
1 

 

  

 

LONDON OXFORD AIRPORT AIRSPACE CHANGE PROPOSAL 

 

ACP-2023-0331 

 

CAP 1616 DESIGN PRINCIPLES PHASE 1B 

 

ANNEXES 

 

 
 

  

 
1 Link to CAA Portal 

https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?pID=557


2 

LIST OF ANNEXES 

 

Annex Title Page 

A List of Stakeholders A-1 

B Stakeholder Engagement Log and OASL Correspondence B-1 

C Stakeholder Engagement Material C-1 

D Stakeholder Correspondence D-1 

E Stakeholder Feedback E-1 

F Glossary F-1 

 

 



A-1 

ANNEX A 

LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS 

1. The following is the list of Stakeholders who were informed by OASL of this Airspace 

Change Proposal.  

Parliamentary Constituencies 

Constituency MP Email Contact 

Aylesbury 

Banbury 

Buckingham 

Daventry 

Henley   

Kenilworth and Southam 

Oxford East   

Oxford West and Abingdon 

South Northamptonshire   

Stratford-On-Avon 

The Cotswolds  

Wantage 

Witney  

Wycombe 

County and District Councils 

Council Type Email Contact 

Buckinghamshire Unitary authority

 

Cherwell Local authority district 

Cotswold Local authority district 

Gloucester Unitary authority 

Oxford Unitary authority 

South Oxfordshire Local authority district 

Stratford-On-Avon Local authority district 

Vale of White Horse Local authority district  

West Northamptonshire Local authority district  

West Oxfordshire Local authority district 

Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Abingdon-on-Thames Town Council 

Adderbury Parish Council 

Addington Parish Council 

Adlestrop Parish Council 

Adwell Parish Meeting 

Akeley Parish Council 

mailto:victoria.prentis.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:greg.smith.mp@parliament.uk
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Aldsworth Parish Council 

Alvescot Parish Council 

Ambrosden Parish Council 

Appleford Parish Council 

Appleton-with-Eaton Parish Council 

Ardington and Lockinge Parish Council 

Ardley with Fewcott Parish Council 

Arncott Parish Council 

Ascott-under-Wychwood Parish Council 

Asthall Parish Council 

Aston le Walls Parish Council 

Aston Rowant Parish Council 

Aston Tirrold and Upthorpe Parish Council 

Aston, Cote, Shifford and Chimney Parish 
Council 

Avon Dassett Parish Council 

Aynho Parish Council 

Bampton Parish Council 

Banbury Town Council 

Barcheston & Willington Parish Council 

Barford St. John and St. Michael Parish 
Council 

Barrington Parish Council 

Barton Hartshorn Parish Council 

Barton-On-The-Heath Parish Council 

Batsford Parish Council 

Baulking Parish Meeting 

Beckley and Stowood Parish Council  

Begbroke Parish Council 

Benson Parish Council 

Berinsfield Parish Council 

Berrick Salome Parish Council 

Besselsleigh Parish Meeting 

Bicester Town Council 

Biddlesdon Parish Council 

Black Bourton Parish Council 

Blackbird Leys Parish Council 

Blackthorn Parish Council 

Bladon Parish Council 

Bledington Parish Council 

Blenheim Parish Council 

Bletchingdon Parish Council 

Blewbury Parish Council 

Bloxham Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Boarstall Parish Council 

Bodicote Parish Council 

Bourton-On-The-Water Parish Council 

Bourtons (Banbury) Parish Council 

Brackley Town Council 

Brailes Parish Council 

Brightwalton Parish Council 

Brightwell Baldwin Parish Meeting 

Brightwell-cum-Sotwell Parish Council 

Brill Parish Council 

Britwell Salome Parish Meeting 

Brize Norton Parish Council 

Broadwell Parish Council 

Broughton Parish Council 

Bruern Parish Meeting 

Buckingham Town Council 

Buckland Parish Council-Ox 

Bucknell Parish Council 

Burford Town Council 

Burmington Parish Council 

Buscot Parish Council 

Calvert Green Parish Council 

Carterton Town Council 

Cassington Parish Council 

Catmore Parish Council 

Caversfield Parish Council 

Chacombe Parish Council 

Chaddleworth Parish Council 

Chadlington Parish Council 

Chalgrove Parish Council 

Charlbury Town Council 

Charlton-on-Otmoor Parish Council 

Charndon Parish Council 

Charney Bassett Parish Council 

Chastleton Parish Meeting 

Chearsley Parish Council 

Cherington & Stourton Joint Parish Council 

Cherington Parish Council 

Chesterton & Kingston Parish Council  

Chesterton Parish Council 

Chetwode Parish Council 

Childrey Parish Council 

Chilson Parish Meeting 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Chilton Parish Council 

Chilton Parish Council 

Chinnor Parish Council 

Chipping Norton Town Council 

Chipping Wardon And Edgecote Parish 
Council 

Cholsey Parish Council 

Churchill and Sarsden Parish Council  

Clanfield Parish Council 

Clapton Parish Council 

Claydon with Clattercote Parish Council 

Clifton Hampden Parish Council 

Coleshill Parish Council 

Combe Parish Council 

Compton Beauchamp Parish Council 

Compton Parish Council 

Cornbury And Wychwood Parish Council 

Cottisford Parish Council 

Crawley Parish Council 

Cropredy Parish Council 

Croughton Parish Council 

Crowmarsh Parish Council 

Cuddesdon and Denton Parish Council 

Culham Parish Council 

Culworth Parish Council 

Cumnor Parish Council 

Curbridge & Lew Parish Council 

Cuxham with Easington Parish Meeting  

Deddington Parish Council 

Denchworth Parish Meeting 

Didcot Town Council 

Donnington Parish Council 

Dorchester Parish Council 

Dorton Parish Council 

Drayton (Abingdon) Parish Council 

Drayton (Banbury) Parish Council 

Drayton Parish Council 

Drayton St Leonard Parish Council 

Duns Tew Parish Council 

East Hagbourne Parish Council 

East Hanney Parish Council 

East Hendred Parish Council 

East Isley Parish Council 

Eastleach Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Eaton Hastings Parish Meeting 

Elsfield Parish Council 

Enstone Parish Council 

Epwell Parish Council 

Evenley Parish Council 

Evenlode Parish Council 

Ewelme Parish Council 

Eydon Parish Council 

Eynsham Parish Council 

Faringdon Town Council 

Farnborough Parish Council 

Farthinghoe Parish Council 

Fawler Parish Meeting 

Fawley Parish Council 

Fencott and Murcott Parish Council 

Fernham Parish Meeting 

Fifield Parish Meeting 

Filkins and Broughton Poggs Parish Council  

Finmere Parish Council 

Finstock Parish Council 

Forest Hill with Shotover Parish Council 

Freeland Parish Council 

Frilford Parish Meeting 

Fringford Parish Council 

Fritwell Parish Council 

Fulbrook Parish Council 

Fyfield and Tubney Parish Council 

Garford Parish Meeting 

Garsington Parish Council 

Glympton Parish Meeting 

Goosey Parish Meeting 

Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council  

Grafton And Radcot Parish Council 

Great Haseley Parish Council 

Great Milton Parish Council 

Great Rissington Parish Council 

Great Tew Parish Meeting 

Greatworth and Halse Parish Council  

Grendon Underwood Parish Council 

Grove Parish Council 

Hailey Parish Council 

Hampton Gay and Poyle Parish Meeting  

Hanborough Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Hanwell Parish Council 

Hardwick Parish Council 

Hardwick-with-Yelford Parish Meeting  

Harwell Parish Council  

Hatford Parish Council 

Helmdon Parish Council 

Hethe Parish Council 

Heyford Park Parish Council 

Heythrop Parish Council 

Hillesdon Parish Council 

Hinton Waldrist Parish Council 

Hogshaw Parish Council 

Holton Parish Council 

Holwell Parish Meeting 

Honington Parish Council 

Hook Norton Parish Council 

Horley Parish Council 

Hornton Parish Council 

Horspath Parish Council 

Horton-cum-Studley Parish Council 

Ickford Parish Council 

Idbury Parish Meeting 

Idlicote Parish Council 

Ipsden Parish Council 

Islip Parish Council 

Kelmscott Parish Meeting 

Kencot Parish Meeting 

Kennington Parish Council 

Kiddington With Asterleigh Parish Council 

Kidlington Parish Council 

Kingham Parish Council 

Kings Sutton Parish Council 

Kingsey Parish Council 

Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor Parish 
Council 

Kingston Lisle Parish Council 

Kirtlington Parish Council 

Langford Parish Council 

Launton Parish Council 

Leafield Parish Council 

Letchlade-on-Thames Town Council 

Letcombe Bassett Parish Council 

Letcombe Regis Parish Council 

Lewknor Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Little Compton Parish Council 

