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Microlight Aircraft Association (BMAA), British Skydiving, Drone Major, Guild of Air Traffic Control Officers (GATCO), Honourable 
Company of Air Pilots (HCAP), Helicopter Club of Great Britain (HCGB), Light Aircraft Association (LAA), Defence Airspace and Air 
Traffic Management, UK Airprox Board (UKAB), UK Flight Safety Committee (UKFSC), United States Air Force Europe (3rd Air Force-
Directorate of Flying (USAFE (3rd AF-DOF)) 

• ANSPs: NATS (NERL) – NATS (Aberdeen Radar) and Avinor 
• Airports: Sumburgh Airport, Tingwall Airport 
• Additional stakeholders: Viper (Offshore Helicopter Services), Osprey (PDG Aviation Services), Direct Flights (operate out of 

Tingwall) (identified through discussion with Sumburgh Airport) – these stakeholders were contacted later in the engagement 
period, some via Sumburgh. 

 
Where the sponsor decided not to engage with certain NATMAC members (namely Airlines UK, ACOG, BALPA, British Airways, Isle of Man 
CAA, Low Fare Airlines, Military Aviation Authority, Navy Command HQ and PPL/IR Europe), they provided their rationale for this within 
Section 4.1 of the Stakeholder Engagement Summary document. Their rationale is considered appropriate and none of these stakeholders 
provided feedback for the sponsor’s previous ACP in the Northern North Sea, ACP-2022-044.  
 
Although not a requirement of the process the sponsor considered whether they should engage with local residents at this stage. They 
decided not to and have provided justification for this approach within Section 4.1 of the Summary of Stakeholder Engagement.  
 
Avinor (a Norwegian ANSP) were not listed as part of the stakeholder list in Section 3 of the Stakeholder Engagement Summary document 
however engagement with them is discussed later in the document. 

 
This requirement has only partially been met because although the sponsor advised that previous engagement in the area informed a 
provisional stakeholder list for this ACP, there were operators who they engaged for a very similar ACP (2022-044) who were not included 
within the original engagement for this ACP, despite them operating in the area and providing feedback to the previous ACP. The sponsor 
has not been clear why they chose not to engage with these stakeholders until in some cases, they were prompted either by another 
stakeholder or the CAA. Examples include Isavia ANS (ANSP for the Reykjavik ANSP), Gama Aviation and PDG Helicopters. Although Gama 
Aviation and PDG Helicopters raised issues regarding the sponsor’s previous proposal in a very similar location last year, PDG Helicopters 
did advise that they would need a facility for emergency access to the TDA for lighthouse support operations if required. Although Gama 
Aviation had no specific feedback to ACP-2022-044 stating that it us rare they find themselves that far north therefore they expect very 
little impact if any to their operations, they do provide air ambulance services therefore it is unclear why the sponsor didn’t include them 
from the beginning of engagement for this ACP. A condition to address this been added to Q11. Update 16/04: Upon a request from the 
CAA, the sponsor has advised they have now contacted PDG Helicopters (again) and Gama Aviation to ask for feedback, but no evidence of 
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Q11. 
 
Deconfliction of flight operations with HEMS/SAR Activity and Pre-notification of operations  
Bristow SAR who operate SAR helicopters out of Sumburgh (tasked by JRCC) were engaged via a telephone discussion whereby the 
proposed operations were set out and Bristow SAR had the opportunity to raise issues and make comments. The sponsor advises that with 
they were content with a crossing service being provided, they would have sufficient opportunity to access the TDA should they require it 
for emergency operations.  
Upon a prompt from the CAA, the sponsor has advised that they have made contact with Gama Aviation who weren’t originally engaged – 
awaiting update. 
Sponsors response: Flylogix explained that they would ensure that they afforded SAR every priority and should an emergency arise then 
they would vacate the necessary TDA segment immediately to enable access. They will also engage with Bristow SAR prior to operations to 
ensure that they are aware of the planned dates and timings of the operation. A recommendation has been added to Q10 for the sponsor 
to provide evidence of their conversation. 
 
Deconfliction of flight operations with local commercial operators 
Sumburgh Airport confirmed that there were no concerns from their point of view, confirming that it would not directly affect their 
operation or infringe the area in which they would be providing a service. They provided guidance with regards to local stakeholders; 
Bristow oil and gas, Bristow SAR, Offshore helicopters (Viper), CHC, NHV, Osprey (PDG Helicopters) and Direct flights who operate out of 
Tingwall. 
Shetland Islands Council who manage Tingwall Airport, had a telephone conversation with the sponsor where they confirmed the TDA 
doesn’t present any concerns and that they had no issues from the previous operations. They asked if the sponsor had contacted Airtask 
who operate out of Tingwall since they sometimes operate scenic flights which may be impacted by the TDA. 
Sponsors response: The sponsor has advised that all of the local operators recommended by Sumburgh have been contacted either by 
Sumburgh (where they didn’t feel they could pass on contact details – namely for Viper and Direct Flights) or by the sponsor where contact 
details were shared (PDG Helicopters), although no email evidence for engagement with PDG Helicopters has been included. The sponsor 
advised Tingwall that Airtask had been contacted but they hadn’t had a response. Tingwall advised they would forward the sponsor’s email 
onto Airtask and copy them in, but the sponsor has advised they did not receive a response. The sponsor has confirmed to the CAA via 
email that they haven’t received a response from the other operators, but they have contacted PDG Helicopters again. 

