutions to those issues.
We have also made some changes to other parts of the main document to incorporate some of those Appendix C
proposed solutions, the full details of which can be found in the Amendment Log.

This version will be uploaded onto the CAA Airspace Changer Portal for this proposed change:
https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalarea plD=330.

1will, however, pravide in this email in brief the main changes that we have made or propose ta maka, which are as
follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose anly aperating on the route past Glenfarsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified hours.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8 April - 30 April 2021).

1




o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 4000t AGL - and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain,

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA,

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT,

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

@ Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not,

&. Alrcraft Avoidance:

o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergancy.

7. Night Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

We'd be delighted to receive feedback on these proposed solutions either before or as part of final submissions.
A reminder that the deadline for responses has been extended to midnight on Sunday 31st January.

Kind regards,

skyparts.net

Clmnar
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From:
Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 15:43
To:

Subject: Objection to ACP-2020-022 and ACP-2020-048

m

I would like to Object to ACP-2020-099 and also ACP-2020-048 {of which the consultation period was very
brief and therefore very few people were told about it and has not yet been approved).

I mainly fly light general aviation aircraft in from the South West of England, but have flown to the area on
many oceasions and will be visiting again post-COVID restrictions. I also am a regular visitor to Mull,
having many friends and relatives who live there. Your consultation says vou only contacted people within
10 miles of the activily, obviously the nature of aviation is that aircrafl travel from all over the country, thus
this is totally insufficient. The notification for this sort of restriction needs to be publicised to every pilot.

My main objection is that the proposals for TDAs to cover you commereial drone operation cover a large
amount of airspace which extends unnecessarily high and also too close to an often guite busy

airfield (Glenforsa) and there 15 no information on the tmes for which the TDA will be activated, or
constraints on the length of time it might be active.

In order to prevent too much disruption, any activation of these TDAs needs to be NOTAMEIDD at least 24
hours in advance and the NOTAM needs to include the exact timings, which should be for not longer than
30 minutes in each area and with at least a 30 minute gap between times of activation to allow time for GA
traffic to pass the area, particularly anywhere near the airfield of Glenforsa. These timings must be included
in the ACP,

The corridor seems to be very wide, given it’s a small drone and presumably flown along accurate GPS
routes, the corridors should be made narrower and particularly over the water to the cast of Glenforsa, the
drone route should be along the eastern shoreline as far away as possible from airfield circuit traffic and not
above 40011

Muny of the TDA areas have max heights above 40011, this should be revised and all over water portions the
max height should be 400ft and revised to be 4004t AGL max in the areas over land, preferably lower.

Glenforsa airfield should be considered as a “Protected Acrodrome™ and thus have a 2.5nm radius zone upto
2000ft where no drones are permitted to fly without specific permission, This should be included in your
ACP.

There has been mention of ADSB however most aircrafl do not have this capability and it cannot be rehed
on. Drones need to have a system to visually “see and avoid™ aircraft as they presumably have for avoiding
overhead cables, masts and birds. If drone operators wish aircraft to have any sort of electronic device to
cnhance/cnable drone operation, then this should be fully paid for by the drone operators.

Why not do your trials at night, then there would be no or very minimal disruption to other traffic. Waiting a
few hours wouldn't unduly delay anything and anyway anvthing urgent could easily be sent be speedboat or
by one of the many daily lerries that visit the islands?

It seems as though yvou have completely disrespectad the General Aviation comrmunity that use the area
intensely during the summer, and also as a means of travelling low level along the water when the cloud
3




base would prevent flight over the high ground in the area. These proposed danger arcas would effectively
mike this impoessible while activated. Personally 1 think this application should be thrown out until there has
been a proper consultation of all affected parties, and [ don’t think it is safe to operate UAV"s in this area
until there is sufficient “see and avoid™ technology that allows them to operate in the same sky as manned
aircraft like we are doing with the implementation of ADS-B.

Kind Regards,




Response 82: Individual AS

From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 11:24

Te:

Cc:

Subject: RE: ACP 2020-0939 Oban-lsle of Mull-Call ---- Objection----

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0pdf

e

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP. Your objection has been noted. | have
attached version 3 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out

yesterday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours), and now included
you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

FY| Appendix C details principal issues and propased solutions since this process began, it also detail how we will nat
operate our drone when cloud base is <1500t AMSL.

Kind regards,

Clrvrmar

inf¥l (O

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 50DP, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billaricay, Essex, Uniled Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended soldely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you hawve received this message in ermor, please sand it back
o us, and immedialely and permanently delete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the informabion conlained in this message or in any
attachment. Flease note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for vinuses and it is your
responsibility o scan or olherwise check this email and any attachments.

From:

Sent: 28 January 2021 17:53

Ta:

Subject: FW: ACP 2020-099 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll -— Objection----

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 17:52

To: I

Subject: FW: ACP 2020-099 Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll ---— Objection----




Deear Sirs
1 OBJECT TO THE PROPOSALS EXPRESSED IN ACP-2020-099

I would like to add my name to the list of objectors regarding the Airspace changes numbered above, and
below.

There is little | can add to the detail already well expressed below. My objection is simply to the principle
that large swathes ol airspace available to and used by, GA, can simply be closed Tor long periods without
consultation. The overriding impression is that government pet projects such as this are given immediate
priority because they are somehow important and the rest of GA is not.

It would have been very simple to find somewhere else, over water, or within an existing military zone or
danger area. It could also be done at night, as the comrespondent below has suggested. Added to which, if the
stated intent 15 g:u.:ﬂlua"y o 'tnh:gr.iqh: with GA, then an existing zone would be a great way 1o test oul their
systems.

I —
PrL A




Response 83: Individual AT

From:

Sent: 29 lanuary 2021 11:53

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 Skyports Oban-hull-Coll

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyparts - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

w3 0pdl

oear

Thank you sinearely Tor taking the time to detail your concerns and your objection is noted. | have attached version
3 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP [ACP-2020-0899), which was sent out yesterday (including
revisions based on current stakeholder feedback which aligns with yours), and now included you in our list of
stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

F¥l Appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since this process began, it also detail how we will not
operate our drone when cloud base is <1500ft AMSL.
Im addition and in attempt Lo answer your other points not covered in Appendix C:

# we are in talks with MATS in providing a DAAIS service for the GA community.

& We are following the CAP1616 praocess closely and are currently in the stakeholder consultation part of the
process, we share the proposed designs not the final designs. Reaching out informally prior to this process is
something we are discussing internally and very happy to have an informal conversation on this with you to
share your experiences. If you would like to have a call next week sometime do let me know?

« Glenforsa — At the time of our initial route analysis it was stated this airfield would be clased until 15th July,
however we are now in touch with the person who runs this airfield and understand this information was
from 2020 and requires updating.

Below in brief are the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as follows:

1. Glenfarsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first twa weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified haurs.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of operations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day {8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedule of operations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400t AGL - and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain,

4. Communicating with Skyports:




o We wil| provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the provision of a DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infermation about sharing our up
and down times sa that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airbarne
or not.

B, Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avaidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Might Flying:
o We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

& Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Milizary level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

Thank you sincerely for all the information you have provided and hopefully we can have a call next week.

Kind regards,

skyports.net

Clvmanar

infwl {[0

This email is from Skypaorts Limited. Skyports Limited is a mited company registered in England and Wales with registered
numiber 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kenninglon Lane, London, SE11 S0P, Linited
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 DEQ. This message
Is intended solely for the addressee and Is private and confidential, If you have received this message in error, please send it back
lo us, and immedialely and permanently delete it Do nod use, copy or disclose the information containad in this message or in any
attachment. Please nate that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsihility for viruses and it is your
respansibility 1o scan or otherwise check this email and any altachments.

From:

Sent: 28 lanuary 2021 18:00
To:
Subject: ACP-2020-099 Skyparts Oban-Mull-Coll

In connection with the above TDA ACP | hereby register my objection.
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The proposed TDA is a severe infringement, and potential risk to safety, upon local and national GA activities in this
area which is a favourite destination, weather permitting, for pilats from all over Scotland, from further afield in the
LK and on occasions Europe as well,

The stated need of COVID responsa is a weak and unnecessary, frequently it seems misused, justification for the
planned activities which as described and covered in your responsas ta others can not ba met through the issuance
af a NOTAM 24 hours in advance.

At the same time providing a phone number to request access would appear to be an unnecessary and risky
confusion to the process. It is typlcal to request a crossing service when accessing a danger area and to do so most
often and conveniently by radio in a timely fashion. In this way the information and the permission is as up to date
as it can be and thus safety is not impacted more than necessary.