Little Coxwell Parish Council 

Little Faringdon Parish Meeting 

Little Milton Parish Council 

Little Tew Parish Meeting 

Little Wittenham Parish Council 

Littlemore Parish Council 

Littleworth Parish Meeting 

Long Compton Parish Council 

Long Crendon Parish Council 

Long Wittenham Parish Council 

Longborough Parish Council 

Longcot Parish Council 

Longworth Parish Council 

Lower Heyford Parish Council 

Lower Slaughter Parish Council 

Ludgershall Parish Council 

Lyford Parish Meeting 

Lyneham Parish Meeting 

Maids Morton Parish Council 

Marcham Parish Council 

Marsh Gibbon Parish Council 

Merton Parish Council 

Middle Aston Parish Meeting 

Middle Claydon Parish Council 

Middleton Cheney Parish Council 

Middleton Stoney Parish Council 

Milcombe Parish Council 

Milton (Abingdon) Parish Council 

Milton (Banbury) Parish Meeting 

Milton-under-Wychwood Parish Council 

Minster Lovell Parish Council 

Mixbury Parish Meeting 

Moulsford Parish Council 

Nether Winchendon Parish Council 

Newington Parish Council 

Noke Parish Meeting 

North Hinksey Parish Council 

North Leigh Parish Council 

North Moreton Parish Council 

North Newington Parish Council 

Northmoor Parish Council 

Nuffield Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Oakley Parish Council 

Oddington Parish Meeting 

Old Marston Parish Council 

Over Norton Parish Council 

Oxhill Parish Council 

Piddington Parish Council 

Poundon Parish Council 

Prescote Parish Meeting 

Preston Bissett Parish Council 

Pusey Parish Meeting 

Pyrton Parish Council 

Quainton Parish Council 

Radley Parish Council 

Radstone Parish Council 

Radway Parish Council 

Ramsden Parish Council 

Ratley And Opton Parish Council 

Risinghurst & Sandhills Parish Council 

Rollright Parish Council 

Saint Helen Without Parish Council 

Salford Parish Council 

Sandford St Martin Parish Council 

Sandford-on-Thames Parish Council 

Shabbingdon Parish Council 

Shalstone Parish Council 

Shellingford Parish Meeting 

Shenington with Alkerton Parish Council  

Shilton Parish Council 

Shipston On Stour Parish Council 

Shipton-on-Cherwell and Thrupp Parish 
Council 

Shipton-under-Wychwood Parish Council 

Shirburn Parish Meeting 

Shotteswell Parish Council 

Shrivenham Parish Council 

Shutford Parish Council 

Sibford Ferris Parish Council 

Sibford Gower Parish Council 

Somerton Parish Council 

Souldern Parish Council 

South Hinksey Parish Council 

South Leigh Parish Council 

South Moreton Parish Council 

South Newington Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

South Stoke Parish Council 

Southrop Parish Council 

Sparsholt Parish Council 

Spelsbury Parish Council 

Stadhampton Parish Council 

Standlake Parish Council 

Stanford-in-the-Vale Parish Council 

Stanton Harcourt Parish Council 

Stanton St. John Parish Council 

Steeple Aston Parish Council 

Steeple Barton Parish Council 

Steeple Claydon Parish Council 

Steventon Parish Council 

Stoke Lyne Parish Council 

Stoke Talmage Parish Meeting 

Stonesfield Parish Council 

Stow-On-The-Wold Parish Council 

Stratton Audley Parish Council 

Stretton-On-Fosse Parish Council 

Sulgrave Parish Council 

Sunningwell Parish Council 

Sutton Courtenay Parish Council 

Swalcliffe Parish Council 

Swerford Parish Council 

Swinbrook and Widford Parish Council 

Swyncombe Parish Council 

Sydenham Parish Council 

Syresham Parish Council 

Tackley Parish Council 

Tadmarton Parish Council 

Taynton Parish Meeting 

Tetsworth Parish Council 

Thame Town Council 

The Baldons Parish Council 

The Wolfords Joint Parish Council 

Thenford Parish Council 

Thorpe Mandeville Parish Council 

Tiddington-with-Albury Parish Council  

Tingewick Parish Council 

Todenham Parish Council 

Toot Baldon Parish Council 

Towersey Parish Council 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Turweston Parish Council 

Twyford Parish Council 

Tyso Parish Council 

Uffington Parish Council 

Upper Heyford Parish Council 

Upper Winchendon Parish Council 

Upton Parish Council 

Waddesdon Parish Council 

Wallingford Town Council 

Wantage Town Council 

Warborough Parish Council 

Wardington Parish Council 

Warkworth Parish Council 

Warmington Parish Council 

Watchfield Parish Council 

Water Stratford Parish Council 

Waterstock Parish Meeting 

Watlington Parish Council 

Wendlebury Parish Council 

West Challow Parish Council 

West Hagbourne Parish Council 

West Hanney Parish Council 

Westbury Parish Council 

Westcote Barton Parish Meeting 

Weston and Weedon Parish Council 

Weston and Weedon Lois Parish Council  

Weston-on-the-Green Parish Council 

Westwell Parish Meeting 

Wheatfield Parish Council 

Wheatley Parish Council 

Whichford Parish Council 

Whitfield Parish Council 

Wigginton Parish Council 

Windrush Parish Council 

Witney Town Council 

Woodeaton Parish Council 

Woodham Parish Council 

Woodstock Town Council 

Woolstone Parish Meeting 

Wootton (Abingdon) Parish Council 

Wootton (Woodstock) Parish Council 

Worminghall Parish Council 

Worton Parish Meeting 
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Town or Parish Council Email Contact 

Wotton Underwood Parish Council 

Wroxton & Balscote Parish Council 

Wyck Rissington Parish Council 

Wytham Parish Meeting 

Yarnton Parish Council 

NATMAC 

Organisation Representative(s) Email Contact 

Airlines UK  

Airport Operators 
Association (AOA) 

Airfield Operators Group 
(AOG) 

Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association (AOPA) 

  

Airspace Change Organising 
Group (ACOG) 

Association of Remotely 
Piloted Aircraft Systems UK 
(ARPAS-UK)  

  

Aviation Environment 
Federation (AEF) 

British Airways (BA)   

BAe Systems 

British Airline Pilots 
Association (BALPA)  

British Balloon and Airship 
Club  

British Business and 
General Aviation Association 
(BBGA) 

British Gliding Association 
(BGA) 

British Helicopter 
Association (BHA) 

  

British Microlight Aircraft 
Association (BMAA)  

British Skydiving   

Drone Major 

General Aviation Alliance 
(GAA) 

Guild of Air Traffic Control 
Officers (GATCO)   

Honourable Company of Air 
Pilots (HCAP) 

  

Helicopter Club of Great 
Britain (HCGB) 

Isle of Man CAA   

Light Aircraft Association 
(LAA) 

Low Fare Airlines   
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NATMAC 

Organisation Representative(s) Email Contact 

Military Aviation Authority 
(MAA) 

Ministry of Defence - 
Defence Airspace and Air 
Traffic Management (MoD 
DAATM) 

NATS  

Navy Command HQ   
 

PPL/IR (Europe)  

UK Airprox Board (UKAB)  

UK Flight Safety Committee 
(UKFSC) 

United States Visiting Forces 
(USVF), HQ United States 
Country Rep-UK (HQ USCR-
UK). 

