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Executive Summary 
 

Spaceport 1 (SP-1) vertical rocket launch site is being developed, subject to planning consent, at 
Scolpaig, North Uist on the Outer Hebrides.  The purpose of the site is to enable the safe operation of 
both sub-orbital and orbital rocket launches. Such rocket launches pose a hazard to other airspace 
users and, therefore, in the interests of safety, it is considered necessary to segregate this activity 
accordingly.  Segregation is achieved in a number of ways. However, due to the site sitting beneath 
Class G airspace, all methods of segregation necessitate a change in airspace in the immediate 
vicinity. 
 
As described in Annex D to Civil Aviation Publication (CAP) 1616, the airspace change Sponsor is 
required to conduct a detailed stakeholder analysis to ensure they engage with all potential 
stakeholders over the airspace design principles.  Given the location of the site, a remote part of the 
Outer Hebrides that is extremely sparsely populated, there is little or no General Aviation (GA) activity 
and only limited other aviation activity below 7000ft; therefore, the number of interested stakeholders 
was restricted. Notwithstanding, the Sponsor reached out to all National Air Traffic Management 
Advisory Committee (NATMAC) members, local council; Nature Scotland; local helicopter operators; 
airports; regional airlines; national and international Air Navigation Service providers (ANSPs) and the 
Ministry of Defence (MOD).  Following the CAA DEFINE Gateway a second engagement round was 
conducted where additional non-aviation stakeholders, specifically environmental interests groups, 
were added.  It was further decided to expand the environmental Design Principle 7 (DP7) and slightly 
modify the detailed description of other DPs to account for airspace outside the existing D701 Danger 
Areas. However, as only one DP was modified and other changes were only made to the expanded 
descriptions, it was considered that full re-engagement with all stakeholders was not necessary. 
 
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, the change Sponsor conducted all engagement by email, WebEx and 
telephone.  Only a few stakeholders provided feedback and this was probably due, in part, to the lack 
of aviation activity below 7000ft in this area of the UK but also as a result of the parallel engagement 
with many of the stakeholders on the proposal for a Temporary Danger Area (TDA) for the same site; 
ACP-2021-37 refers.  In some cases, comprehensive feedback was received on the TDA proposal, the 
content of which is used in refining the DPs detailed descriptions and will help inform the final airspace 
solution and corresponding operating procedures.  This is of particular relevance to the use of the 
adjacent D701 Hebrides Range Danger Areas and airspace beyond, where it has been identified 
(through the TDA feedback) that any additional activity, beyond that of normal MOD use, is likely to 
impact on the Air Traffic Management (ATM) network.  Furthermore, such impact could have a 
consequential effect on airline operators, ANSPs and the MOD.  It is here where the airspace usage 
protocols will need to be carefully designed and agreed at governmental level. 
 
Despite only 20% of stakeholders responding, the vast majority of those that did were satisfied with the 
proposed DPs.  Two of the respondents provided detailed feedback although only one of these was 
relevant to the DPs, the other was a generic response to airspace change and was more focused 
towards an increase in controlled airspace. Despite one respondent providing extensive feedback, 
upon examination it was determined that this had been influenced by recent correspondence and a 
WebEx meeting relating to the TDA proposal for the same site.  Although many of the points raised 
were valid and worthy of future investigation, they were not all relevant to the DPs, those that were 
have been incorporated into the refined DP detail description where appropriate.  The refined DPs are 
forwarded to the CAA for consideration. 
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1 Introduction 

The revised report is compiled as part of the Airspace Change Proposal (ACP) process prescribed in 
Civil Aviation Publication (CAP) 1616 [A] for permanent airspace changes.  ACP-2021-12 has been 
commenced in order to establish segregated airspace around and beyond the Spaceport 1 (SP-1) 
launch site on the Outer Hebrides. QinetiQ is the Sponsor for the airspace change process. 
 
The SP-1 consortium led by the local council, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, comprising Highlands & 
Islands Enterprises (HIE), private investors and QinetiQ, is developing, subject to planning consent, a 
vertical launch spaceport located at Scolpaig, North Uist for the launch of sub-orbital (sounding rockets) 
and orbital, small satellite carrying rockets.  This site is being developed as an opportunity in support 
of the UK government’s spaceflight programme, ‘LaunchUK’, which aspires to grow the UK’s global 
market share of the space sector to 10% by 2030 and be at the forefront of small satellite launch. 
 
A temporary airspace change for SP-1 in the form of a Temporary Danger Area (TDA) is in progress 
(ACP-2021-37 refers) [B], as a parallel work strand, to enable sub-orbital sounding rocket launch ahead 
of the permanent airspace solution being in place.  
 