However this particular area is hardly in need of such complication and potential risk to the volumes of traffic that
wvisit the scottish islands as well as the other velumes of traffic transiting along the ceast, including military, and
often forced away from land by airspace operators restrictions elsewhere.

Radio reception and transmission in this area is poor to say the least and no doubt it is similar for radar and thus no
doubt also drone communications and contral. Many aircraft do not carry ADSE yet and it is unreasonable to expect
that they do ar will. Likewise some aircraft still fly "non radie" as they are permitted to do.

Having bean involved as an engineer in many varied major infrastructure designs, including stakeholder consultation
exercises as both initiator and responder, over the years, it's my experience that a lot is gained from involving
stakeholders, and their experience, in the process - before = any substantive designs are submitted to a

wider review. This is regrettably not the case here and consultation seems to have gone to an attempted final
design whilst being restricted in time and to a very limited number of organisations omitting for instance local
commercial operators who would be easily identifiable. The motivation behind such action is of course unknown
but does not foster trust.

The time allowed, initially at two weeks, is totally inadequate to allow flying clubs over a wide area within Scotland
and other organisations, some of which are currently closed, to gather members views and enable coordinated,
reasoned and collected thoughts to be submitted. | am gathering from the changes and responses to quastions,
already being posed by athers, that a lot of information required by interested parties was omitted from the initial
document.

A5 an example of the above, the apparent after thought of avoiding Glenforsa at certain times and narrowing the
airspace locally it would appear that insufficient knowledge of the locality and its users was gained in advance.

Whilst it may seem to be appraopriate to respand dynamically, it is confusing and wasting of further time far all
concerned, including the CAA as the authority having jurisdiction [AH)) in this matter, during the consultation to
move the goal posts during the consultation process. | refer to the changes to routing and altitude. As an engineer
it would appear to indicate a preliminary design, unsuitable for formal consultation, rather than a "final” design.

By presenting a {preliminary) design for consultation in this way, rather than holding informal consultations as part
of developing preliminary design through to final, Skyports seem to be misusing the process and effectively
employing, unremunerated, the stakeholders to do the design work on their behalf.

In my professional field such an approach would cause my customers, including stakeholder regulators with whom |
deal on their behalf, to question my competence, technically and process wise. Such an activity deserves not to be
rushed and neither should it be used to place commercial interest above those of safety,

The amount of airspace being claimed is far in excess of that which is reasonable. My friendly drone operator
advises that his drones fly to within a couple of metres accuracy in both altitude and horizontally and so why is the
airspace volume so large 7




Further why is it over water and thus the route chosen by a lot of pilots for sightsesing and access to Glenforsa or
Oban as well as the whie eagles nesting on the hills surrounding the sound. The routes given are indirect and thus
increasing the risk unnecessarily, through distance travelled, in comparison to taking a direct route.

Similarly the altitudes, which apparently Skyports are able to change at will, cast doubt on the unsubstantiated
reasoning behind their choice in the first instance, do not appear to follow any logic or indeed identifiable

need. Skyports should be aware, but apparently were not, that for a GA pilot 0 - 400 ft AGL is a typically a no go
area other than for landing and is perhaps why it seems to have been set aside for drone operations. However that
is not necessarily the case in the event of the need to save life after perhaps encountering severe weather forcing a
pilot ta low level. In that case a wise pilot may well decide that over water is a safer option.

Other pilots have shared youtube videos of autonomous drones and that are apparently able to fly accurately
enough, presumahbly +/- 1m, in order to snare a catcher for recovery purposes. Others are fully autonomous with
see and avoid technology - optical, lidar and radar - so why is that not on trial, elsewhere, to prove that drone
technology can match the typical GA pilot in avoidance capability and in order to integrate rather than segregate
operations.

I have no doubt that the GA community in general will be dismayed by the manner and the content of this TDA
proposal.

I sugpest that Skyports seriously reconsider this proposal and perhaps return with a completed “final” design taking
into account all valid reasonable comments and underpin the exercise with suitable and sufficient substantiation
that removes doubt in the safety and sensibility of the revised proposal for all stakeholders.

Faa and CAA Licensed Pilot
Chartered Engineer
Resident in Scotland




Response 84: Individual AU

See also Scottish Aeromodellers Association

From:

Sent: 29 lanuary 2021 1337
To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Oban operation - 544

i

Thank you for all this. | have reached out to the SAA last night nn_ , as another stakeholder
recommended this to me also, If they need more time to digest this please tell them tao let me know and we can

accommaodate this.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 29 lanuary 2021 13:21
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Oban operation - SAA

Hi
Thanks for sending this through, very useful information. | have loocked though your list of sponsors which has a
great variety, one thing | noticed that there is no mention of any model flying associations, the Scottish

Aeromodellers Association (SAA) being the main one in Scotland although there are many members in Scotland in
the British Modal flyers Association (BMFA) being consulted.

| have been part of the SAA for over 20 Years, along with my father _ of

the S48, One of the members had contacted him regarding this as he thought it was going to stop him flying, | did
explain to my father that it would more than likely be TDWs and that they would not be active all the time which
Alastair confirmed today. | will relay this information back and if there are any concerns raised | will get back to yvou
1o let you know,

| will try and find out if the S&A have any established clubs around the areas you will be operating, just in case, many
madel flyers that have flown in particular areas far years would not think to check NOTAMSs ectl

Regards

ws Acclaim

— == Accreditation




* Land & Build Surveying * Setting Out Engineers * Land Registry Services * Laser Scanning Services
* Hydrographic Surveying * Volumetric Surveying * Dimensional Control * AutoCAD Draughting Services

nddenta) and pvofeciod from dvaclosive. ¥ you are nod dhe infended recipkn! please condac! us

on or fake coples

from: I

Sent: 29 January 2021 12:47

To: )
Ce: . >
Subject: RE: Oban operation - SAA

+

Thanks for this introduction_l have attached version 3 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP
(ACP-2020-099), which was sent out yesterday (including revisions based on current stakeholder feedback), and
now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are

shared with you.

FYI Appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since this process began, it also detail how we will not
operate our drone when cloud base is <1500ft AMSL.

The deadline for comments is midnight this Sunday 31 January 2021. If, for any reason, you think you may require
more time to complete your feedback, please let me know and we can arrange extensions on a case-by-case basis.

Kind regards,

ArLG




From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 09:11
To:

Subject: Oban operation - 344

morning [
Great te eatchup earlier.

As discussed, if you have any more enquiries regarding our upcoming operations in the Oban area feel free to email
miyself or ho works on our Regulatory team.

All the best,

ACLE




Response 85: Individual AV

From:

Sent; 29 January 2021 17.39

Ta:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Qban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0.pdf

Good everin

Thank you for all your feedback and detailed information of flying activities in the areas. | have attached version 3 of
the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-099), which was sent out yesterday (including
revisions based on current stakeholder feedback) and now included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure
any future communications regarding this ACP are shared with you.

F¥l Appendix C details principal issues and proposad solutions since this process began, it also details how we will
not operate our drone when cloud base is <1500ft AMSL, Hopefully this will answer the majority of your concerns,
however | have detailad the highlights below. Your suggestion of text messaging has also been nated, thank you.

Below in brief are the main changes that we have made or propose to make, which are as follows:

1. Glenforsa Airfield:
o We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not to undermine access to the airfield.
o We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the first two weeks.

2. Activations:

o We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be activated together and which will as a consequence
will be deactivated.

o We have also provided details of likely length of activations and tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of
TDAs outside of notified haurs.

o We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit that was a little high.

o We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank Holidays that take place during the proposed
period of aperations.

o We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day {8 April - 30 April 2021).

o We are exploring a means of sharing our indicative schedula of aperations with stakeholders to provide as much
advance notice of what is expected to be happening and when.

3. TDA Upper Limits:

o All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high, but the unmanned aircraft will not be
operating in excess of 400ft AGL — and will be operating lower than that.

o We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because of the terrain.

4. Communicating with Skyports:

o We will provide a phone number of the flight team on the NOTAM, which will be continually staffed, and can be
used for requesting entry into an active TDA.

o We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Infarmation the provision of 2 DAAIS so that messages and
requests submitted to the FISO can be relayed by phone to Skyports,

o We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and OUT.

5. Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:




o Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information about sharing our up
and down times so that the FISO can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft are airborne
or not.

6. Aircraft Avoidance:
o We can provide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with an automatic collision avoidance system in
case aircraft were to enter the TDA by accident or emergency.