  

External Aviation 

Name Email 

621 VGS 

Aeros 

BGGC 

Bicester Aero 

Birmingham Airport 

BMAA 

Booker Aviation 

Brize Flying Club 

CAA Infringements 

CastleAir Academy 

Chiltern Aero 

Chirp 

Clifton Aviation Ltd 

Cotswold Aero Club 

Cotswold Gliding 

Cotswolds Airport 

Cranfield Airport 

Enstone Aerodrome 

Enstone Flying Club 

Farnborough Airport 

Fernham Fly 

Finest Hour Experiences 

GASCO 

Gloucestershire Airport 

Gryphon  
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Heli Air 

Helifights UK 

Heligroup 

Hinton Airfield 

JK Helicopter Training 

London Gliding Club 

Lyneham Aviation 

NPAS 

Oaksey Park Airfield 

Oxford Gliding Club 

Skyborne 

Staverton Flying School 

Swindon Gliding Club 

Thames Valley Air Ambulance 

Turweston  

Based-Operators

Organisation/Name Email Contact 

Airbus Helicopters 

Ameriana Aviation 

Angus Monro 

Anyway Aviation 

CAE 

Capital Air Services 

Children's Air Ambulance 

Clarity Global 
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Based-Operators

Organisation/Name Email Contact 

Dentcomm 

Diamond Flight Training Ltd 

G-HIRE 

Go Fly Oxford 

Industriflyg 

Ineos ops 

JCB 

JMI 

K&N Aviation Limited 

Kingham Aviation 

Leading Edge 

Livingstone Skies 

LS Aviation 

MAC Aviation 

Marvel Aviation 
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Based-Operators

Organisation/Name Email Contact 

OAGAG 

Ortac 

Oxford Aeroplane Co 

P3 Engineering 

PFT & Volare 

Pilot Flight Training 

Recreational International Inc 

RPM Aviation 

SaxonAir 

Spirejet 

Synergy Aviation 

TAG Ops 

Techtest 

Time Air 

Via Global /Ventus International Aviation  

Volare Aviation 

Voler Aviation 

Whitewind Company 

Whitewind Company Operations  

Yellow skies LLP 

Added during Initial Engagement 

Name Email 

One Planet Abingdon Climate Emergency Centre 
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ANNEX B 

 

STAGE 1B STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT LOG 

 

Details of Stage 1B Stakeholder Engagement is in the following table with details of OASL initial emails 

to stakeholders for the engagement below: 

 

Date Stakeholder Type of 
Engagement 

Subject of Engagement Location of 
Engagement 

Evidence 

03/10/2023 ACC Meeting Standard ACC meeting with a brief 
on the ACP, see minutes 

Annex C, 
Appendix 1 

30/01/2023 ACC Meeting Standard ACC meeting with a brief 
on the ACP, see minutes 

Annex C, 
Appendix 2 

15/02/2024 TOM Meeting Standard TOM meeting with brief 
on the ACP, see minutes 

Annex C, 
Appendix 3 

07/03/2024 LRST Meeting Standard LRST meeting with a 
brief on the ACP, see minutes 

Annex C, 
Appendix 4 

13/03/2024 All Document Current Operations and DPs, 6-
week Stakeholder Engagement 

Annex C, 
Appendix 6 

13/03/2024 NATMAC By email Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B (6-Week Consultation) 

Annex D 

13/03/2024 Aviation By email Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B (6-Week Consultation) 

Annex D 

13/03/2024 Non-Aviation By email/Post Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B (6-Week Consultation) 

Annex D 

18/04/2024 NATMAC By email Reminder of end of Stakeholder 
Engagement Phase 1B date 

Annex D 

18/04/2024 Aviation By email Reminder of end of Stakeholder 
Engagement Phase 1B date 

Annex D 

18/04/2024 Non-Aviation By email Reminder of end of Stakeholder 
Engagement Phase 1B date 

Annex D 

08/05/2024 RAUWG Meeting Standard RAUWG meeting with 
brief on Oxford activity and the 
ACP 

Annex C, 
Appendix 7 

23/05/2024 NATMAC By email Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B – Update on DPs (2-Week 
Consultation) 

Annex D 

23/05/2024 Aviation By email Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B – Update on DPs (2-Week 
Consultation) 

Annex D 

23/05/2024 Non-Aviation By email Stakeholder Engagement Phase 
1B – Update on DPs (2-Week 
Consultation) 

Annex D 

24/05/2024 All Document Outcome of 6-week engagement 
and proposed DPs, 2-week 
Stakeholder Engagement 

Annex C, 
Appendix 8 

04/06/2024 ACC Meeting Standard ACC meeting with a brief 
on the ACP, see minutes 

Annex C, 
Appendix 10 
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ANNEX C 

 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT MATERIAL 

 

One stakeholder noticed minor errors within the Stakeholder Engagement document 

regarding activity at some of the local airfields; whilst these have no impact on the current 

operation, or on the draft DPs the Stakeholder Engagement document reproduced at 

Appendix 4 has been corrected (corrections in Red). The original Stakeholder Engagement 

document can be found on the CAA Airspace Portal here. 

 

Appendices: 

 

1. ACC Minutes – Meeting held on 03/10/2023. 

2. ACC Minutes – Meeting held on 30/01/2024. 

3. TOM Minutes – Meeting held on 15/02/2024. 

4. LRST Minutes – Meeting held on 07/03/2024. 

5. Update to ACP Page on Website dated 13/03/2024. 

6. Stakeholder Engagement Document dated 13/03/2024 and OXF-ACP-2023-033 

Stage 1b - Design Principles Stakeholder Questions. 

7. RUAWG Minutes – Meeting held on 08/05/2024 (email confirming engagement). 

8. Second Stakeholder Engagement Document dated 24/05/2024. 

9. Update to ACP Page on Website dated 31/05/2024.  

10. ACC Minutes – Meeting held on 04/06/2024.  

 

 

https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/documents/download/6493
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RAUWG MINUTES – 8 MAY 2024 

 

The RAUWG minutes have not yet been published. An email confirming the engagement occurred has 

been received and is published below: 
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ANNEX D 

 

STAKEHOLDER CORRESPONDENCE 

 

Oxford Airport engaged with a wide variety of Stakeholders from 13 March 2024 as part of 

ACP-2023-033 Stage 1 DP. The following documents and redacted version for public viewing 

should be read in conjunction with Appendix 6 to Annex C within this document or on the 

Portal at Airspace change proposal public view (caa.co.uk) in the Stage 1B Stakeholder 

Engagement document. 

 

Annex D records all the correspondence received during the Engagement Period considered 

as part of the DP development.  

 

This Annex contains four Appendices. Appendix 1 contains the initial emails sent by OASL for 

the first Stakeholder Engagement, a reminder of the end date of the first Stakeholder 

Engagement, and the second Stakeholder Engagement. Appendix 2 is the stakeholder’s and 

OASL’s responses to the first Stakeholder Engagement documentation. Appendix 3 is the 

stakeholder's responses to the second Stakeholder Engagement document and Appendix 4 

is the OASL’s response, where required. 

 

 

 

Appendices: 

 

1. OASL initial emails for the first 6-week Stakeholder Engagement (13/03/2024 to 

24/04/2024), reminder emails of the end of the first Stakeholder Engagement, and the emails 

for the Second 2-week Stakeholder Engagement (24/05/2-24 to 07/06/2024). 

2. Stakeholder and OASL Correspondence – First Stakeholder Engagement. 

3. Stakeholder Correspondence – Second Stakeholder Engagement. 

4. OASL Correspondence – Second Stakeholder Engagement. 

 

https://airspacechange.caa.co.uk/PublicProposalArea?pID=557
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OASL EMAILS OF FIRST STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT, REMINDER EMAIL, AND SECOND 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 

The first record is the email sent out to all 630 stakeholders to commence the Stakeholder Engagement; 

the second is an email sent to remind stakeholders that the engagement ended on 24 April 2024, the 

actual emails sent with the Bcc addressees are after these emails within Appendix 1 to Annex D. Owing 

to limitations of numbers of email addresses that could be sent within each email, the emails were 

divided into tranches as follows: 

 

• First Stakeholder Engagement 

• Reminder of End of First Stakeholder Engagement 

• Second Stakeholder Engagement 

  



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-2 

 

FIRST STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 

The following group of emails were sent to initiate the first 6-week Stakeholder Engagement: 
 

20240313-LOA - ACP-2023-033 - CAP1616 DPs – Stakeholder Engagement-NATMAC Email. 

20240314-LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-NATMAC and CCs Email. 

20240313-LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Aviation Email. 

20240313-LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-MPs and Councils Email. 

20240524-LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-NATMAC and CCs Email. 