The SP-1 site at Scolpaig currently lies beneath Class G unregulated airspace but is only a few miles 
from the D701 complex.  As rocket launches will pose a risk to other airspace users, there is a 
requirement to safely segregate such activity to minimise risk.  Segregation can be achieved by 
establishing segregated airspace around the launch site such that it provides connectivity to the 
existing D701 segregated airspace complex.  Figure 1 shows the position of the launch site in relation 
to the D701 complex.   
 
For orbital rocket launch the trajectory will need to be on a Northerly orientation in order to access both 
Polar and Sun-synchronous orbits.  During the first submission of the Design Principles (DP) report it 
was considered that any orbital rocket launched from SP-1 would be at an altitude above 300,000ft 
(over 90kms) when exiting D701, and would be ballistic; see Figure 2.  Therefore, even in the event of 
a major malfunction, the rocket would not pose a risk to other aircraft in the immediate vicinity (within 
the UK FIR).  It was considered that segregated airspace beyond D701 would not be required other 
than for rocket stage re-entry profiles.  As these profiles vary significantly between the different rocket 
types, no one generic area of segregated airspace would be deemed appropriate to cover all 
eventualities.  It was considered that for rocket stage re-entry, probably the most efficient use of 
airspace would be to NOTAM specific areas as is current practice in the North Atlantic (NAT) for rocket 
launches from French Guiana.  DP9 was intended to capture this requirement with a view to opening 
the debate on this topic with the necessary ANSPs during Stage 2 of the ACP process, especially as 
such re-entry drop zones are likely to be outside the UK FIR and CAA jurisdiction; see Figure 3. 
 
It was recognised however, that a number of DPs focused entirely on use of D701 and, although valid, 
consideration was not made in the DPs for a bespoke airspace design excluding use of D701 complex.   
It was decided that although the DPs remain valid, the detailed descriptions of some of the DPs (namely 
DP2, 3, 4 & 7) should be modified to reflect the potential use of a bespoke modular system of airspace 
that does not use D701.  However, the argument remains that using the same or similar Airspace 
Management (ASM) procedures to those used for D701 (even for a bespoke airspace design) should 
be considered in the DPs as the provenance of these procedures has proven best practice over a 
number of years.  Furthermore, the DP regarding deconfliction with MOD activity and use of/disruption 
to the D701 areas must also remain a DP consideration. 
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Figure 1: Diagram Depicting the Position of the SP-1 Launch Site in Relation to D701 Complex 
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Figure 2: Diagram Depicting Polar, Sun-synchronous and Other Potential Launch Profiles 
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Figure 3: Diagram Depicting Potential Orbital Launch Profiles from SP-1 and Corresponding Likely 
Stage Drop Impact Zones – Note: The Southwest Trajectory is no Longer Considered an Option  

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to demonstrate that the Sponsor has followed due process as defined in 
CAP 1616 [A], Stage 1, Step 1B for a permanent airspace change; demonstrating that the appropriate 
level of stakeholder engagement has been undertaken in developing the airspace design principles.   
 
1.2 Report Structure 

The report is split into the following sections 
 

 Section 1 – Introduction: 
o Purpose 
o Structure 

 Section 2 – Stakeholder Engagement: 
o Stakeholder Identification 
o Engagement Methods 
o Engagement Chronology 

 Section 3 – Design  
o Initial Design Principles 
o Stakeholder Feedback 
o Modified Design Principles 
o Design Principles Feedback Summary 
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 Section 4 – Next Steps 

 Section 5 – Glossary 

 Section 6 - References 

 Appendices 
o A – List of Stakeholders 
o B – Stakeholder Feedback Evidence 

 
 

2 Stakeholder Engagement 

2.1 Stakeholder Identification 

Following CAP1616 Stage 1 Step 1B of the ACP process, it is necessary to develop a set of DPs that 
provide a framework that is used in drawing up the airspace design.  In developing the DPs, the 
Sponsor is required to engage with affected local aviation stakeholders, including airspace users; Air 
Navigation Service Providers (ANSPs); airports; relevant members of the National Air Traffic 
Management Advisory Committee (NATMAC); relevant aviation and non-aviation national 
organisations including those which represent areas likely to be affected by potential impacts; and, 
elected representatives of environmental interest groups likely to be affected by potential impacts.  
Following this engagement process ensures a fair and transparent flow of information between the 
change Sponsor and any affected stakeholders. 
 