7. Night Flying:
0 We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though
to meet the requirements of the NHS which are expected to be largely during daylight hours.

8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:
o We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

9. Military level aircraft:
o We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.
o We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for any low-level training exercises or operations.

Kind regards,

Clyvmar

in[wl [0

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registered
number 10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United
Kingdom. Qur registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 OEQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please send it back
to us, and immediately and permanently dedete it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment, Please note that neither Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility 1o scan or otherwise check this emall and any attachments.

From:

Sent: 29 January 2021 12:23
To:
Subject: ACP2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Dear Sirs,

I write to you, to submit my thoughts and concerns about ACP-2020-099.

Name -




Organisation name : self interest.

Position in the organisation : Pilat

cmai

| am a microlight (flex wing) pilot and nwner-l am based at Strathaven airfield in South Lanarkshire. | fly
year round, Last year (during covid times) | flew over 200 howrs, A large proportion of these hours are flown in the
west of Scotland and Islands. My aircraft's endurance is almost 8 hours. | fly at speeds between 45mph and 70mph. |
often fly for over 5 hours, with no contact with ATC, flying below radio coverags.

| object to this proposal in its current (revised) state.

| fly at the heights proposed by this ACP. Let me repeat. | fly at these heights. | am not a pilot who stays 2000 feet
AMSL/AGL. | am a pilot wha flies, at times, offshore at and below S00ft.
| fly im and though every part of the proposed TDA's,

| do not fly point to point. | fly by the whim, flying where | want, changing my mind and direction, as | want. Terrain,
weather, wildlife and photographic apportunities are other factors that dictate where my "hang-glider with an
engine’ flies.

Flying lower, provides shelter from more turbulent air that can be caused by the local terrain. Flying low near or
over water, | see where the turbulent air is, by its interaction with the water. This allows me to adjust my track to
avioid this turbulent air, on a tactical basis.

Each differing wind direction, creates differing wind effects and turbulence areas. For example, the Tobermory-
Craignure TDA. Northerly winds would mean | fly close to the (northern) shoreline of Mull {southemn side of the
Sound of Mull). A southerly wind directicn will have me flying along the northern side of the Sound of Mull. Having
airspace, which might be the smoothest air, removed from me, becomes at best uncomfortable, at worse,
DANGEROUS!

Why are the TDA's so wide? | can pass C130's or fighter jets flying along the Sound of Mull, whilst | arm at 250, and
photograph them!. How can a TDA be justified for such a small drone which | assume can fly with better precession
than | ever could. | note the revised ACP, where a section has reduced this TDA to a track, rather than block of
airspace. | believe it all should be like this. | see the argument against making all the TDA's tracks, and the claim that
the drone would have to ditch seems bizarre and alarmist. Can the drone not come to a halt before reversing course
back to base? If not, then is the concern that the drone would then be fiying off track? If so | am sure this is minimal
(if its ever needed). | note that for a proportion of the remaining design, a direct track back to base (depending
where initiated) would take the drone out-with the TDA and possibly over land not part of the TDA Isn't that
essantially the same argument against the track portion?

If you have doubts of the heights and routes | fly, have a look at my facebook page for pasts in 2020 and 2015
(https:/fwww. facebook.com/profile.phprid=100010687201740). Here | put up a small snapshot of my flights, Have a
look at the post from the 20th June 2020 to see where low cloud lasted longer than forecast that day, and | needed
toe remain low under the hill tops offshare. Or the 24th of luly, where many of the images might have been
impassible if this ACP had been in place and likewise for the 14th August.

Will the TDA always become active with 24 hours notice? If notified active, how much certainty is there that the
airspace will be actually used for the day of activation? Might a situation occur where | depart at 6am, thinking the
airspace is active, when in reality at there was never a chance of it being used?

Could a TDA become notified as active, after | have departed Strathaven at bam, |previously not notamed) and if so
how am | to learn this if | am not in contact with any ATC unit?

‘Would the sponsor consider receiving and sending of text messages rather than just phone calls, on the day, to
ascertain the activity times. | cannot make phone calls whilst flying and | am sure the you would not appreciate
phone calls at 6am prior to my departure. | can often pick up text messages as | fly past villages.




Since 2014, my simple flexwing microlight has been fitted with ADSB in and out. 1 also have Pilotaware, further
increasing the number of aircraft | am warned about, and seen by. | appreciate that Skyports are trying to follow
CAA puidance and regulations, but shouldn't the trial be about poing to the next stage and trying to integrate with
other airspace users? Might a suitably equipped aircraft, who can see the drone and thereby mitigate any risk of
collision, be allowed to enter the TDA's?

On reflection, my objection is very me me me centred, granted, but that's because this effects me.

Last year, | was 'put out’ by your previous TDA routing to the corner of Mull. | was flying in that area an two
occasions when the TDA was showing as "possibly active”. | decided on one of those days to fly inland between
some of the hills of Mull instead of following the coast. On that day | did encounter turbulence, Not severe, but
enough for me to remember. Did you fly that day? Did you fly when | was in the area? Was my venture into more

turbulent air needed? Will it be needed the next time?

| have no objection to these drone flights, per-say. | also appreciate, | could, in probalbly in 99% of occasions route or
climb to avoid the probable empty piece of airspace, | object to the TDA's and the size of them,

| will happily share class G airspace, as | already do, with every other pilot, aircraft or drone.

Thank you for your time.




Response 86: Individual AW

From:

Sent: 2% lanuary 20271 15:21

To: ]
Ce: |
Subject: Re: Objection

+

I am real don't worry, i just wanted to make sure you have all the latest infermation.

Enjoy the weekend,

Get Outlook for i05

From:
Sent: Friday, lanuary 29, 2021 5:49 pm

To: A

ce:

Subject: RE: Objection

i

Befare | respond with some thoughts, | just wanted to see if | am talking to a human or an email autoresponder :)

No offence intended if you are not an autoresponder! -}

Thanks very much

On 2% January 2021 17:42:54 M T, NG - -
e

=

>Thank you for email, your cbjection has been noted. | have attached
»yersion 3 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP
=LACP-2020-099), which was sant out yesterday (including revisions
>hased on current stakeholder feedback) and now included you inour list
»of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding
>this ACP are shared with you,

-

=FYl Appendix C details principal issues and proposed solutions since
>this process began, it also details how we will not operate our drone
=when cloud base is <1500t AMSL.

=

=Below in brief are the main changes that we have made oF propose to
»make, which are as follows:

=

»1. Glenforsa Airfield:

>0 We have rerouted and redesigned the TDA away from Glenforsa so as not
>to undermine access to the airfield.

=0 We propose only operating on the route past Glenforsa during the

1




>first two weeks.

>

=3, Activations:

>0 'We have tried to provide better visibility of what TDAs will be
»activated together and which will as a consequence will be deactivated.
=0 We have also provided details of likely length of activations and

>tried to provide reassurance of deactivation of TDAs outside of

>notified hours.

>0 We have removed the Oban-Easdale route which has a TDA Upper Limit
»that was a little high.

>0 'We can commit to not operating on Saturdays, Sundays or any Bank
=Halidays that take place during the propased period of oparations.

>0 'We have reduced the duration of operations to 3 weeks and 1 day (8
=dpril - 30 April 2021).

=0 We are exploring a maans af sharing our indicative schedule of
»operations with stakeholders to provide as much advance notice of what
»is expected to be happening and when.

-

>3, TDA Upper Limits:

=0 All Upper Limits are expressed in AMSL, which is why they look high,
=but the unmanned aircraft will not be operating in excess of A00ft AGL
>—and will be operating lower than that.

>0 We have reduced the Upper Limits on the TDAs that were higher because
»of the terrain.

>

=d. Communicating with Skyports:

=0 We will provide a phane number of the flight team an the NOTAM, which
=will be continually staffed, and can be used for requesting entry into
=an active TDA.

>0 We will explore with Oban Information and Scottish Information the
»provision of a DAAIS so that messages and requests submitted to the
=>FIS0 can be relayed by phone to Skyports.

=0 We can confirm that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with ADS-B IN and
=0UT.

-

>3, Procedures to cooperate with air traffic services:

>0 Further to the point above, we will explore with Oban Information and
=5cottish Information about sharing our up and down times so that the
»FIS0 can communicate with nearby aircraft whether our unmanned aircraft
=are airborne or not.

-

=B, Aircraft Avoidance:

=0 We can pravide confirmation that the unmanned aircraft is fitted with
=an automatic collision avoidance system in case aircraft were to enter
»the TDA by accident or emergency.