20240313-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Eastthanneypc Email 

20240313-LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Sthelenwithoutpc Email 
  



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-3 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-4 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-5 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-6 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-7 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-8 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-9 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-10 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-11 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-12 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-13 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-14 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-15 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-16 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-17 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-18 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-19 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

D-1-20 

 



APPENDIX 1 
TO ANNEX D 

 

D-1-21 

REMINDER OF END OF FIRST STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 
The following group of emails were sent to remind stakeholders of the end date of the first Stakeholder 
Engagement: 
 
20240418-Re LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Aviation Email 
20240418-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Natmac Email 
20240418-Re LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Natmac_Additions Email 
0240418-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils Email 
20240418-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Mps_County_Councils 
Email 
20240318-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Dorchester0nthames 
Email 
20240318-Re LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Westoxfdc Email 
20240419-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils-Newemailpc 
Email 
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SECOND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 
The following emails were sent to the following groups of stakeholders to announce a 2-week 
Stakeholder Engagement: 
 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Natmacsndccs Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-MPs Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Aviation Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils1 Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils2 Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils3 Email 
20240524- LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Councils4 Email 
20240524-Fw LOA-ACP-2023-033-CAP1616 DPs–Stakeholder Engagement-Stadhampton Email 
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STAKEHOLDER CORRESPONDENCE – FIRST STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 

The stakeholder and OASL correspondence to the first Stakeholder Engagement can be found within 

Appendix 2 to Annex D as follows:  

 

Sections Location 

Section 1 - Requests for Removal from Contact List D-2-2 

Section 2 - Response Discounted as Not Relevant to ACP D-2-7 

Section 3 - Stakeholder and OASL Responses D-2-8 
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 SECTION 1 - REQUESTS FOR REMOVAL FROM CONTACT LIST 
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 SECTION 2 - RESPONSE DISCOUNTED AS NOT RELEVANT TO ACP 
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 SECTION 3 - STAKEHOLDER AND OASL RESPONSES 
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Note that a Microsoft Form was also submitted in addition to the email below, see end of Appendix 2. 
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Dear ACP, 
Many thanks for seeking clarification re our Design Principles from WPC Airspace Change Proposal 
Response sent April 24th. The document below provides our amended Design Principle ranking with 
some additional queries. 

In addition to this, we would like to let you know that we would like two members of WPC, 
and  to attend your Consultative Committee Meeting June 4th 2024 at 6pm. We would be 
grateful if you could let us know the correct protocol in regard these meetings, for example we understand 
we must submit questions in writing and when is the deadline for this? Also, in your minutes “ Other 
Concerns, Discussion Points & Questions” section, is this when the floor maybe opened up for 
spontaneous unplanned questions? 

Many thanks 
Wootton Parish Council Members 
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Note that an email response was also received in addition to the Microsoft Form below: 
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STAKEHOLDER CORRESPONDENCE – SECOND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 
The stakeholder correspondence to the second Stakeholder Engagement can be found within Appendix 

3 to Annex D as follows:  
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OASL CORRESPONDENCE – SECOND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

 

The OASL correspondence to the second Stakeholder Engagement can be found within Appendix 4 to 

Annex D as follows:  
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STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK TO FIRST ENGAGEMENT 13/03/2024 – 24/04/2024 

 

Specific Draft Design Principles (DP) Feedback 

DP 
No 

DP Response 
From 

Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

a Provide a safe 
environment for 
all airspace 
users 

BZN-
TATCCS 

Most important Noted No  

  Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

DP (a) - we would like this to recognise that 
whilst this refers to the safety of 
'stakeholders.... affected by the airspace 
change', a number of key stakeholders 
(including Oxford Gliding Club who operate 
immediately adjacent to the Airport) have 
AGAIN not to date been included as 
stakeholders or notified formally of this 
proposed ACP. We have not for example, had 
any prior consultation from OASL regarding 
the adverse impact the imposition of 
controlled airspace or an RMZ etc will have on 
OGC's existing operations in the local area or 
how those operations can be integrated and 
safeguarded. 

The BGA is the 
authority responsible 
for coordinating gliding 
activity and we had 
expected that they 
would reach out to you. 
 
Our intent was to 
include you in the 
design phase when 
constructs can be 
discussed. At the 
present time we do not 
know whether changes 
to airspace will need to 
be made.  

No  

b PANS OPS 
Compliant 
Approaches 

BGA DP b. We challenge the implication made in 
the consultation document that Oxford airport 
is legally required to have RNP approaches 
with Lateral Navigation (LNAV), LNAV/Vertical 
Navigation (VNAV) and Localiser Performance 
with Vertical Guidance (LPV) minima. 

This is covered in 
Regulation 2018/1048, 
Articles 5 and 7 in the 
following link: 
 
Commission 
Implementing 
Regulation (EU) 
2018/1048 of 18 July 

No  

HCGB DP b. We challenge the implication made in 
the consultation document that Oxford airport 
is legally required to have RNP approaches 

 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
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Specific Draft Design Principles (DP) Feedback 

DP 
No 

DP Response 
From 

Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

with Lateral Navigation (LNAV), LNAV/Vertical 
Navigation (VNAV) and Localiser Performance 
with Vertical Guidance (LPV) minima. 

2018 laying down 
airspace usage 
requirements and 
operating procedures 
concerning 
performance-based 
navigation 
(legislation.gov.uk)  
 
Our interpretation is 
that we are to adopt 
such procedures noting 
that where it is not 
possible: 
 
“However, imposing 
those requirements 
could in certain 
situations have serious 
adverse consequences 
which outweigh the 
potential safety, 
capacity and efficiency 
benefits. Therefore, 
providers of ATM/ANS 
should in those 
situations be entitled to 
deviate from those 
requirements and 
instead be made 
subject to certain 
alternative 
requirements which are 
better suited for those 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

DP(b) We are unconvinced by and question 
the assertion made that there is any legal 
requirement for OASL to introduce RNAV 
approaches with 'Lateral Navigation (LNAV), 
LNAV Vertical Navigation (VNAV) and 
Localiser Performance with Vertical Guidance 
(LPV) minima'. This DP should therefore be 
removed. 

 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
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specific situations, 
while still achieving 
those benefits as much 
as possible.”  
 
The implementation of 
PBN is also a 
requirement of ICAO 
and stated within the 
UK’s Airspace 
Modernisation Strategy 
such that we should 
implement such 
procedures where we 
can. These procedures 
are an alternate means 
of instrument recovery 
and whether an aircraft 
is conducting an ILS, 
NDB, or a PBN 
procedure a similar 
volume of airspace will 
be required. This does 
not necessarily require 
a change in airspace 
should the current or 
similar UK FIS be 
continued. 

Adderbury 
Resident 

b/ Pans Ops compliant should be over-ruled 
by ensuring Continuous descent approaches 
are used which don’t descent below a 3 
degree glidepath (or preferably higher). Many 
potential conflicts are caused with the current 
ILS procedure on 19 because aircraft are 

OASL has to adhere to 
the CAA’s 
requirements for the 
design of Instrument 
Approaches. A 
requirement is for a 

No  
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DP 
No 
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From 

Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

allowed to descend to 1800ft many miles from 
the airfield, when they dont need to be below 
3500 ft plus in some cases. I cross the 
approach well north of Upper Heyford around 
2000ft where I should be no conflict with the 
approach, but approaching aircraft are 
sometimes too low (seen when not flying) 

stabilised approach 
and if the RNP can be 
designed that meets 
your suggestion and 
the CAA’s 
requirements then it 
will be considered. 

NATS 
NERL plc 

DP “b”, DP “h” and DP “i” could be adapted 
into a single DP 

Noted No  

c Reduce the 
Workload on Air 
Traffic Control 
(ATC) 

NATS 
NERL plc 

Recommend this should consider minimising 
ATC tactical intervention / reducing ATC 
complexity rather than specifically reducing 
ATC workload, to allow for a more efficient 
use of the existing typical (comfortably 
sustainable) ATC workload. 

Noted ?  

  BZN-
TATCCS 

Second priority Noted   

  Adderbury 
Resident 

c/ you are trying to reduce workload on ATC 
when aircraft are in class G and there are no 
requirements for ATC. workload should be 
reduced by keeping aircraft higher on or 
above a 3 deg glidepath/descent profile. This 
should not be an excuse for an airspace grab. 

This phase is about 
DPs. Design of the 
procedures is the next 
phase. The provision of 
ATC to provide an Air 
Traffic Service in Class 
G is in line with UK 
Regulations. 

No  

d Comply with 
any 
containment 
requirements 

NATS 
NERL plc 

DPs “d” and “f” could be adapted into a single 
DP 

Noted No  

  Adderbury 
PC 

d/ containment criteria should be removed 
completely this is not required. Many airfields 
particularly in the US have RNAV/PBN and 
ILS approaches in class G airspace and at 
airfields with no ATC at all. The current ILS 

This phase is about 
DPs. Design of the 
procedures is the next 
phase. The provision of 
ATC to provide an Air 
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has no containment either, but is badly drawn 
allowing aircraft to be too low far from the 
airfield thus much more likely to be in conflict 
with other traffic. 