The Sponsor elected to use the same stakeholder engagement list as that used for the TDA ACP (ACP-
2021-37) as this had captured all the main aviation stakeholders in the local area as well as the relevant 
ANSPs and airports.  Additionally, the Sponsor invited all members of the NATMAC to comment as 
well as the local council whom, although being part of the SP-1 consortium, were able to suggest the 
main Scottish environmental group whom should be engaged, namely Nature Scotland.  It was initially 
decided not to engage with any other local environmental or resident groups as these were already 
actively involved in the launch site planning process.  Furthermore, the land and sea environmental 
issues are captured in the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) that is inextricably linked to the 
planning consent.  However, it was highlighted that these other engagement processes did not 
necessarily align with CAP1616 requirements, nor were they visible within the ACP process.  It was 
therefore decided to widen the non-aviation stakeholder engagement to include the environmental and 
local resident groups.  A second round of engagement with a number of additional stakeholders was 
therefore considered appropriate.  Beyond this extensive stakeholder list, it was also decided to include 
Reykjavik ANSP as they are potentially affected by SP-1 rocket launch, and the UK Airspace 
Management Cell (AMC) because of their function within the D701 ASM processes.  A full list of 
stakeholders is contained at Appendix 6A. 
 
2.2 Engagement Methods 

Written Communication - Due to COVID restrictions, the main engagement method was by written 
communication (letter) sent to stakeholders through email.  The letter provided the necessary 
background to SP-1 detailing the purpose and operation of the site as well as describing the draft 
DPs and the need for engagement.  Details of how to provide feedback and when this was due along 
with a link to the CAA airspace portal were also provided. 
 
WebEx – It was decided, in the interests of expediency with non-aviation stakeholders, to hold a 
WebEx for those that had been contacted in the second round of engagement namely, the 
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environmental interest groups.  The WebEx went ahead as planned despite only one recipient 
accepting the meeting request.  In the event this stakeholder was unable to join and a separate 
WebEx was arranged for two days later; the outcome from this meeting is captured in paragraph 3.2 
and Appendix 6B. 
 
Telephone – Two stakeholders were contacted by telephone (a summary of discussion is contained 
at Appendix 6B); only one group were interested in the airspace aspect, the other focused entirely on 
sea space issues. 
 
Surveys - The use of a survey was considered as an engagement method. However, review of other 
surveys relating to spaceports, identified that stakeholders tend to overlook the design principles per 
se and focus more on issues better associated with the environmental and planning consultation 
process.  It was therefore decided that a survey would probably not add value and as such, was 
discounted. 
 
Members of Parliament – It was decided not to engage directly with members of the Scottish 
Parliament at this stage as dialogue had already been conducted through the council who is the lead 
on the SP-1 consortium.  It is considered that such engagement may be appropriate during the 
consultation stage of the process. 
 
2.3 Engagement chronology 

The list of stakeholders at Appendix 6A were contacted in relation to the design principles with 
evidence provided at Appendix 6B.  Table 1 provides a chronological summary of this engagement 
process. 

Stakeholder Engagement Method Date Sent Remarks 

NATS F-2-F Meeting PPP 

 

 

Email 

Letter via email 

Apr 2019 

 

 

27 Apr 21 

20 May 21 

SP-1 Operations Director 
presented to NATS explaining 
use of D701 and potential 
airspace requirements 

Initial contact 

Detailed Response 

MOD DAATM Email exchange  PPP 

Email exchange 

Various emails 

 

Letter via email 

12/16 Nov 20 

27 Nov 20 

8 Dec 20 – 
23 Mar 21 

20 May 21 

SP-1 Airspace Requirements 

Discussing MOD position 

Discussions centred on 
commercial use of MOD 
Danger Areas for SP-1 

Email response 

Benbecula & Barra 
Airport - SATCO 

Email & PPP sent 
detailing basic airspace 
requirements 

Letter via email 

9/11 Mar 21 

 
 
20 May 21 

Email exchange various 

 
 
Email response 
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Stakeholder Engagement Method Date Sent Remarks 

Northern Lighthouse 
Board (NLB) 

Letter via email 20 May 21 Email response 

Comhairle nan Eilean 
Siar 

Letter via email 20 May 21 No response 

PDG Aviation Letter via email 20 May 21 No response 

Babcock Aviation Letter via email 20 may 21 Email response (captured 
Police and air ambulance) 

Friends of Scolpaig Letter via email 

 
Telephone discussion 

7 Sep 21 

 
8 Sep 21 

Stakeholder interest forwarded 
by North Uist C.Council 

Email response 

Gamma Aviation Letter via email 20 May 21 No response 

2Excel Aviation Letter via email 20 May 21 Email response 

Highlands and Islands 
Airports Ltd (HIAL) 
Head Office 

Letter via email 20 May 21 No response 

Maritime Coastguard 
Agency (MCA) 

Letter via email 20 May 21 Email response (also 
responded on behalf of Bristow 
SAR)  