-

=7. Night Flying:

>0 'We have applied to the CAA as part of our operational authorisation
>to be able to operate BVLOS at night, though ta meet the requiremants
=of the NHS which are expected to bea largely during daylight hours.

>

=8. Unmanned Aircraft Specification:

>0 We have provided unmanned aircraft capabilities and limitations.

>

=3, Military level aircraft:

>0 We are in contact with the military about this proposed change.

2




=g We will not operate if the military requires the same airspace for
=any low-level training exercises or operations,

=3

]

=Kind regards,

el

-
-

=skyports.net

WOWONW W W

=This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited
>company registered in England and Wales with registered number
=10755230. Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170
>Kennington Lane, London, SE11 S0P, United Kingdom, Our registered
=affice is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United
=Kingdom, CM12 OEQ. This message is intended solely for the addressese
=and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in
=error, please send it back to us, and immediately and permanently
»delate it. Do not usa, copy or disclose the information contained in
»this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither Skyports
=Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility far viruses

=

»---=-0riginal Message-----

=From:

>5ent: 29 January 2021 17:36

=Tao:

s5ubject: Objection

el

=Dear Skysports

.

»As a licensed and active pilat in the UK | object to your current
=airspace / Danger area requests that would severely limit flying in a
=significant area as well as stop operations at at least 1 active
=airfield.

-

»Please confirm receipt.

-

=Thankyou

Sent from my Android device. Please excuse my brevity.




Response 87: Individual AX

From: ]

Sent 29 lanuary 2021 14:30

To: 00000000000 ]

ce: ]

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-099 - UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)

Hi [
Thank you for your response, Your objection has been noted,

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 29 January 2021 12:03

o
c:

Subject: ACP-2020-092 - LUAS BYVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)
Dear Sirs,

Please find attached my response to the consultation regarding the above subject matter.

Regards




Appendix B: Response Form

Name ]
_Organisation Name | Privale Aircraft Owner

Position in the Organisation | Mot Applicable

Email
Feedback

While | accept that Drone operation has a future in the aviation world | think it is essential that
the key for operation is the integration of BVLOS Drones into the airspace. The proposals and
those like it seek to further segregate the air and make it more difficult to operate rather than
easier.

It does not appear that 3kySports has fully justified the need for a trial in this area.

At present there is a proliferation of these sorts of trials in operation and the country risks being
bisected by Restricted Areas that are difficult to keep track of. It is clear that these trials are being
driven by organisations to gain commercial advantage.

At the moment it appears that competing drone operations are running out of remote islands to
justify their trial to show how deliveries could be expedited. If the goal of these trials is to assess
how BVYLOS Drones can operate and identify the risks and challenges, then it would seem
beneficial for the industry to co-operate in one or two trials, This would be more cost effective
and less disruptive. There does not appear to be any clear benefit to a trial here than in say the
Isle of Wight ar the corridor now in place between Cornwall and the lsles of Scilly,

Using COVID appears to being used as a mechanism te sidestep the full consultation process. On
16™ December, the stated aim of Sky Sports was to run a purely commercial service

There does not appear to be a clear justification for NH5 use that would support the trial or a
waiver of the minimum consultation time.

* Transporting PPE would be best done by truck where greater amounts can be shipped at one
time.

& The document acknowledges the risk of transporting items by BYVLOS Drones over water so it
would seem that the proposal to transport COVID test swabs is an unnecessary risk where
results are key.

& The short duration of the trial does not appear to give any beneficial use to the NMHS.

& While the limited operation (no weekends, no Bank Holidays) Is welcome, the decision does
not support the justification that the trial is to help with the COVID-19 response, since testing
and vaccination is a 7-day week operation.

* It is unclear what this trial adds that cannot be sourced from other trials being carrled out
within the UK.

Duration of restricted airspace,

* There are often significant lssues in RT communication with Scottish Information when at low
level in the area of the trial =0 updates on whether drones are airborne or whether restrictions
have been withdrawn may be difficult. This is likely to result in longer periods of restricted

airspace than actually required if notification is made 24 hours earlier.




s The medical facilities on the islands are open at very restricted times but these times are
known. Can the timing of the restricted airspace be set ahead of a trial to match the opening
times? This would seem logical since the current proposal; 24 hours notice, no night, no
weekends, no Bank Holiday operations suggests that out of hours support is not being
considered.

Welcome the amendment around Glenforsa but question the width of the restricted airspace in
ather areas.

# The drones are relatively small so even allowing for manoeuvring and buffer space the width
of the corridors seem wide — by comparison, | can fly a 360 VFR turn in my light aircraft well
within the width of the proposed corridors.




Response 88: Individual AY

From:

Sent: A1 January 2021 0749

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP-2020-09% UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace [Cban-Isie of Mull-Coll)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0pdf

e

Thank you for taking the time to detail all your concerns regarding this ACP, your abjection has been noted. | have
attached version 3 of the stakeholder engagement material for this ACP (ACP-2020-093), which was sent out last
Friday [including revisions based an current stakehaolder feedback which aligns with yours in appendix C) and now
included you in our list of stakeholders and will ensure any future communications regarding this ACP are shared
with you.

Kind regards,
skyports.net

This email is fram Skyports Limited. Skyparts Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales

with registered number 10735230, Qur office is at Skyports, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kennington Lane,
London, SE11 S0P, United Kingdom. Qur registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex,
United Kingdermn, CM12 0EQ. This message is intanded solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you
have received this message in error, please send it back to us, and immediately and parmanently delete it. Do not
use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any attachment. Please note that neither
Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility te scan or
otherwise check this email and any attachments.

=—=-=0iriginal Message-----

From:

Sent: 29 lanuary 2021 18:25

To: I
Ce:
Subject: Pwd: ACP-2020-009 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-l1sle of Mull-Caill)

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:

>

= Regarding the above ACP | write to you to firmly object and cppose this proposal.

-

> As a GA pilot operating a microlight aireraft out of Northumberland | an lucky to be able to fly in many areas of
beauty and interest in the north of England and Scotland.one of my favourite and regular areas to visit is the west

1




coast of Scotland and in particular the lovely airfield of Glenforsa on the Isle of Mull which offers accommodation
and the opportunity to fly around many of the west coast islands.

=1

= | was therefore dismayed to hear of the above proposal which would limit access to Glenforsa airfield circuit and
present a hazard to aircraft taking off or landing at the airfield by the creation of TDA's around the Isle of Mull and
Call. Effectively rendering Glenforsa closed and the area around it unwelcome to GA aircraft. On investigating the
proposed changes to airspace | was then greatly dismayed and annoyed by the way this proposal has been managed
by Skyports Ltd. While we all appreciate the pressure COVID is placing on everyone and society in general and the
inevitability of the increased use of USV's it is clear that this proposal is using the current situation to “short circuit”
due process and “railroad” thesa propozals through.

=

> | am disgusted by the claims that consultation has been offered to all stakeholders by Skyports Ltd. Constructing a
list then failing to directly contact pecple, businesses and organizations is not consultation. Offering two weeks
notice to respond, short circuiting a 12 week process and posting a proposal on the CAA web site is not consultation.
Also referring to a previcus consultation which was alse not communicated to all involved parties is not
consultation.

=]

> It is very clear from the reaction of GA pilots , businesses and GA arganisations that this proposal has been poorly
conceived with little or no thought given to other airspace users or flying related activities in the area. It has been
poorly communicated in what appears to be an attempt to bypass normal process. I this is the way that Skyports
Ltd intends to develop its business it does not bode well for a more balanced and equitable shared approach to the
management of airspace and the development of LAV use,

>

e —————————

=]

= Sent from my iPad




Response 89: Individual AZ

From:

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 1256

To: —
Cu ]
Subject: RE: Objection Drone Zone

Cear [

Thank you for your response, we confirm receipt and your objection has been noted.

Kind regards,

From: [

Sent: 30 January 2021 15:53

To: I
Subject: Objection Drone Zone

Sirs.

Objection to proposed drone zone Scotland.

Kindly acknowledge receipt.

Regards




30™ January 2021

Dear Sirs

It has sadly come to my attention {by chance) that a London-based sponsor is intending to
demarcate for exclusive drone usage, an area over the tourist-rich, magnificent countryside around
lona, Crinan, Mull and Oban. This decision would appear to be based on surreptitiously and
inadequately-conducted 2020 drone trials, without consultation to potentially affected parties or
industry experts.