Traffic Service in Class 
G is in line with UK 
Regulations. 

e Improved 
profiles for 
noise and 
Carbon dioxide 
(CO2) 

NATS 
NERL plc 

Strongly recommend that noise and CO2 
should be considered as separate DPs, so 
that DPE in Stage 2 can accurately show 
which designs are better for noise and which 
are better for CO2. One design option is 
unlikely to be best for both noise and CO2, 
however if that is the case then this will still be 
transparently indicated by the DPE results. 
NB it may be useful to further split the noise 
DP to consider currently overflown and newly 
overflown. 

Several responders 
have suggested 
splitting noise and 
CO2. OALS agrees 
that this would be 
useful. 

Yes Separate noise and CO2 into 
separate DPs 

  Enstone 
PC 

Rather than having a combined profile for 
noise and Carbon dioxide (CO2), it would be 
preferred if they were separated and 
considered separately on their own merits. 

  Anyho PC Leading DP should be to minimise noise and 
disruption, and avoid low level flight so far 
away from the airport 

  Sumerton 
PC 

We are not qualified to comment on the 
specific details of your changes apart from 
health and safety being paramount and 
Improved profiles for noise and Carbon 
dioxide also important to us. 

  Adderbury 
PC 

e/ agree but there is no need to route all 
aircraft to a 6-8nm final, even the procedural 
approach for CAT C shows a 6.5nm final. 
most of the aircraft flying into Oxford could be 
vectored to join downwind, or to the overhead 
and then downwind to join the circuit, only the 
larger jets need a longer final, straight in 

ATC cannot enforce a 
pilot to change to VFR 
nor a visual recovery. 
London Oxford Airport 
has conducted 
Instrument Training for 
many years and 

N/A  
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staying above the 3 deg profile or downwind 
again staying above a 3 deg profile to join 
final at 6.5nm. 

commercial traffic (the 
larger GA aircraft) fly 
under IFR and have to 
be sequenced into the 
airport. This will mean 
that aircraft are 
vectored across the 
airspace to safely 
deconflict them against 
known and unknow 
aircraft.  

f Remove 
dependence 
from adjacent 
ATC structures 
where possible 

NATS 
NERL plc 

DPs “d” and “f” could be adapted into a single 
DP 

Noted No  

BZN-
TATCCS 

Third most important Noted No  

g Meet Future 
Demand 

  No specific responses 
received. 

No  

h Making best 
use of fleet 
capabilities 

NATS 
NERL plc 

DP “b”, DP “h” and DP “i” could be adapted 
into a single DP 

Noted No  

i Consider all 
aircraft types 
that operate 
from the Airport 

NATS 
NERL plc 

DP “b”, DP “h” and DP “i” could be adapted 
into a single DP 

Noted No  

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

DP (i) expressly references aircraft 'that 
operate from the Airport' with no reference to 
non Oxford airport originated aircraft. A further 
DP is therefore required that recognises and 
enshrines the principle that any new airspace 
design should maximise accessibility and 
minimise disruption for other existing airspace 
users and not exclude them in favour of 
OASL's future operational aspirations or which 
increases the risk profile for the other airspace 
users. 

There has never been 
any intent to exclude 
‘non-Oxford airport 
originated aircraft’. 
Oxford encourages all 
users to contact them 
as it improves safety 
and efficiency where a 
pilot’s intentions are 
known. Oxford accepts 
training from many 

Yes Add an additional DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 
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non-Oxford based 
operators. To clarify, 
we have agreed to an 
additional DP. 
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Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

1 Full name

2 Email address

3 Phone number

4 Organisation (if 
applicable) 

5 Postal address 
(Complete if 
you with to 
receive further 
correspondence 
by mail) 

6 Postcode 

7 Do you agree 
with the design 
principles as 
proposed? 

Combe PC DPs look appropriate to the proposal but 
perhaps some fine tuning. Need an 
overarching DP about sustainability and 
carbon-neutral development: improved 
profiles on noise and co2 seem to be an 
outcome rather than a principle 

Noted. A number of 
those who responded 
wanted noise and CO2 
split rather than 
combined. 

Yes Noise and CO2 will be split 
into separate DPs 

No 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

No 

Adderbury 
PC 

No 

Enstone 
PC 

Yes 

8 Are there any 
other design 
principles you 
would like 

Yes 

BGA Yes

HCGB Yes 
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Change 
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OASL to 
consider? 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

Yes 

Adderbury 
PC 

Yes 

Enstone 
PC 

Yes 

9 Please detail 
the other design 
principles you 
would like 
OASL to 
consider 

Comb PC Proportionality would be helpful.  
Meet future demand needs proportionately, 
appropriately to the local environment.
Consider the impact on the populations living 
below the airspace more explicit. 
The effect of any change to airspace on any 
and all environmental factors including 
population and noise is important principal 

Noted. This will be 
captured within the 
DPs for noise and CO2 

No  

Aircraft and helicopters are very intrusive at 
present as they pass over the village and 
usually my house. Indeed the diagram on 
page 6 'A Typical Week's Flights' appears to 
show that flights do indeed pass directly over 
Steeple Aston. The policies on noise 
abatement should be changed as follows: 

1 Although the noise abatement document 
states that it is the airport's policy to avoid 
flights over settlements, as mentioned above, 
this is clearly not being complied with. You 
also state that you have no control over pilots 
approaching the airport and that it is for pilots 
to comply with the policy but this cannot be 
true if you exercise control over the 
Oxfordshire airspace. Pilots who wish to use 
the airport should be made aware that this is 

The diagram is a 
heatmap taken over a 
period of time and 
captures all aircraft 
transponding with 
ADS-B, some aircraft 
will show passing 
overhead. 

1 and 2. Oxford Airport 
only ‘controls’ the ATZ. 
All other areas of Class 
G can have other 
aircraft legally 
operating in 
accordance with the Air 
Navigation Order and 
Rules of the Air. Based 
operators are 

No  
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Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 
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a mandatory, not an advisory, policy that there 
should be a 'no-fly' over settlements. 
 
2 Although certain villages close to the airport 
are zoned as protected areas this only 
appears to relate to take-offs. It also does not 
extend to villagers further away. Noise levels 
are a blight for settlements further away from 
the airport and this needs to be recognised in 
your policies. These villages too should be 
zoned for protection and this information 
made available to pilots on your website. 
Flightpaths should be over agricultural land. 
 
 
 
 
 
3 Use of flightpaths should be monitored and 
those identified as non-complying refused 
future use of the airport. There should be 
annual reporting to parish councils on 
transgressions and steps taken. 
 
 
 
 
 
4 There should be no significant expansion or 
use of heavier jets unless and until the above 
policies have been shown to have worked (in 
avoiding flights passing over settlements) for 
a period of 2 years. 

encouraged to adhere 
to the published 
guidance. Non-based 
operators flying under 
Visual Flight Rules 
cannot be controlled by 
Oxford but those 
inbound/outbound 
to/from the Airport 
should adhere to the 
guidance; however, in 
all cases flight safety is 
paramount and this will 
require even Oxford 
traffic to pass over 
settlements, at a legal 
level at times. 
 
3. There is a Section 
106 agreement, reports 
are made to Cherwell 
Council. It is not 
possible to monitor 
flight paths in this way 
nor is it proportional to 
report to every Parish 
Council. 
 
4. Not accepted. The 
airport will not operate 
outside of the Section 
106 agreement. 

BGA Yes. See our response to question 13. Noted No  
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HCGB Oxford airport is located close to other 
airfields and in a volume of airspace shared 
safely and effectively by many users. For 
decades, Oxford airport’s GA pilot training 
activity has and continues to be safely 
accommodated in the surrounding class G 
airspace, as is the case with other airfields 
with significant amounts of GA training activity 
as detailed in the consultation document. The 
consultation document infers that existing 
recreational GA based in the local area or 
transiting through the local area is 
inconveniencing or increasing risk to Oxford 
airports customers. Of course, the reality is 
that existing, safely operating traffic could be 
severely disrupted by Oxford airports 
aspiration to increase commercial jet aviation 
activity at Oxford airport, and dominate the 
surrounding airspace. 
 
The Design Principals should be limited to the 
consideration of Class E, TMZ and RMZ 
possibilities. 

There is no intent to 
dominate the airspace. 
This ACP is about the 
introduction of PBN 
procedures. The 
current UK FIS and 
ATZ provides the 
mitigation to operate 
within Class G. 
Proposals to change 
UK FIS and ATZ may 
require airspace to be 
changed in order for 
safety levels to be 
maintained. This is not 
known at this stage as 
any change is the 
responsibility of the 
CAA. 
 