NATMAC members 
as detailed at 
Appendix A 

Letter via email 20 May 21  One response, British 
Microlight Aircraft Association 
(BMAA) letter 

Helicopter operators 
supporting MCA, 
police and other 
emergency services 

Letter via email 20 May 21 Email response 

Irish Aviation Authority 
(IAA) 

Letter via email 20 May 21 

 

No response 

Nature Scotland Letter via email 24 May 21 No response 

Reykjavik ANSP Letter via email 25 May 21 No response 

Comhairle nan Eilean 
Siar (CnES) Planning 

 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

Declined 
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Stakeholder Engagement Method Date Sent Remarks 

Historic Environment 
Scotland 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

Declined 

Marine Scotland 
Compliance (local 
fisheries office) 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

Marine Fisheries & 
Seal Licensing 
Scotland 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

Meteorological Office Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

Auto response 

No response 

North Uist Community 
Council 

 

 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

WebEx 

Email exchange 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

02 Sep 21 

05 Sep 21 

Comments received 

Unable to join 

Alternative WebEx 

Email response following 
clarification 

Outer Hebrides IFG Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

Outer Hebrides 
Natural History 
Society 

Letter via email 

 

7 Sep 21 Stakeholder interest forwarded 
by North Uist C.Council 

No response 

Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

Royal Yachting 
Association (RYA) 
Scotland 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

Telcon 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

01 Sep 21 

No comment 

Declined 

Not Airspace related 

Scottish Creel 
Fishermen’s 
Federation 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

Scottish Fisherman’s 
Federation 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 
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Stakeholder Engagement Method Date Sent Remarks 

Scottish Water Letter via email 19 Aug 21 Standard planning response, 
not airspace related 

Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency 
(SEPA) 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No comment 

No response 

UK Hydrographic 
Office (UKHO) 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

Declined 

Western Isles 
Fisherman’s 
Association 

Letter via email 

WebEx 

19 Aug 21 

31 Aug 21 

No response 

No response 

UK AMC Letter via email 19 Aug 21 Detailed response received 

Table 1: Chronological Summary of Stakeholder Engagement 

It should be noted that during an email exchange on 5th September with the North Uist Community 
Council, it was suggested that two further community groups would like to be engaged namely; 
‘Friends of Scolpaig’ and the ‘Outer Hebrides Natural History Society’.  However both email 
addresses provided were not functional and despite the Sponsor using alternate personal email 
accounts, only Friends of Scolpaig responded.  A telephone discussion was subsequently conducted 
with a representative of this group. 

 

3 Design Principles 

3.1 Initial Draft Design Principles (DPs) 

The DPs detailed in Table 2 below are the initial DPs sent out for comment on 19 May 2021.  
Following stakeholder engagement and the CAA Define Gateway, these were modified and 
expanded, and are contained at Table 3 
 

DP Ref Category Design Principle 
 

DP1 Safety The safety of all airspace users is the paramount factor 
in the airspace design 

DP2 Safety The airspace design will be of the smallest volume to 
safely segregate Spaceport activities from other 
airspace users thereby minimising the impact on other 
airspace users 

DP3 Operational Minimise the impact (on other aviation stakeholders) of 
activating specific EG D701 Danger Areas in support 
of SP-1 operations 

DP4 Operational Use Flexible Use of Airspace (FUA) principles by 
integrating the airspace design into the extant Airspace 
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Management (ASM) procedures operated within the 
EG D701 complex 

DP5 Operational Integrating/deconflicting SP-1 activity safely with MOD 
activity in EG D701 is a vital element of the operational 
use of the airspace design 

DP6 Operational The airspace design shall take into account Free 
Route Airspace (FRA) and Flight Planning Buffer 
Zones (FBZs) remaining cognisant of CAA Buffer 
Policy 

DP7 Environmental The airspace design and associated activation of EG 
D701 need to consider the environmental impact of 
aircraft being re-routed around the Danger Areas due 
to SP-1 activities  

DP8 Regulatory The airspace design will need to consider any 
emerging regulations pertaining to spaceports and 
Ranges under the Space Industry Act 2018  

DP9 Operational Rocket stage drop zones may be required outside EG 
D701 and will need to be considered 

 

Table 2: Initial Design Principles 19 May 2021 

 
3.2 Summary and Evaluation of Stakeholder Feedback 

Summary 
 
From the 58 stakeholders contacted 12 responses were received, and from these, the majority were 
largely satisfied with the draft DPs.  Although satisfied with the DPs, a number of respondents 
wanted reassurance that access to any new airspace would be accorded to the emergency services 
and scheduled local flights in the same manner which access to the D701 complex is currently 
achieved.  Furthermore, there were other points highlighted relating to airspace procedures and 
protocols.  One organisation provided a standard letter that it is assumed is sent to every sponsor of 
an airspace change, and one professional body provided comprehensive comments against the 
majority of the DPs; few other comments were received and all are addressed in the evaluation of 
feedback paragraphs below.  Evidence of responses is contained at Appendix 6B. 
 