A5 an interested party having spent the summers of the past eight years sea-plane flying in this area
of sutstanding natural beauty, | would be loath to return from miy native South Africa to fly again
should this project go ahead in its current form. The benefits of drone-flying are well-documented
but given the very real safety implications for general aviation the least one would have expected
would be a full and unbiased investigation into the merits and de-merits of the proposal. Affected
and interested parties and experts in the field should have been consulted and safety measures
should be guaranteed. Such consultations, at best, would yield an integrative solution to the benefit
of all parties involved. A one-sided report conducted in the unrealistic landscape of Covid 19
lockdown [complete with its empty skies) is an inadequate and dangerous measure on which to base
the granting of this directive, despite the sponsor's appeal to the contrary.

To allow this application to go ahead without proper consultation and process would be a tragedy in
the making hugely impacting tourism and the safety aspects of general aviation and | appeal for
sanity to prevail and a more integrative and positive solution to be sought in the best interests of all.

Yours faithfully




Response 90: Individual BA

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 13:30

To:

Ce

Subject: RE: Objection to ACP-2020-099

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0pdf

o

Thank you for your email, your objection has been noted. | have attached the latest version of the stakeholder
engagement material and now added you to our list of stakeholders. Appendix C states the principle issues and
proposed solutions to date (based on feedback from stakeholders).

In response to your points below:

* We are in contact with Scottish Air Ambulance & Police Scotland and have agreed a Temporary Operating
Instruction with them whereby they can access to an active TDA.

* We are in discussions with NATS regarding a DAAIS service for GA.

« Any dangerous goods carried |blood samples) will be in accordance with the CAA rules and regulations on
Dangerous Goods and this will need to be approved by them first.

* We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term
plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the requirements
for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established segregated
girspace may be accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace on a temporary basis,
We are working with the CAA in their sandbox on a separate project to explore this however this ACP is in
response to the current pandemic.

Thank you again for all your suggestions, they will be feed back to our team and the CAA in our stakeholder
summary report.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 30 January 2021 22:09

To:

Ce:

Subject: Fwd: Objection to ACP-2020-099

I am a retired surgeon and operator of vintage aircraft.
I wish to object to your proposal on three grounds

1The principle of acute medical care in remote areas of Scotland is, in cases of severe illness, urgent transfer to a
centre of expertise with minimal delay with or without prior stabilisation by a dedicated transfer team. In the case of
Mull and lana this is usually from Glenforsa airfield. This is an area of uncertain VHF communication due to the
topography. In the event of failure to contact you to cease drone activity, or your inability to contact the drone,
there could be a delay in evacuation and a poor patient outcome, Unfettered access in class G airspace is necessary




for the air ambulance and also for air-sea rescue, mountain rescue and coastguard helicopters. A cost benefit

analysis of your drone proposal requires to be carried out as movement of samples against optimum medical care of
the very ill seems a poor balance.

2¥our proposal suggests the carriage of dangerous materials. This cannot be acceptable in a trial. Your COSHH risk
assessment must conclude that the carriage and potential loss or liberation of dangerous or bio-hazardous material
over land or in the sea and safe recovery is an unacceptable and unmitigatable risk.

IMany vintage aircraft have no electrical system and thus cannot suppaort electronic conspicuity. Separation in class

G airspace is see and avoid. Carriage of VFR radio is not mandated in class G. | suggest you await the development of
drone ability to see and avoid before utilisation on class G airspace. Trials can be carried out in existing danger areas
rather than in a popular area of aerial tourism with no low level radar cover and uncertain VHF communication.




Response 91: Individual BB

From:

Sent: 37 January 2027 13:56

To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Objection to Drones - Scotland

Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0.pdf

pea

Thank you for your response and detailing your concerns, your objection has been noted. | have attached the latest
version of the stakeholder engagement material and now added you to our list of stakeholders. FY1 Appendix C
states the principle issues and proposed solutions to date [based on feedback from stakeholders).

Kind regards,

This email is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited is a limited company registered in England and Wales with registerad
number 10755230, Our office is at Skyporls, Unit LG.06, Edinburgh House, 170 Kenninglon Lane, London, SE11 5DP, United
Kingdam. Our registered office ia At Kingfisher House, Radford \Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, ChM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please send it back
o us, and immadiately and permanently delate it. Do not wse, copy or disclose the information contained in this massage or in any
altachment. Please note that neither Skyporls Limited nor the sender accepls any responsibality far viruses and it s your
responsibility 1o scan or olherwise check this email and any atlachmenis,

From:

Sent: 31 January 2021 11:13

To

Subject: Objection to Drones - Scotland

Objection of Drone usage In Scotland
29 lanuary 2021

By shear chance | noticed on social media that areas of Scotland, in particular Oban, lona, Mull and Crinan will be
demarcated for drone use axclusively.

| have been travelling to these parts of Scotland for the past 6 years to fly floatplanes, some of the most
enjoyable flying I've done.




We have encouraged other flying friends to join us, and are looking forward to this summer, assuming our plans are
not thwarted by COVID restrictions.

| cannat for one mament fathom why restrictions would be placed on General Aviation aircraft to have the freedom
to fly in one of the most beawtiful parts of the world.

| addition it would seem that the normal process of public dialog and consultation has not taken place.

| encourage the decision makers to pay attention to this and any other cbjections, you will be destroying a part of
the tourism industry in Scotland.

Yours Faithfully




Response 92: Individual BC

From:

Sent: 04 February 2021 09:50

To: ]

Ce: ]

Subject: RE: ACP- 2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Hi [
Hopefully this answers the additional gquestion.

¢ The width of the unconstrained TDA currently accounts for turn radius, or orhit capability (the larger of the
two) together with a buffer. We are currently analysing if this can be reduced further.

# 0Onthe constrained leg | have pravided some technical detail:
The WTOL (Vertical Take-off & Landing) capability is reserved to only support take-off and landing, not to
support manoeuvres during flight. It runs on a separate battery system than the battery system uses for
forward flight in fixed-wing mode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs,
aborted take-offs and any other scenario that would requira it to hover for a certain amaount of time in order
ta land safely again (e.g. an emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use
during forward flight apart from facilitating an emergency landing.

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone ta fly below
400ft through mountainous regions. This functionality enables us to plot a route that stays well clear from
other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting a mountain
ridge as it is making a turn. Working with the OEM, we've worked out a means of intraducing a constrained
leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our options, for the following reasons:

- When using a constrained leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the ADS-B picking up the
presence of another aircraft should one enter segregated airspace,

- By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible. The SUA has a small corridor
that it will navigate through but will automatically trigger an emergency land if it determines that it has
breached that corridor.

Hopefully this explains why the whole route cannot be a constrained leg.

Many thanks for all your feedback.

Kind regards,

From:
Sent: 02 February 2021 10:55
Ta:

Ce:
Subject: Re: ACP- 2020-099 LAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)




Thanks for your email which sounds encouraging. However you have not answered my point regarding why, given
the capabilities of the onboard nav systems, are yau still requesting such a huge block of airspace? It seems
unnecessary, and it is the size of the TRA which has the biggest impact on other airspace users.

| accept that on the long over water legs you have to fly high enough to avoid the boats and ferries, but | would have
pxpected the UAS ta be easily capable of fallowing a course along the coastline - and to make the open sea crossings
between two (well publicised) land features. In this way the UAS operations would be similar to a line of HT Power
cables (which are marked on the charts and which aircraft are used to avoiding) - and would cause virtually zero
disruption to flying activities.

Best Regards

On 1 Feb 2021, at 0242, I
+

Thanks for taking the time to provide this feedback, it is very much appreciated. Your objection has
been noted. | have added you to our list of stakehalders and will ensure any future communication
regarding this ACP are shared with you.

We also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA
medium/long term plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can
comply with the requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights autside
permanently establishad segregatad airspace may be accommaodatad through the establishment of
sepragated airspace on a temporary basis. We are warking with the CAA in their sandbox on a
separate project to explore this however this ACP is in response to the current pandemic.

We are also working with NATS to provide a DAAIS and hope 1o have some news soon on this.

Kind regards,

From:

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 19:59

To: I
cc: I

Subject: ACP- 2020-099 UAS BYLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)

Emails should be sent to | A e title the email

*ACP- 2020-059 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-Isle of Mull-Coll)'.
Appendix B: Response form

Norne R

owner)

Crganisation name None (although employed as a flight instructor, | am responding as a private pilot and aircraft

Position in the organisation M/

Email Feedback Email Feedback

I OBJECT TO THE PROPOSED AIRSPACE CHANGES
2




| am an experenced Private Pilot, Aircraft owner and Fight Instructor who ragularly flies from my
base near London directly to the airfields, of Oban, Glenfarsa,, Coll. Plocton and Barra.
My objection is based on the following:

1. The proposer has nat taken sufficient steps to engage and consult with the wider group of
airspace users that would be impacted by the proposed changes nor allowed enough time for
impacted parties {0 assess and analyse the proposals and submit proper comment,

2. The proposer has been deceitful in claiming that this trial is a direct responsa 1o a request from
the MHS, whereas it is common knowledge that the end game is obtaining approval for a potentially
very lucrative commercial parcel delivery service.