The type of airspace is 
not a DP. 

  

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

The current DPs favour OASL based / 
operated aircraft to the exclusion of other 
airspace users who have been operating 
safely in the area around Oxford airport for 
many years. The current DPs do not improve 
the integration with other users and in fact 
cause will cause segregation. DP (i) expressly 
references aircraft 'that operate from the 
Airport' with no reference to non Oxford 
airport originated aircraft. A further DP is 
therefore required that recognises and 

There has never been 
any intent to exclude 
other users. Oxford 
encourages all users to 
contact them as it 
improves safety and 
efficiency where a 
pilot’s intentions are 
known. Oxford accepts 
training from many 
non-Oxford based 

Yes Add an additional DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 
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enshrines the principle that any new airspace 
design should maximise accessibility and 
minimise disruption for other existing airspace 
users and not exclude them in favour of 
OASL's future operational aspirations or 
which increases the risk profile for the other 
airspace users. 
 
Non OASL operated / originated aircraft 
should be afforded greater priority than the 
existing DPs as proposed, currently provide 
for. 

operators. To clarify, 
we have agreed to an 
additional DP. 

Adderbury 
PC 

The proposal is for Instrument approaches, 
the design principals should be for these and 
not add in any other separate requirement 
such as requests for controlled airspace. 
 
All Instrument approaches should be based 
on continuous descent approaches, with no 
descents below a 3 deg glidepath, preferably 
this should be a steeper glidepath as most of 
the aircraft that will need it are certified for 5.5 
deg glidepaths such as London City. This 
keeps them out of everyone else's way. 
I believe (but not sure) that PAN OPS is still 
based on the old fashioned methods of 
descending to MSA, then flying level for 
several miles which is high noise and high 
fuel consumption and less safe. So a 
continuous descent approach should over-
ride this. All approach fixes should be at or 
above a continuous 3 deg descent to the 
runway. 
 

There is no specific DP 
for CAS made. 
Airspace containment 
will have to be met. 
 
This is not a DP but will 
be considered during 
the next phases. 

No  
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minimum disruption to all other airspace 
users, no additional equipment carriage 
required and if any does become required it 
should all be paid for by OASL (for example 
radios, transponders and electrical systems to 
drive such equipment,) 
 
ensure the approaches dont cause any other 
air traffic bottlenecks due to requiring aircraft 
to avoid the area particularly due to controlled 
airspace and the requirement for clearance to 
enter, while ATC might agree to give 
clearance, it is often difficult to get at many 
places due to swamped ATC frequencies with 
other non relevant traffic (basic service) 
 
Aircraft should be vectored to final using less 
track miles and remaining above the 3 deg 
descent, I shouldnt see aircraft that have 
come from the south being vectored north of 
Adderbury and down to 1800ft! They should 
be turned in much further south as per the 
procedural approach, but can be kept higher 
than that. 

Wootton 
by 

Woodstock 
PC 

See specific emails and Documents written by 
the PC 

Most comments made 
are not DP related and 
require speculation to 
answer them as we do 
not have/will not have 
the information. They 
have been told this in a 
previous response. 
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Anyho PC Leading DP should be to minimise noise and 
disruption, and avoid low level flight so far 
away from the airport 

Noted No  

Enstone 
PC 

Rather than having a combined profile for 
noise and Carbon dioxide (CO2), it would be 
preferred if they were separated and 
considered separately on their own merits. 

A number of 
respondents have a 
similar view 

Yes Split DP e into separate noise 
and CO2 DPs 

NATS 
NERL plc 

NATS NERL plc believes that simpler Design 
Principles (DP) could make Stage 2 DPE 
easier to achieve. 
• DP “b”, DP “h” and DP “i” could be 
adapted into a single DP. 
• DP “c” - recommend this should 
consider minimising ATC tactical intervention / 
reducing ATC complexity rather than 
specifically reducing ATC workload, to allow 
for a more efficient use of the existing typical 
(comfortably sustainable) ATC workload. 
• DP “e” strongly recommend that noise 
and CO2 should be considered as separate 
DPs, so that DPE in Stage 2 can accurately 
show which designs are better for noise and 
which are better for CO2.  One design option 
is unlikely to be best for both noise and CO2, 
however if that is the case then this will still be 
transparently indicated by the DPE results.  
NB it may be useful to further split the noise 
DP to consider currently overflown and newly 
overflown. 
• DPs “d” and “f” could be adapted into 
a single DP. 

 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
A number of 
respondents have a 
similar view 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 

 
 
 
No 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Split DP e into separate noise 
and CO2 DPs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sumerton 
PC 

The number of flights has significantly 
increased in recent years, (48% in the last 6 
years) which has not gone unnoticed, we are 

Compared with earlier 
years of the airport, 
traffic levels are lower 

No  
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increasingly aware of more and larger air 
traffic over the Cherwell Valley. (70% of all 
aircraft landing must fly down the Cherwell 
Valley to the North- South runway.) We 
conclude your changes are designed to 
accommodate even further increases in the 
next few years, which is of great concern. 
 

We are not qualified to comment on the 
specific details of your changes apart from 
health and safety being paramount and 
Improved profiles for noise and Carbon 
dioxide also important to us. 

than they have 
previously been when 
the main role was 
predominately flying 
training. Whilst the mix 
of traffic has changed, 
there is no intent to 
exceed the Section 
106 agreement.  

Noted 

Begbrook 
and 
Yarnton 
Greenbelt 
Campaign 

This feedback has not 
been reproduced here 
as it was a comment 
on the airport’s view on 
a proposed solar farm 
and has no impact on 
DPs. 

No  

Aynho PC Biggest Concern: Minimise noise and low 
flying ac 

Noted No  

Charney 
Bassett 
PC 

Noise, pollution and increase in traffic Noted No  

10 Would you like 
the OASL to 
amend/discount 
any of its draft 
design 
principles? 

Yes 

BGA Yes 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

Yes 
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Adderbury 
PC 

Yes 

Enstone 
PC 

Yes 

11 Please detail 
the draft design 
principles you 
would like 
OASL to 
amend/discount 

Combe PC Proportionality. Smallest possible airspace for 
a given demonstratable need 

Noted No  

See 9 above Noted, see response 
above. 

BGA Yes. DP b. We challenge the implication made 
in the consultation document that Oxford 
airport is legally required to have RNP 
approaches with Lateral Navigation (LNAV), 
LNAV/Vertical Navigation (VNAV) and 
Localiser Performance with Vertical Guidance 
(LPV) minima. 

This is covered in 
Regulation 2018/1048, 
Articles 5 and 7 in the 
following link: 

Commission
Implementing
Regulation (EU)
2018/1048 of 18 July
2018 laying down
airspace usage
requirements and
operating procedures
concerning
performance-based
navigation
(legislation.gov.uk)  

Our interpretation is 
that we are to adopt 
such procedures noting 
that where it is not 
possible: 

“However, imposing 
those requirements 

No  

HCGB Yes. DP b. We challenge the implication made 
in the consultation document that Oxford 
airport is legally required to have RNP 
approaches with Lateral Navigation (LNAV), 
LNAV/Vertical Navigation (VNAV) and 
Localiser Performance with Vertical Guidance 
(LPV) minima. 

No  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
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could in certain 
situations have serious 
adverse consequences 
which outweigh the 
potential safety, 
capacity and efficiency 
benefits. Therefore, 
providers of ATM/ANS 
should in those 
situations be entitled to 
deviate from those 
requirements and 
instead be made 
subject to certain 
alternative 
requirements which are 
better suited for those 
specific situations, 
while still achieving 
those benefits as much 
as possible.”  
 
The implementation of 
PBN is also a 
requirement of ICAO 
and stated within the 
UK’s Airspace 
Modernisation Strategy 
such that we should 
implement such 
procedures where we 
can. These procedures 
are an alternate means 
of instrument recovery 
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and whether an aircraft 
is conducting an ILS, 
NDB, or a PBN 
procedure a similar 
volume of airspace will 
be required. This does 
not necessarily require 
a change in airspace 
should the current or 
similar UK FIS be 
continued. 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

DP (a) - we would like this to recognise that 
whilst this refers to the safety of 
'stakeholders.... affected by the airspace 
change', a number of key stakeholders 
(including Oxford Gliding Club who operate 
immediately adjacent to the Airport ) have 
AGAIN not to date been included as 
stakeholders or notified formally of this 
proposed ACP. We have not for example, had 
any prior consultation from OASL regarding 
the adverse impact the imposition of 
controlled airspace or an RMZ etc will have 
on OGC's existing operations in the local area 
or how those operations can be integrated 
and safeguarded. 
 