Evaluation of Feedback – BMAA 
 
The response from the BMAA appeared to be a standard letter to anyone proposing an airspace 
change and as such did not refer to any of the specific draft design principles for SP-1.  Furthermore, 
the majority of points raised are clearly aimed at ACPs relating to controlled airspace.  The Sponsor 
therefore would argue that this response does not alter any of the DPs for SP-1 as they adequately 
cover the main points highlighted regarding FUA and using the minimum airspace necessary. 
 
Evaluation of Feedback – NATS 

This response featured many of the points and concerns raised in their formal response to ACP-
2021-37 regarding the TDA for SP-1, and follow on WebEx’s held 15 Jun 21 and 7 July 2021; 
evidenced at Appendix 6B.  These concerns, as articulated against each DP, do not necessarily 
disagree with the DP but merely call for extra clarification and detail as well as offering a view on 



 

QINETIQ/EMEA/MLW/TR211355 Page 15 of 86 
QinetiQ Proprietary 

potential airspace solutions.  For example DP2: ‘The airspace design will be of the smallest volume 
to safely segregate Spaceport rocket launches from other airspace users thereby minimising the 
impact on other airspace users’. NATS response is: “the airspace should be of a modular design, to 
accommodate variations in desired trajectories, and down range length, so as to efficiently 
accommodate launch with no excess airspace delivering Safe and Sustainable use of the airspace”.  
The Sponsor agrees that this may well prove to be part of the solution but would argue the DP meets 
this requirement in full – therefore, the DP remains valid with additional text added to the detailed 
description. 
 
DP3 recognises that part of the airspace solution may be the use of D701 areas and where this is the 
case their activation should be cognisant of other airspace users.  NATS is suggesting that D701 
should not be part of the solution as they perceive a risk more airspace may be activated than is 
actually needed because of the existing shape and size of the D701 areas.  The Sponsor would 
argue that the DP is still valid and, where D701 is considered as part of the solution, then selection of 
specific D701 areas must be made cognisant of other airspace stakeholders – therefore DP remains 
valid (detailed description amended slightly to account for a bespoke solution). 
 
DP4 is aimed at integration of extant D701 ASM procedures to cover spaceport activity.  The 
Sponsor recognises that this may not be straightforward especially as current LoAs are MOD 
specific.  However, in the interest of minimising the need for new multifaceted, standalone 
procedures and exploiting current ‘best practice’ the Sponsor considers that this still should be 
considered as a viable DP.  Moreover, there does not appear to be a substantive counter argument 
by NATS to suggest otherwise – therefore DP remains valid. 
 
Similarly for DP5; the Sponsor recognises the need to integrate and deconflict with MOD activities; 
the response, although not disagreeing with this principle, highlights areas for consideration in the 
later stages of the ACP process.  The response also highlights the need for airspace protocols to be 
developed in conjunction with the final airspace solution; such protocols should involve all activity, not 
just MOD D701 operations.  The Sponsor considered expanding the DP to include all MOD activity 
and other spaceports rather than just focusing on MOD activity in D701.  However, upon reflection 
this DP is specific to the use of D701 and the need to deconflict SP-1 activity with MOD operations.  
It is considered that the airspace operational protocols, although a critical part of the ACP process, 
will be better addressed later in the process and will be a key element of the consultation process – 
therefore DP remains valid.   
 
The comments associated with DP6 are noted and are areas for consideration as the airspace 
design is developed.  However, the Sponsor would contend that the DP as written, captures these 
areas – therefore DP remains valid. 
 
Despite the length of the NATS comments associated with DP7 it would appear that they accepted 
the DP but are concerned how SP-1 activities will impact the ATM network by causing delays to 
Commercial Air Transport (CAT) and having a detrimental impact on their Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) and metrics.  Although these points appear valid to the overall strategic modus 
operandi, the Sponsor considers these points to be outside the scope of the DPs – therefore DP 
remains valid with additional text capturing the wider environmental interests. 
 