3. The proposer has been deceitful in claiming that they had consulted with all potentially impacted
airspace users when clearly this is not the case. The proposer failed fo contact the operator or users
of Glenforsa airfield — whilst initially proposing TDA that would sit on top of Glenforsa and therefore
making Glanforaa totally noparable when the TDA was in forca. The proposer also falled to consult
with Highland Seaplanes.

4, The proposer has made no attempt whatscever (o publicise their intentions or to consult with the
widar General Aviation group who fraguently fly in the affected areas. They should parhaps have
placed advertizements in the major GA publications, magazines — and online aviation farums. Their
failure fo do o, indicates either a significant lack of knowledge, or a poorly conceived attempt to
avoid consulting the group of airspace users that might be most likely to object to the propasal.

2. The proposer has provided no details to show why the restricted airspace needs to be so high -
or 50 wide.

6. The proposer has falled to take full (or even reasonable) advantage of the capabilties of SUA'S In
order o minimise the size of TRA requested = or the impact on GA airspace users.

a. Evan a£200 off the shelf “Toy” drone is capable of baing very easily programmed to
autonomausly fly a complex raute BVLOS to an accuracy of battar than 1 metra and
an altitude accuracy of approximataly 3 metres.

k. Why then are the proposers requesting carridors that are approximately 2nm wide
and from the surface to (upta) TS50R amsl? (Tha specified SUA has YVTOL capability
and therefore does not need a large area to execute a 180 degree tum)

c. Why could the proposer not use the highly acourate sutonomous navigation
capabilities of the SUA and salect routes that follow within (2ay} 50m of the coastling,
and upto (say) 200ft amsl = rather than creating a 750 ft high x 2nm wide “No Ga”
carrdar right down the middle of a busy avigtion thorughfare? Routing around the
coastline at low level would have minimal impact on other airspacea users.

In closing,] would add that | do not abject to the use of SUA's. | like them, | enjoy playing with
them, and | fully recognise that they WILL form an integral part of the aviation infrastructure, My
objection iz based purely on the displacement of General Aviation that will occur should this proposal
be accepted in its present form. It the proposal where to be amended in a way that minimises the
disruption and displacement of GA, then | would willingly support it. Segregation cannot work in the
madium - longar term as thare simply is not enough airspace - and evaryone wanted to be in the
same place. Therefore we should be aiming to achieve integration of SUAMUAN s with existing
dirspace USers.

Lastly, If the proposal is approved, it is essential that a DAAIS facility is provided that will allow pilots
ta {(a) get real time updates on the TDA status, and (b} obtain infermation / a clearance 1o cross areas
of tha TRA that ara inactive at that particular time.

Best Regards




Response 93: Individual BD

From:

Sent: 07 February 2021 17:38

To:

Cc:

Subject: Fe: ACP- 2020-099 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace {Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

oea [

Thank you for yaur prompt & comprehensive reply to my stakeholder response to Skyparts ACP-2020-099.

Your explanation of why it's impractical to operate your SUA on constrained legs was particularly useful and largely
explains why BVLOS ops need a larger amount of alrspace that a simple linear route. I1ts also very reassuring to know
of Skyports awareness, engagement & contingencies regarding military low flying aircraft.

However, | do feel that several of the concerns | raised have not been fully addressed. Specifically:

1. What are Skyports intentions regarding operations on the West coast of Scotland once the current Covid support
/ proof-of-concept trials covered by the existing ACPs are complete?

2. Does Skyports have any alternative proposals on how it will operate BVLOS in unsegregated airspace, should
suitable DAA technology fail to materialise?

3. Will Skyports make available aif the responses to your ACPs from other stakeholders & does Skyports have any
plans to hold {virtual) meetings with stakeholders as part of the consultation process (in line with recormmendations
in CAP 16167

Thanks again for yvour consideration & | look forward to hearing from you.

Kind regards,

|
On Mon, 1 Feb 2021 at 12:19, [ o<
oo I

Thank you for your feedback, genuinely appreciate the time you have taken to put this all together and there is
some great feedback here. Your objection is also noted. | have added you to our list of stakehalders and included a
copy of the latest stakeholder engagement material and will ensure any future communication regarding this ACP
are shared with you_ | have attempted to answer you queries below as best as passible:

= Unfortunately based on LTE/GPS capability, sea salt spray and climb performance we are unable to operate
at 150ft AGL.

« Thank you far the detail on military aircraft activity, we are in touch with the MOD [DAATM) and they will
advise of any planned exercises including that within FIASOUTH [Ex Joint Warrior) which is currently not
planned in this location this year, If MOD advise us our active TDA has an impact on their operations, we
will simply nat operate far the duration.




« This airspace change is purely in relation to the current pandemic and will cease 30™ April 2021, Any future
airspace changes will need to go through a new Airspace Change Process.

+ Your comments an DAA are noted and whilst | cannot speculate into what may happen | can say that we
also fully agree in integration rather than segregation, and believe this to be the CAA medium/long term
plan. Currently we have to operate within the rules which state, until UAS can comply with the
requirements for flight in non-segregated airspace, BVLOS UAS flights outside permanently established
segregated airspace may be accommodated through the establishment of segregated airspace an a
temporary basis. We are working with the CAA in their sandbox on a separate project to explore this
however this ACP is in respanse to the current pandemic.

+ The width of the unconstrained TDA currently accounts for turn radius, or orbit capability (the larger of the
two) together with a buffer. We are currently analysing if this can be reduced further.,

+ On the constrained leg | have provided some technical detail:

The VTOL (Vertical Take-off & Landing) capability is reserved to only suppaort take-off and landing, not to support
manaeuvres during flight. It runs on a separate battery system than the battery system uses for forward flight in
fixed-wing mode for safety reasons and has been designed to support normal take-offs, aborted take-offs and any
other scenario that would require it to hover far a cartain amount of time in order to land safely again (e.g. an
emergency landing). The system is not designed by the manufacturer for use during forward flight apart from
facilitating an emergency landing.

The constrained leg design functionality was designed by the manufacturer to enable the drone to fly
below 400ft through mountainous regions. This functionality enables us to plot 2 route that stays well clear
from other aircraft without running the risk of an orbit or RTH being triggered and the drone hitting a
mountain ridge as it is making a turn. Working with the DEM, wea've worked out a means of introducing a
constrained leg, which is actually safer even if it does limit our options, for the following reasons:

= When using a constrained leg, we cannot execute an orbit in the event of the ADS-B picking up the
presence of another aircraft should ane enter segregated airspace.

= By operating within a constrained leg we take up as little space as possible, The SUA has a small
corridar that it will navigate through but will automatically trigger an emergency land if it determines
that it has breached that corridor.

Hopefully this explains why the whole route cannot be a constrained leg.
+ Dangerous goods — we are going through the approval process with the CAA and complying with any
regulations reguired for the transportation of blood. We will not fly dangerous goods without the CAAs

approval.
« Thank you far suggestion ACP-2020-100, we will laok into this and adapt our internal processes accordingly.

Manry thanks again for taking the time to detail all your concerns, your feedback has been really helpful.

Kind regards,

From:|
Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 23:52




I - Fosoonse to Skyports ACP-2020-098 UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace
iOban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

L i 5

I am a former military fast jel pilot who was based in Scotland for 10 years; | then worked in flight testing
for an aircrall manulacturer balore becoming a commearcial pilol and joining the Scollish regional aiflina
Loganair, as a Captain on their Westem 15les routes, | now fiy for a UK medium-haul aimine 1o Luropean
destinations from a base in Scofland; | am a GA pilot and user of the arspace on the West coast of
Scofland, including the airfields at Mull Glenfarsa, Oban, Tiree and Islay

| believe 30 years of expenence flying in Scotland for these diverse and often conflicting airspace users
gwas me the background knowledge to speak on the subject with somea credibilibty

| also beleve dronaes ang an essential part of our fulure In aviallon and we should Iind ways o embrace
the bensfits of such technology, including the senices you propose fo bring to solated, rural
communities. However, based on your ACP and statements linked to this project made by Skyports in the
open media, | have four areas of concern, with associalad questions:

1. Airspace and the proposed implemantation of TDAS

Lxisting arspace and users - this ACE in its current form proposes the creation of 11 TDAs of vaming
height and width, which in total cover a large volume of arspace. This 15 Class G airspace — by very
definition, open FIR — and in the crowded UK airspace structure, there is very e of it left | fully
understand the rationale behind tha need lo deconflict 3UAs and manned fraffic, and thal currant Detect
and Avoid {DAA} technology cannat yet provide robust and reliable decanfliction to allow SUAS to operate
safely in unsegregated airspace Hence the nead for TDAS to provide segregation. Howsver, if we accept
lhal such wadespread crealion of TDAs closes larges blocks of Class G airspace Tor the exclusive use ol a
single commercial operator, it seems palently unjust to deny access to existing users and expect them to
modify their activities o suit the newcomer. Surely it should be the other way rouna?