 
 
 
DP(i) Additionally, as above, there needs to be 
an amendment to DP(i) to ensure that this 
refers equally to aircraft that do not operate 
from the Airport to ensure the these airspace 

Correspondence has 
been undertaken with 
NATMAC; it was the 
expectation that the 
NATMAC members, 
which include the BGA, 
would communicate 
with its members. This 
has apparently 
happened as a 
response based on 
similar questions has 
been received both 
from the BGA and 
Oxford Gliding Club. 
Oxford Gliding Club 
has been added to the 
list of Stakeholders. 
 
There has never been 
any intent to exclude 
other users. Oxford 
encourages all users to 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Addition of the following DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
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Q 
No 

Question Response 
From 

Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

users too are afforded maximum accessibility 
and minimal disruption with no adverse safety 
implications for their continued operations in 
the area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DP(b) We are unconvinced by and question 
the assertion made that there is any legal 
requirement for OASL to introduce RNAV 
approaches with 'Lateral Navigation (LNAV), 
LNAV Vertical Navigation (VNAV) and 
Localiser Performance with Vertical Guidance 
(LPV) minima'. This DP should therefore be 
removed. 

contact them as it 
improves safety and 
efficiency where a 
pilot’s intentions are 
known. Oxford accepts 
training from many 
non-Oxford based 
operators. To clarify, 
we have agreed to an 
additional DP. 
 
This is covered in 
Regulation 2018/1048, 
Articles 5 and 7 in the 
following link: 
 
Commission 
Implementing 
Regulation (EU) 
2018/1048 of 18 July 
2018 laying down 
airspace usage 
requirements and 
operating procedures 
concerning 
performance-based 
navigation 
(legislation.gov.uk)  
 
Our interpretation is 
that we are to adopt 
such procedures noting 
that where it is not 
possible: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 

maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eur/2018/1048
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DP 
Change 

Required 
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“However, imposing 
those requirements 
could in certain 
situations have serious 
adverse consequences 
which outweigh the 
potential safety, 
capacity and efficiency 
benefits. Therefore, 
providers of ATM/ANS 
should in those 
situations be entitled to 
deviate from those 
requirements and 
instead be made 
subject to certain 
alternative 
requirements which are 
better suited for those 
specific situations, 
while still achieving 
those benefits as much 
as possible.”  
 
The implementation of 
PBN is also a 
requirement of ICAO 
and stated within the 
UK’s Airspace 
Modernisation Strategy 
such that we should 
implement such 
procedures where we 
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Q 
No 

Question Response 
From 

Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
Sponsor 

DP 
Change 

Required 

Proposed Revision 

can. These procedures 
are an alternate means 
of instrument recovery 
and whether an aircraft 
is conducting an ILS, 
NDB, or a PBN 
procedure a similar 
volume of airspace will 
be required. This does 
not necessarily require 
a change in airspace 
should the current or 
similar UK FIS be 
continued. 

Adderbury 
PC 

b/ Pans Ops compliant should be over-ruled 
by ensuring Continuous descent approaches 
are used which don’t descent below a 3 
degree glidepath (or preferably higher). Many 
potential conflicts are caused with the current 
ILS procedure on 19 because aircraft are 
allowed to descend to 1800ft many miles from 
the airfield, when they don’t need to be below 
3500 ft plus in some cases. I cross the 
approach well north of Upper Heyford around 
2000ft where I should be no conflict with the 
approach, but approaching aircraft are 
sometimes too low (seen when not flying) 
 
c/ you are trying to reduce workload on ATC 
when aircraft are in class G and there are no 
requirements for ATC. workload should be 
reduced by keeping aircraft higher on or 
above a 3 deg glidepath/descent profile. This 
should not be an excuse for an airspace grab. 

This is not a DP but will 
be considered as part 
of Stage 2 and 3 
subject to meeting CAA 
requirements for any 
designs of procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is not a DP but will 
be considered as part 
of Stage 2 and 3 
subject to meeting CAA 
requirements for any 
designs of procedures. 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
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No 
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Stakeholder feedback Analysis by Change 
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DP 
Change 

Required 
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d/ containment criteria should be removed 
completely this is not required. Many airfields 
particularly in the US have RNAV/PBN and 
ILS approaches in class G airspace and at 
airfields with no ATC at all. The current ILS 
has no containment either, but is badly drawn 
allowing aircraft to be too low far from the 
airfield thus much more likely to be in conflict 
with other traffic. 
 
e/ agree but there is no need to route all 
aircraft to a 6-8nm final, even the procedural 
approach for CAT C shows a 6.5nm final. 
most of the aircraft flying into Oxford could be 
vectored to join downwind, or to the overhead 
and then downwind to join the circuit, only the 
larger jets need a longer final, straight in 
staying above the 3 deg profile or downwind 
again staying above a 3 deg profile to join 
final at 6.5nm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All descents/approaches should be 
Continuous descent approaches, no level 
segments, this has been done at LHR and 
many other places for years, which reduces 
noise and fuel burn and is safer. Even with 

 
This comment is not a 
DP. This is not the “US” 
and the process will 
follow UK requirements 
only.  
 
 
 
 
 
There is a difference 
between Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) and 
Visual Flight Rules 
(VFR). All IFR 
requirement an 
Instrument Approach 
should have a 
stabilised approach by 
6-8NM. Aircraft are 
vectored and 
sequenced and the 
suggested 6.5NM 
depends on the aircraft 
type and traffic 
situation within the 
ClassG.  
 
Noted. This will be 
taken forward for 
consideration into 
Stages 2 and 3. 
 

 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
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DP 
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older Pans Ops style charts with descents to 
MSA and then fly level, most airline 
operations would advise crews to extrapolate 
out the glideslope hight and distances to 
ensure a continuous descent is flown on the 
glideslope without the de-stabilizing level 
segment at low level. This was a flight Safety 
recommendation from the 1980s! 
 
f/ should be removed as controlled airspace is 
not required. In any case this tends to create 
far too large an area of airspace at low level 
for modern aircraft operation. 
 
 
 
g/ future demand should not be considered as 
it is usually vastly exaggerated. Oxford used 
to have 200,000 movements for many years, 
operated with just an ATZ and no problems, 
its now just over 25% of that, so there would 
need to be a lot of growth to get back to 
where you were before. Every few years there 
are also proposals for commercial passenger 
services, some start and keep going for a few 
weeks, none last. So these should not be 
considered. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is about DPs, not 
the design. As stated in 
this DP “where 
controlled airspace is 
deemed to be 
required.” 
 
Other than for most 
visual circuits and to 
protect the first and last 
2NM of a departure or 
an arrival, an ATZ does 
not contain the activity 
that takes place today 
where there are more 
Instrument Approaches 
flown. The mitigation 
for the activity is the 
application of UK FIS. 
If UK FIS was to 
change, then different 
mitigation would be 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 

Wootton 
by 

Req a specific DP that clearly will reduce and 
measures Noise Abatement & being 

The intent of this ACP 
is to introduce another 

No  
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Woodstock 
PC 

overflown - unless and until the CAA provides 
more airspace for Oxford to control and 
manage, we cannot prevent aircraft flying 
outside of the ATZ 

type of Instrument 
Approach with 
appropriate airspace. 
The Instrument 
Approaches do not 
over fly Wootton 
although one of the 
Instrument Holds is 
close to the village – 
this is not planned to 
be changed unless any 
design work indicates 
that it should be 
relocated, this would 
be consulted as part of 
Stages 2 and 3.the 
design requires. Class 
G is ‘uncontrolled’ 
airspace and aviation 
operators have the 
right to fly within it 
flying within the rules. If 
airspace is considered 
a requirement, this will 
be consulted in Stages 
2 and 3. 

Enstone 
PC 

The northern extremities of the proposal 
would appear to dissect Enstone Aerodrome 
and the Parish of Enstone. For these 
boundaries to be moved in a southerly 
direction. 

Not accepted. Aircraft 
into Oxford fly in this 
area of Class G, 
primarily at higher 
levels above Enstone 
aerodrome traffic and 
stakeholders in the 

No  
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DP 
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area need to be 
considered. 

Sumerton 
PC 

Our main concerns are related to increases in 
noise, pollution and impacts to wildlife. 
 