DP8 provides recognition that emerging secondary legislation to the Space Industry Act (SIA) 2018 
may affect or shape DPs as the ACP process advances.  The Sponsor accepts that these criteria are 
yet unknown and there is no proven methodology associated with airspace design for spaceport 
Ranges. However, it is considered that this DP remains valid as evolving regulation will have to be 
considered - therefore DP remains valid.  
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DP9 recognises the need that there may potentially be a requirement for additional segregated 
airspace outside the boundaries of the current D701 complex for stage drop zones and is presented 
as a requirement that needs to be factored into the airspace design considerations.  The Sponsor 
accepts that we do not yet have the full criteria to determine what shape or size this airspace might be 
but this does not remove the need for this DP - therefore DP remains valid. 

Evaluation of Feedback - UK AMC 

Although the UK AMC provided feedback on a number of the DPs, there was not any suggestion that 
they should be reworded, removed or any additional DPs considered.  Most salient comments are 
summarised. 

DP3 suggests consideration is given to the MOD Fast Jet (FJ) areas and EG D712 activities as 
coincident activity may have a significant impact on GAT.  Furthermore, consideration should be made 
regarding whether the use of D701 represents an appropriate volume of airspace for SP-1 operations.  
The Sponsor acknowledges that the MOD are currently sponsoring an ACP for the FJ areas and these 
will need to be considered in airspace protocols along with other adjacent Danger Areas.  The Sponsor 
also acknowledges that the final airspace solution might be a standalone bespoke solution that does 
not use the D701 areas; it is considered that this is captured in a number of the revised detailed 
descriptions of the DPs. 

DP4 recognises that using D701 and existing ASM procedures might be a short term solution but the 
AMC suggests this may not work for a bespoke solution.  The Sponsor acknowledges this fact although 
would contest that mapping across many of the current ASM procedures to any bespoke solution 
should remain a consideration. 

DP6 identifies the need to be cognisant of FRA and FBZs and the AMC recognise how this may affect 
oceanic airspace for operations west of 100 west.  The Sponsor is familiar with additional requirements 
for oceanic airspace and will ensure all such requirements are considered during the next stage of the 
ACP process.  

Evaluation of Feedback - North Uist Community Council WebEx 

DP2 does not specify consideration for local flights to/from Benbecula and the concern is that SP-1 
operations could impact on ‘lifeline flight frequency or reliability’.  The Sponsor suggested that DP2 
does include all airspace users with a view to minimising impact and the operational details for the 
airspace will be developed in the subsequent stages of the ACP process.  It is here where the specific 
protocols and procedures for the airspace will be developed and agreed – a key element of this will be 
Benbecula airport procedures and associated local flights. 

DP5 appears to focus entirely on MOD operations and no other airspace users and ‘why DPs dealing 
with local flights, which also use the same airspace, are not similarly focussed.’  The Sponsor notes 
this concern and believes it is covered by DP3 where all other aviation stakeholders are considered.  
DP5 is specifically written with reference to using the MOD sponsored D701 Danger Areas that are 
exclusively used for MOD purposes.  It is the interaction/deconfliction of commercial activities (SP-1 
operations) against MOD activities that this DP is intended to address.  

Other concerns raised included the reduction in ATC services at Benbecula airport and the fact the DP 
engagement was the first exposure the local community had been given to the airspace process.  
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Although neither concerns were relevant to the airspace DPs, the Sponsor offered a detailed response 
to these queries. 

3.3 Modified Design principles 

The following DPs are a slightly modified version of those first sent out during the initial engagement 
process and are based on the analysis of feedback detailed at paragraph [3.2].  Modifications include 
a minor textural change to DP2 (word ‘activities’ removed and replaced with ‘rocket launches’) and an 
extra line added to DP7 (‘Danger Areas due to SP-1 activities’ removed and replaced with; ‘airspace 
in addition to considering the noise, emissions and light pollution in the local area’).  All other 
modifications are contained within the expanded description beneath the DPs in DP2, 3, 4, & 7.  These 
modifications are made to remove any misunderstanding regarding the DPs only focussing on D701 
and not taking into account a standalone bespoke airspace solution.  For ease of understanding, 
modifications are highlighted in Bold Text. 

 

DP1 Safety The safety of all airspace users is the paramount factor in the 
airspace design 

Safety is the single most important factor and DP1 establishes the need to design airspace that 
provides adequate protection from any hazards associated with rocket launch from SP-1 to other 
airspace users.  Note: safety of third parties on the ground or seaspace is detailed in separate but 
parallel work packages associated with the planning consent regulations. 

DP2 Safety The airspace design will be of the smallest volume to safely 
segregate Spaceport rocket launches from other airspace users 
thereby minimising the impact on other airspace users 

In ensuring safety of other airspace users the airspace design should consider the potential failure of 
the spacecraft both at the launch site, immediately after launch and when in flight.  The airspace 
design must be of sufficient volume to contain all credible risks associated with rocket malfunction 
for both orbital and sub-orbital sounding rockets.  The former have trajectories predominantly 
to the North of the launch site and despite EG D701 complex containing a significant portion 
of the hazard, the airspace design may need to consider airspace outside the EG D701 
boundaries.  This may, in the interests of minimising the volume of airspace required, call for 
a bespoke modular airspace design within EG D701 complex as well as beyond. 