Lateral and wertical operating limits - having read the ACP i detail {(and being cognisant of the
implications of SUA perfomance and the limitations of operaling on “constramead legs™), | il fail o
understand your necd for such & large wolume of airspace requinng its own TOA, when other similar
aarial aclivibes conducled by largar, mannead aircrall, eg. pipsline inspaclion Mighls, asnal surveys, ara
able o use hinear routes activated by HNOTAM. Whilst also acknowledging your max aperabing altitude is
400ft agl and few other airspace users operate this low, those who do will be significantly disadvantaged
bry the lnss of this height band Are Skyports able o operate at or below 150ft aglfamsl, e below the vast
majarity of exisling airspace usars (excepl perhaps occasional helimed ops who should have ADS-B
daconfliction capabilily anyway)?

Military flying - lhe ACP correclly idantifies tha MoD as an exisling sirspace user and slakeholder. Daspila
the: welcome reduction in milidary low flying, It remains a core skill which s sbll regularly practised,
particularly in the mare “remote” regions of open FIR as covered by this ACP. As you will know, the
atitude limit for military low fiying in the UK during peacetime is 250ft agllams! (Minimum Separation
Distance (MSD)} in military ferminology). With proposed operations of your SUA up lo 400/ aglfamsl, |
would suggest a collision with a military user of the airspace is possibly the biggest threal Lo your
operation and any collison boetween an SUA and a fast jet flying at S40kts would be catastrophic. From
direct experience, | can aftest that the Sound of Mull is & major low level fransit roufe and in times of bad
weather [with cloudbases as low as 500ft), it is oftan the only safe option through the sumrounding terrain
- this a tactical decision which frequently has to be made on the spot, not 24 hours in advance.
Establishing & TDA here in such & “choke point” not only complicates the already onerous planning
requiremants to conduct military low flying safely but it also removes compéetely the option of a safle route
al low leval in bad wealhar. Can Skyporls confirm whal the MoD response Lo your ACGP has baen?




You will alse probably be aware of Exercise Joint Warrior which takes place twice a year and involves
large scale participation of ships, fixed wing aircraft and helicopters from tha RAF, RN as well as the UK's
MATO partners. These exercises are conducted throughout the West Coast of Scotland and frequently
aleng the Sourd of Mull, often invelving a significant increase in air traffic and low altitude helicopter
operations from naval vessels, with airepace closures vie sssociated NOTAMs. Can Skyports confirm
what its contingency plans are for SUA operations during perieds of Ex Joint Warrior?

Future airspace usa — Skyports' stated intent is to evolve this proof-of-concept into a permanant,
commercal operation which ultimately uses DAA technalogy to move towards SUA operations in
unsagragaled airspace, ie. wilhoul the nead for segregalion or TDAs. Will Skyporls provide wrillen
assurance that if this is successful, their intenfion is to hand back the previcusly established TDAS so that
all airspace users can return to safely enjoving unrestricted Class G airspace?

2. DAL technology

| note from a presentation given by Duncan Walker, Skyports CEQ to Evrocontrol on 11 Now 2020 “Drors
detiveries: UTM, DAA and how o move to move from segregaled (o unsegregated arspace”

(link: hilps/hwww suroconirolint'siles/defaullfiles2020-1 1feuropean-nelwork-uspaca-demonsiralors-
presentation-duncan-walker-skypons. pdf )

that the company's aim is to transition to SUA ops in unsegregated airspace by "2021 onwards” via the
widespread use of DAA technology. Presumably at this point the TDAS will no langer be required and can
be dis-established. This is 8 commendable aspiration but the timeline appaars highly unrealistic. it hinges
on technology which has not yel been widaly implemeantad and in some ceses, has nol even been
davaloped.

DAA technology and wsers - mosl military aircrall are nol equipped wilth ADS-B (understandably, for
Emeon reagens) and there is currently no Collizion Waming System (CWE) in existence which warks
against high speed, dynamically mancauvring miltary fast jets, nar is there likely to be in the near future,
This maans a complate lack of collision protaction against virtually all military aircraft, particularly the fast
jets which operata in the low level alttude regime. In the interests of transparancy, can Skypaorts provide
the Molr's response to the risk posed by this ACP and Skyport's apparent reliance on as-yet undeveloped
DAA technology?

SUA limitations - Skyporls slate thal the SUA it plans 1o use is unable to execute a “retum-lo-home”
manoeuvar whilsl operaling within the narrower “constrained leg" bebween Tobarmory-Craignure {(which is
apprax S00m wide and was re-plannad to aveid the Glenforsa visual circuit). If the SUA is unable to
execute a simple turn within 500m (either due to performance or software limitations?), can Skyports
confirm how it will have the manoeuver capability to respond sufficiently to a DAA-generated collision
threaf?

If such DAA technology dees not become available, (either because it is not technically feasible for
military aircrafl e is ol mandated! widely enough implemented by GA), what are Skyporls' alte rmative
proposals lo allow safely deconflicled SUA operations in unsegregaled airspace and facilitate the dis-
establishment of the 24 TDAs covered by this and their previous faur ACPs? Or will the TDAs simply
remain in force indefinitely, effectively causing the permanent loes of this airspace to other users?

3. Carmage of Dangerous Goods (DGs)

DG Regulations - the proaf-of-concept flights associated with this ACP and previous Skyports trials in
supporl of the NHS, invalve transporlation of human blood samplas, potentially infected with Covid-19.
Thus they are classed as Dangerous Goods, specifically Class 6 "Toxic and infectious substances”, Class
B.

Can Skyports confirm that in the absence of any specific requlations covering the carmage of DGs by
SUAs {or other drones), they are bound by the same DG Regulations as manned mircraft, ia. the 1ATA




‘Dangerous Gosds Regulations™ and the ICAD "Technical Instructions for the zafe transport of Dangercus
Goods by air? If so, can Skyporis confirm thay have received regulalory approval from the CAA for the
carmage of such DGs, specifically an BVLOS cperations?

Payload - presumably Skyports must comply with the Packing Instructions for Covid samples (cdassed as
UM33ET3 by the WHO), as per the ICAD Technical Instructions, specifically Packing Instruclion 650. ACP-
2020-08%, gives the Technical Specifications of the SUA, quoting a max payload of 3kg. However with the
reduction in capacily due to the weighl/ volume of the raquired DG packaging, can Skyporls say whal the
actual useable paylcad is? Such transparency would give a clearer picture of the true benefit of the
service o the NHS.

Rizk and risk reduction - aparl from their pravious proof-of-concep! trals, does Skyporls' have any
previous exparience of carrying DGs on SUAs, especially on BVYLOS SUAs or is this a previously
untriglled combinalion? Fram my own flighl lesling background, one of tha key concapls was 1o only lesl
ane new pieca of equipment or new procedure at A time — this is a core principle in risk reduction within
any proof-ol-concepl Irial. By sesking approval to combina BVLOS operalions with the carriege of DiGs
[neithar of which yet have full regulatory approval on their own), are Skyports choosing fo not follow
accepled basi praclica? Can Skyports say how you inlend o miligale the rsks associaled with applying
two naw, untested changes to SUA operations in parallel and are you willing to provide a copy of your
Rizk Assessment (RA)7

4. Tha consullalion eaxarcisa

Targeted stakeholder engagement — it is clear from this and previous ACPs that a large number of
stakeholders! existing airspace users weare nat approached by Skyports or made sware of proposed
girspace changes which would affect their operations. Many of them found out about the ACP fhrough
third parties. Whilst it is encouraging to nofe that Skyports have taken this on board and ask to be
informed of any slakeholders you have inilially missed, it does show eithar a lack of dus diligance ar
deficient knowladge of existing airspace users. It certainly doesn’t demonstrate Skyports’ claim of having
"developad a comprehensive picture of sirspace usage in that area’.