 
Interaction with GA activity 
The LAA responded to say they had no objections to the proposal but made comment that Scatsta and Shetland are occasionally 
frequented by touring GA traffic including their members. The BBGA advised the sponsor to contact the BHA and RPAS UK. RPAS UK had no 
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required but the sponsor should ensure all stakeholders (including Avinor) are aware of the change in TDA design. 
• Be available for direct contact by telephone before and during operations if additional information is required. 

 
Although no letters of Agreement (LoA) or TOIs have been referenced in the Engagement Summary Report during targeted aviation 
stakeholder engagement, the sponsor refers to a TOI with NATS Aberdeen within the Final submission document v8. 
 
As explained under Q6, the sponsor will need to notify their full stakeholder group of the late change to the TDA design (TDA F) before 
operations as currently there is no evidence that stakeholders have been made aware of this change. This has been addressed as a 
condition under Q11. 
 
There are a number of discrepancies that the sponsor should address: 
It is recommended that the sponsor resolves the list discrepancies described below and provide updated versions of the submission 
documents to reflect the corrections, using clear version control. 
 
Final submission document v8: 

• Section 5, sub-heading 27: There is an incomplete sentence which appears to be missing an email address where feedback and 
complaints can be sent to, to be collated as part of the CAP 1616 requirements. These contact details should be added accordingly. 

• Section 6 states that the TDA will be activated from 5 March to 2 June 2024 which is inconsistent with the rest of the submission. 
The sponsor should update this accordingly. Update 12/04: Now partly resolved in v6 onwards of the final submission document – 
these documents state 2 May to 15 July but the rest of the final submission says 2 May 24 - 14 July 24 (this is minor though as it's 
still within the 90 days they engaged on. 

 
Stakeholder Engagement Summary document v2 dated 28.03.2024: 

• The fourth paragraph under Section 4 should be updated to accurately reflect the summary of engagement and which stakeholders 
were contacted and when (for example during early engagement and/or at the start of the formal engagement period). A rationale 
for which stakeholders were contacted during the early engagement should be included. 

• Section 4 advises that a telephone conversation was held with Kirkwall (located in Orkney). The sponsor should confirm if this is a 
typo and if this is meant to say Tingwall.  Update 16/04: The sponsor has confirmed this is indeed an error and Tingwall was 
engaged - they have said they will update the Engagement Summary Report accordingly - awaiting receipt of this. 

• Avinor is not listed within the table on pages 1-2 of the Stakeholder Engagement Summary document, yet they were engaged. It is 
recommended they are added to this table for completeness (in addition to any other stakeholders engaged at a later date). 
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• Section 5.1.7 of the engagement summary report shows that the sponsor had a phone call with Bristow SAR. The minutes of this 
(and any follow up emails confirming the conversation) should be included within the engagement evidence. Update 16/04: The 
sponsor has advised they will create some minutes for this 

• Sections 5.1 and 5.2 should be updated to accurately reflect the number of stakeholders who responded with either some feedback 
or no feedback. 

• Section 5.2 says the AOG replied but there is no email in engagement evidence. The sponsor should update the document 
accordingly. Update 16/04: The sponsor has advised this was an error and that AOG didn’t respond – they will update the 
document accordingly. 

• Section 5.2 of the Stakeholder Engagement Summary document says that full stakeholder correspondence is included at Appendix 
3.2, however within v2 it is labelled ‘7. Raw Stakeholder Feedback 5.1’. This should be updated appropriately. 

• As per Section 5.3, the sponsor should provide a copy of the email correspondence which was sent out on the close of engagement. 
• Section 6.1 of the Engagement summary report says “Flylogix will liaise with Anglia Radar for confirmation of contact details prior 

to operations and ensure that all stakeholders identified above who require the same are furnished with the information. Flylogix 
will contact Anglia Radar by telephone or email to confirm they can provide a Danger Area Crossing Service before issuing a 
NOTAM to activate the TDA.” Section 6.3.3 says “Flylogix will engage with Aberdeen Radar (NATS) to provide a Danger Area 
Crossing Service during the periods the TDA is active…” and Section 5.1.1 which describes the feedback from NATS says “As the  
TDA structure crosses several radar sectors, may we also suggest that a statement for the provision of DACS (SUACS) within the AIC 
should follow:  “Within EG DXXXXX, a Danger Area Crossing Service (DACS) will be available from Sumburgh Radar or Brent Radar 
on the appropriate frequency as defined in UK AIP ENR 1.6 Paragraph 4.5.2.2.””. In the assessment meeting, ATM wished to ensure 
that it was clear that it would be Aberdeen ATSU (Sumburgh Radar) that would be required to provide any service that would be 
allocated to the areas and not Anglia as detailed within the slides, and Flylogix advised that this will be updated. Please can the 
sponsor clarify and update the submission accordingly to accurately reflect who will be providing the SUACS, i.e. Sumburgh, Brent 
and Aberdeen (REBROS) Radar sectors? Update 16/04: The sponsor has simply responded to say they will update this accordingly. 

 
Stakeholder engagement material: 

• Although the maps in Figures 2 and 3 themselves are clear, the Figures could have been more clearly labelled as representing the 
designs both East and West of Shetland respectively. The title for Figure 3 for example is labelled as a ‘Map of overland TDA 
Segments A, N-V’ which isn’t clear since segments all segments except A and N in this map are shown to be offshore in the map and 
this hasn’t been clearly articulated in the text associated with the map. These issues appear to be copy/paste issues from another 
proposal. The sponsor should update these accordingly. 

 
It is recommended that if the sponsor chooses to provide any further information, any maps they use should contain sufficient detail for 
any potentially impacted community stakeholders to identify where they live in relation of the changes in traffic patterns, in addition to 