DP3 Operational Minimise the impact (on other aviation stakeholders) of activating 
specific EG D701 Danger Areas in support of SP-1 operations 

When considering the impact on other airspace users the new airspace should not be considered in 
isolation but must also take into account the consequential impact of activating numerous EG D701 
areas for SP-1 operations (if this is deemed appropriate) at times when the Danger Areas may not 
normally be activated.  This design principle includes consideration of which EG D701 areas need to 
be activated and their impact on other stakeholders in particular where these necessitate the closure 
of Oceanic Entry Points (OEPs) for the North Atlantic (NAT) tracks. It may prove beneficial to utilise 
D701 for sub-orbital sounding rocket activities where these can be contained wholly within 
the D701 complex.  This DP may not be relevant if a bespoke modular design is preferred for 
orbital launches. 

DP4 Operational Use Flexible Use of Airspace (FUA) principles by integrating the 
airspace design into the extant Airspace Management (ASM) 
procedures operated within the EG D701 complex 
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This design principles should include integration of the new airspace into the ASM processes of the 
existing EG D701 complex thereby minimising the need for new multifaceted standalone procedures 
and exploiting current Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). This will enable timely notification of 
operations and swift cancellation of NOTAMs thereby freeing up airspace efficiently.  Furthermore, 
expanding extant EG D701 procedures to include the new SP-1 airspace (both around the launch 
site, beyond D701 boundary or, for a bespoke solution), will enable safe access for other airspace 
users when deemed necessary, in particular emergency services. 

DP5 Operational Integrating/deconflicting SP-1 activity safely with MOD activity in 
EG D701 is a vital element of the operational use of the airspace 
design 

It is recognised that use of the EG D701 areas will be subject to MOD activities and priorities therefore 
an important design principle will be the operational integration of SP-1 activities in and around MOD 
use.  By managing both programmes, QinetiQ expects to be able to facilitate the most efficient use 
of airspace especially where it is proven safe to conduct simultaneous operations. 

DP6 Operational The airspace design shall take into account Free Route Airspace 
(FRA) and Flight Planning Buffer Zones (FBZs) remaining 
cognisant of CAA Buffer Policy 

It is recognised that any new Danger Area airspace will have to comply with the CAA Buffer policy 
and ANSPs may be required to apply FBZs.  The design principles will have to take into consideration 
both these requirements.  Furthermore, the advent of FRA in the Scottish Flight Information Region 
(FIR) will need to be considered.   

DP7 Environmental The airspace design and associated activation of EG D701 need 
to consider the environmental impact of aircraft being re-routed 
around the airspace in addition to considering the noise, 
emissions and light pollution in the local area  

It is likely that the new airspace around the launch site and beyond the boundaries of EG D701 
will be relatively small in volume (due to rocket launch profiles), and therefore current traffic 
patterns should be unaffected.  However, a holistic approach is required to consider the wider impact 
that subsequent activation of the EG D701 Danger Areas, (and any additional airspace 
requirements beyond EG D701, including a bespoke modular design) will have, in particular on 
the NAT tracks.  Any deviation caused by unavailability of OEPs will have to be carefully considered 
in the airspace design to understand the environmental impact of additional miles flown by aircraft 
forced to deviate from route.   It is further acknowledged that rocket launch from the site at Scolpaig 
will create noise and light pollution; and these elements will need to be considered in the airspace 
design especially where they are traded off against minimising disruption to Commercial Air 
Transport (CAT).   Many of these environmental issues are being considered within the 
planning application and associated EIA; the latter will help inform part of the ACP process.  

DP8 Regulatory The airspace design will need to consider any emerging 
regulations pertaining to spaceports and Ranges under the 
Space Industry Act 2018  

It is recognised that the airspace design might be influenced by the secondary legislation to the Space 
Industry Act (SIA) 2018.  The design principles will take account for any additional legislative 
requirements, in particular where these are linked to the Spaceport operator licence and Range 
operator licence. 
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DP9 Operational Rocket stage drop zones may be required outside the EG D701 
Areas and will need to be considered 

For orbital rocket launch, it is expected that one or more rocket stages may be required that will 
separate after launch.  Where separation and return to earth occurs outside the EG D701 complex, 
additional segregated airspace will be required – The design principle should include the most 
efficient use of airspace to accommodate this requirement.   