Timeline — Skyports have reducad the engagement pariod for this ACP down to 3 waeaks (vica the 12
weeks recommended in CAP1618). Whilst significantly better than the 5-day engagemeant period for ACP-
2020.038 (Craignure), this decision appears to be based on engagement exercises conducted in support
of previous ACP submissions and a desire not o “overburden these stakeholders with an informal
angagement exerciza’. Howevar, as noted above, the repeataed failure to identify all affected slakaholders
in previous exercises shows they are in no way robust enough fo be fruncated.

Transparency — currantly the procedure under CAP1616 directs stakeholders to respond directly to the
ACP Sponsor. Thus all responses are submitted to Skyports who have shared some of these in revisions
ta the ACP. Howewer, sinca thay are not visibla on the CAA's Airspace Change Poral, thara is no way of
viewing the responses of other stekeholders, nor even knowing i they have responded. This does not
constitute a full and open consultation process.

Consultation and engagement — in the Glassary section of the ACP, Skyports themssalves define these
tarms ss “developing relafionships with stakeholdsrs, including but not limited fo consultation, information
prowvision, regwlar and one-off meetings and fora, workshops and fown hal discussions” Ta my
knowledge, there have been no such meetings or discussions where Skyports have engaged with a
group of stakeholders en massa. In the current climate of virteal mestings, this would not be difficult to
arrange. There are excellent examples of ACPs recently submitted by other Sponscrs who have
proactively done just this, notably ACP-2020-100 submitted by the MoD.

Conclusion

Taking all of the above into account, my concem is that this ACP {as with the previous four submitted by
Skvports) is being rushed through on the back of an incomplete and severely curtailed consultation




exarcise which lacks transparancy, under the guise of providing essential Covid support to the NHS.
However, when the actual useable payloads are scrufinised, | would contend the frue value of this service
i guastionable and the real motive of tha ACP is for the sole banefit of tha Sponsor. By using this trial as
a means of gaining requlatory approval, it will allow Skyports to achieve their stated intent of expansion —
firsily of this sarvice to other islands’ remote communities but ultimately as 8 way into full commercial
operations. In your five ACP submissions so far, Skyports have requested the creation of 24 new TDAs
and until a robust DAA systam is in place, any further expansion will require more, resulling in the current
opan FIR of tha West Coast of Scottand becoming an un-navigabla mess of segregated airspace. If the
DAA lechnology necessary lor sale SUA operalions in unsegregaled airspace does nol malure
sufficiently or is not adopted widely enough by all airspace users, these TDAs would have to remain in
place indefinitaly. The task of safe airspace management then becomes impossibly unwieldy and the
airspace is effectively lost permanantly lo other users. Increamentally, and by slealth, this ACP and ils
precursers are the airspace eguivalent of a land grab. Regrettably, | cannot suppert it in its current format

There can be no doubt that drone tachnology is here ta stay — it offers exciting opportunities and low cost
salutions. We should embrace all that it has to offer - but in cooperation with and not at the expense of
other airspace users, The airspace on the West coast of Scatland is one of the ast places in the crowded
UK airspace where we can all fly with relative freedom and diverse users can operate largely free of
restricions but with due swareness of each other and respect for their operations. The solufion is
integration, not segregation.

| strongly urge you to rethink your proposal, re-engage fully with all the airspace users in the area to come
up with & common solution which works for us sl and involves minimal rasftrictions. Tha sky on tha wast
coast is big enough for all of us to use — let's try to keap it that way.

31 Jan 2021




Response 94: Individual BE

From:

Sent: 01 February 2027 1234

Te:

Ce:

Subject: RE: ACP2020-099 LIAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace (Oban-lsle of Mull-Call)
Attachments: ACP-2020-099 Skyports - Oban-Mull-Coll - Targeted Av Stakeholder Eng Material

v3.0,pdf

pea

Thank you for your feedback, your objection is also noted. | have added you to our list of stakeholders and included
a copy of the latest stakeholder engagement material and will ensure any future communication regarding this ACP
are shared with you. Appendix C of the document details the principal issues and proposed solutions [basad on
stakeholder feedback).

Kind regards,

SKyports.net

ACLE

This emall Is from Skyports Limited. Skyports Limited |s a imited company registersd in England and Wales with reglsterad
numbear 10755230, Our office is at Skyports, Unit LG .06, Edinburgh Houss, 170 Kennington Lame, London, SE11 50P, United
Kingdom. Our registered office is at Kingfisher House, Radford Way, Billericay, Essex, United Kingdom, CM12 0EQ. This message
is intended solely for the addressee and is private and confidential. If you have received this message in ermor, pleese send it back
to us, and mmediately and parmanently deleie it. Do not use, copy or disclose the information contained in this message or in any
attachment. Please note that nelther Skyports Limited nor the sender accepts any responsibllity for vinuses and It is your
responsibility to scan or otherwise check this emall and any attachments.

From: I

Sent: 31 lanuary 2021 23:59
To:
Subject: ACP2020-09% UAS BVLOS in Segregated Airspace [Oban-lsle of Mull-Coll)

Dear Sir,

My name is
| am a Member and Shareholder of the Light Aircraft Association

| am writing to object to ACP-2020-0599.

| hawe a private pilot's license and have been regularly flying light aircraft throughout the UK since 2002, | have flown
to the west coast of Scotland several times and will hopefully continue to do 5o in the future,

1




My main objection to your proposal is that the section on Covid-19 Response fails to make any quantifiable or
measurable business case far the establishment of segregated zirspace. It is based on very vague and contradictary
infermation and fails to provide any measurable facts as to the actual extent of the current problems, nor any
guantifiable benefits resulting from the use of SUA's. The population of Col and Mull amounts to less than 2800
people with absolutely no influx of tourists during the Covid-19 lockdown. You do not state the number of tests to
be undertaken in this area nor how many repeat tests could be avoided during this trial period. The proposal has not
provided any information on the volume or weight of goods to be transported. Also, if the proposed SUA service is
indeed vital, then why are the test samples currently transported by the post office as an "end of day’ delivery and
not given any level of urgency. It just doesn't make sense. It reads more like inventing a theoratical case based on a
response to the Covid-19 virus in order to justify the proposal.

Anather objection to your proposal is that it proposes an option to try and establish TDAs that cover a large amount
of uncontrolled airspace, which extends unnecessarily close to the busy airfield of Glenfersa, There is no information
on the times for which the TDW will be activated, or constraints on the length of time it might be active.

The airspace around Glenfarsa airfield should be considered as a high use area and to protect circuit traffic,

the proposed routes should avoid the Sounds of Mull. The proposed routing precludes weather avoidance along the
Sound of Mull which is a known GA highway through the area. Why not route to the south of Glenforsa from
Tobermory, thereby avoiding disruption and maximising safety for aircraft using the airfield?

There is reference to the Skyports SUA being fitted with ADS-8 IN and OUT and the assumption that it will therefore
be visible to private pilots on their navigation system. However, it is not a UK requirement for aircraft to be fitted
with ADSB in and the majority of aircraft do not currently have this capability. The SUA that you propose to use
needs to have a visual “see and avold” system for ather aircraft, as they presumably have for avoiding overhead
cables, masts and birds?

There is no demanstration that the proposed SUA's have any established track record of safety and reliability to
operate zlong the proposed routes,

In summary, you propase to prevent long-established aviators users from using UK airspace because of a potential
idea that has no demanstrated business case.

Yours sincerely,




Response 95: Individual BF

From:

Sent: 02 February 2021 14:23
To:

Ce:

Subject: RE: Skyports Web Enquiry

oear I
Thank you for your email.

There are two proposed temporary changes to airspace (TDAs), all the relevant details of which can be founding on
the CAA airspace portal:

ACP-2020-055: https:/fairspacechange caa.co. uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=274

ACP-2020-099: https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?plD=330

The CAA has reached its decision on ACP-2020-055, which | will be communicating out today.

While the engagement window for ACP-2020-099 closed on Sunday, if you do have any views you would like to
contribute, if you could pravide them to us by the end of this week then we can ensure your views are incorporated
into next steps.

Kind regards

Subject: Skyports Web Enquiry

From:

Message:

Just read an article in Microlight flying magazine about proposed drone use in the lachgilphead oban mull area. Id
like to hear more esp about the consultation process about which | knew nothing. This is an area that | fly frequently
in

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Skyports