Table 3: Modified Airspace Design Principles 

  
3.4 Design Principles Feedback - Summary 

Evaluation of the feedback received as detailed in paragraph [3.2] above does not suggest any new 
DP should be added to the list proposed by the Sponsor.  Furthermore, after careful consideration of 
the responses, in particular the very comprehensive response from NATS, the Sponsor believes the 
DPs as written with minor amendment to the detailed descriptions, address the concerns, (where 
relevant) of the stakeholders engaged. It is, therefore, proposed that the DPs as prescribed at 
paragraph [3.3] remain unchanged and are forwarded to the CAA for consideration. 

 

4 Next Steps 

4.1 DEFINE Gateway 

This document will be submitted to the CAA as evidence to support Stage 1, Step 1B of the CAP 
1616 airspace change process.  This documentary evidence is provided to inform the CAA’s decision 
to sign off the DEFINE Gateway at the gateway assessment meeting planned for Friday 24th 
September 2021. Sign off will enable ACP-2021-12 to proceed to Stage 2 of the process. 
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5 Glossary 

Acronym Meaning 

ACP Airspace Change Proposal 

AIP Aeronautical Information Publication 

AMC Airspace Management Cell 

ANO Air Navigation Order 

ANSP Air Navigation Service Provider 

AOs Airline Operators 

ASD/FS 21 At Sea Demonstration/Formidable Shield 2021 

ASM Airspace Management 

BMAA British Microlight Aircraft Association 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 

CAP Civil Aviation Publication 

CAT Commercial Air Transport 

DA Danger Area 

DAAIS Danger Area Activity Information Service 

DAAM Danger Area Airspace Manager 

DAATM Defence Airspace & Airspace Traffic Management 

DACS Danger Area Crossing Service 

DP Design Principle 

EG D UK Segregated Airspace Designator and Danger Area 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

FBZ Flight planning Buffer Zone 

FIR Flight Information Region 

FJ Fast Jet 

FRA Free Route Airspace 

FUA Flexible Use of Airspace 

GAT General Air Traffic 

HIAL Highlands & Islands Airports Ltd 

HIE Highlands & Islands Enterprises 

IAA Irish Aviation Authority 

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organisation 

KPI Key Performance Indicators 

LoA Letter of Agreement 

MCA Maritime Coastguard Agency 

MOD Ministry of Defence 

NAT North Atlantic 

NATMAC National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee 

NLB Northern Lighthouse Board 

NOTA North Atlantic Transit Area 

NOTAM Notice To Airmen 

OEPs Oceanic Entry Points 

PPP Power Point Presentation 

SAR Search And Rescue 

SIA Space Industry Act 

SOPs Standard Operating Procedures 

SP-1 Spaceport 1 
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A List of Stakeholders  

2Excel Aviation 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) 
Airfield Operators Group (AOG) 
Airspace Change Organising Group (ACOG) 
Airspace4all 
Babcock Aviation 
Benbecula & Barra ATC 
Bristow helicopters 
British Airline Pilots Association (BALPA) 
British Airline Pilots Association (BALPA)  
British Airways (BA) 
British Business and General Aviation Association (BBGA) 
British Helicopter Association (BHA) 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 
Friends of Scolpaig 
Gamma Aviation 
General Aviation Alliance (GAA) 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (CnES) Planning 
Guild of Air Traffic Control Officers (GATCO)   
Heavy Airlines 
Helicopter Club of Great Britain (HCGB) 
Highlands and Islands Airports Ltd (HIAL) 
Historic Environment Scotland 
HM Coastguard Maritime & Coastguard Agency (MCA) 
Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) 
Light Aircraft Association (LAA) 
Loganair 
Marine Scotland Compliance (local fisheries office) 
Marine Fisheries & Seal Licensing Scotland 
Meteorological Office 
Ministry of Defence - Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management (MoD DAATM) 
Ministry of Defence Danger Area Airspace Manager (DAAM) 
National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee (NATMAC) Members 
NATS 
Nature Scotland 
Northern Lighthouse Board (NLB) 
North Uist Community Council 
Outer Hebrides IFG 
Outer Hebrides Natural History Society 
PDG Aviation 
PDG Helicopters  
Reykjavik ANSP 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
Royal Yachting Association (RYA) Scotland 
Scottish Creel Fishermen’s Federation 
Scottish Fisherman’s Federation 
Scottish Water 
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Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA)  
Stornoway ATC 
UK Airspace Management Cell (AMC) 
UK Hydrographic Office (UKHO) 
Western Isles Fisherman’s Association
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B Stakeholder Response – Evidence 

PP Delivered by SP-1) to NATS Apr 2019
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Sponsor Letter to Stakeholders Requesting Feedback on Design Principles:
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