•        Significant noise pollution with ever 
increasing commercial flights flying low all the 
way down the valley (2000ft) 
•        Increase in CO2 pollution. 
•        Impact on protected wildlife specifically 
swallows, swifts, cuckoos and red kites. 
•        Impact on conservation area 
•        Impact on quality of life. 

Noted No  

Aynho PC DP reworded to avoid jets being low level over 
village 

It would be rare for a 
jet to be ‘low level’ over 
any settlement and 
probably never where 
they are worked by 
Oxford. Oxford 
adheres to the rules for 
overflight of 
settlements.  

No  

12 Would you like 
any more detail 
to be included 
in the design 
principles? 

Combe PC Some sense of proportionality and/or 
appropriacy to the local environment 

Noted 

See 9 above Noted. See response 
at Q9 

HCGB Other than as previously noted, no. Noted 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

Yes as noted above. 

Non OASL operated / originated aircraft 
should be afforded greater priority than the 
existing DPs as proposed currently provide 
for. 

Noted, see response 
above. 
It is not intended that 
the DPs prioritise, 
equal priority should be 
the way forward. 

No  
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Adderbury 
PC 

Ensure Continuous descent approaches and 
no aircraft going below a 3 deg descent 
profile. Current approach procedures should 
also be modified to follow this principal 

The procedures are 
followed as per the 
published design. Any 
new procedure will 
consider this. 

No  

Enstone 
PC 

1. Protection of operating hours, 
ensuring no extension from existing in the 
future. 
2. Maintain local agreement as a ‘good 
Neighbour, that aircraft will not descend below 
3000 ft within 1 NM of the overhead of 
Enstone Airfield. 

3. Accommodating and containing new 
aircraft both operating at the Airport and within 
the local airspace. 
4. If you are considering a CTA and a 
CTR please provide details 

There is no intent to 
change the Section 
106 agreement.
There is no intent to 
change this local 
agreement unless a 
design requires 
otherwise, if so this will 
be consulted. 
Noted 

This will be for the next 
stage of the process. 

No  

13 What is your 
biggest 
concern, if any, 
about the 
Design 
Principles? 

Combe PC Change in airspace will create funnelling into 
more tightly defined flight paths with negative 
impact on noise and air quality. DP e) might 
benefit from being split into noise, co2, and 
environmental impact 

Noted. 

Several respondents 
have commented on a 
split in DP e. 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 

Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 

See 9 above Noted, see response 
above. 

BGA Airspace modernisation is expected to 
improve access to airspace for General 
Aviation by enabling greater integration 
(rather than segregation) of different airspace 
user groups. As new procedures and an 
associated airspace change around Oxford 
airport will potentially result in a significant 

Noted. However, the 
AMS intends to replace 
UK FIS and the ATZ 
without providing 
mitigation of how the 
operation will be as 
safe as today. Airspace 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 

Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 
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impact affecting many existing airspace users, 
a DP is required that identifies that the 
airspace design should minimise disruption 
and maximise accessibility for other airspace 
users. 

change may be 
required to protect the 
current operation if UK 
FIS and the ATZ are 
removed. 
A further DP has been 
proposed to address 
the last sentence. 

HCGB These Design Principals seem slanted 
towards the desired outcome of Oxford Airport 
for controlled airspace, despite the previous 
application being rejected by CAA. 
 
A basic principal should be to ensure the free 
access by all users to the airspace around 
Oxford, whilst providing measured and 
proportionate levels of airspace safety. 
 
The Oxford area is heavily used by General 
Aviation traffic, and this should not be forced 
into choke points by controlled airspace. 
 

This Engagement is to 
consider DPs. There 
has not been any work 
on designs. The AMS 
intends to replace UK 
FIS and the ATZ 
without providing 
mitigation of how the 
operation will be as 
safe as today. Airspace 
change may be 
required to protect the 
current operation if UK 
FIS and the ATZ are 
removed. 
A further DP has been 
proposed to address 
disruption and access. 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

The existing DPs favour Oxford based / 
operated aircraft and do not take into account 
the needs and requirements of non-based 
airspace users that have safely operated 
within this AIAA for many years. They do not 
improve integration with other users and by 
favouring OASL's requirements above all 
others, they cause segregation (as evidenced 

This Engagement is to 
consider DPs. There 
has not been any work 
on designs. The AMS 
intends to replace UK 
FIS and the ATZ 
without providing 
mitigation of how the 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 
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in question 15 below where there is only the 
option to consider 'aircraft that operate from 
the airport'!) and do not consider the needs of 
a glider pilot winch launched from Weston-on-
the-Green towards what may well become 
controlled airspace if this ACP is approved or 
an aircraft transiting past Upper Heyford that 
needs to avoid new controlled airspace in the 
area. It is all about making things better for 
OASL's operations to the detriment of all 
others airspace users. 
 
It is disappointing that despite previous ACP 
submissions, OASL has not taken the 
opportunity to actively undertake prior 
engagement with other airspace users who 
will be affected by its proposed ACP to 
understand the issues that this will cause and 
to explore options for mitigation. This includes 
both its immediate neighbours (e.g. Oxford 
Gliding Club who has operated for 60+ years 
and is well known to OASL) and other airfields 
further afield whose users routinely transit this 
area as evidenced by the information 
provided in the initial Statement. 
 
Reading the information provided by OASL 
and the Design Principles that are proposed, 
you are left with the unfortunate impression 
that OASL's need and justification for this 
ACP is predicated on the basis that any 
existing non-Oxford based aircraft in the local 
area, doing what they have done safely for 
years, are now an annoying inconvenience 

operation will be as 
safe as today. Airspace 
change may be 
required to protect the 
current operation if UK 
FIS and the ATZ are 
removed. 
A further DP has been 
proposed to address 
disruption and access. 
 
 
This is about the 
introduction of a 
modern instrument 
approach which is 
mentioned by ICAO, 
Regulation, and the UK 
AMS. The intent is to 
engage at the design 
stage. The airport 
recognises the right of 
operators in Class G 
not to communicate 
with Oxford; however, if 
they did it would be 
both safer and more 
efficient. 
 
The runway length at 
Oxford will always 
constrain the type of 
large aircraft that can 
operate at Oxford. 
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and potential obstacle, to OASL's ability and 
future commercial aspirations, to support 
larger business jets etc. 

There are no current 
plans to lengthen the 
runway. 

Adderbury 
Individual 

That they are trying to promote an airspace 
grab, rather than just providing for new 
approach procedures. 
They do not consider the current established 
airspace users in the local area as well as 
transiting aircraft. 
They do not ensure that Instrument aircraft 
are kept as high as possible and as close as 
possible to the airfield to carry out their 
approaches. 

This is not a DP No  

Enstone 
PC 

An adverse impact upon flying at Enstone and 
environmental issues, for example - Improved 
profiles for Carbon dioxide (CO2) and 
Environmental impacts relevant to the 
airspace change proposal including current-
day noise and local air quality impacts on 
people, greenhouse gas emissions, 
tranquillity, and biodiversity 

Noted. No  

BZN-
TATCCS 

Our main concern is the integrity of the Brize 
CTR and how the impacted increased traffic 
levels/RNP approaches may affect day-to-day 
operations between both Brize and Oxford. As 
a result, TATCC(S) have a number of initial 
questions based on the information 
presented: 
 
 
 
 
 

Noted and will be 
considered in Stages 2 
and 3. Whilst Brize 
Norton has paused its 
airspace change, it is 
essential that Brize and 
Oxford work 
collaboratively together 
to ensure that the 
operation for all users 
is as safe and effective 
as possible. 
 

No  
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1) What is the proposed increased ATZ 
size and what impact will this have on the 
Brize Class D- noting Brize would retain 
priority/operational control of the airspace? 
Expansion of the Oxford ATZ and/or creation 
of an RMZ should be encouraged to the north 
of Oxford (protecting the RWY19 approach), 
however caution should be taken to expand to 
the south as this would have ramifications on 
routine Brize transits- these can be 
encountered frequently above or to the 
East/South of the CTR. Consideration must 
also be taken with the frequent movement of 
a/c to and from and operating within 
D129/WOTG. 
 
 
2) RNP RWY01 approaches are likely to 
have a greater impact on Brize ops- will there 
be a greater use of these (e.g. for training) 
and will it be confirmed Brize will remain the 
controlling authority over the priority of 
recoveries in the airspace?  
 
 
 
 
3) In terms of meeting future demand, 
how much of an increase in traffic levels do 
OASL envisage? Following this, how do we 
control the increase in liaison, especially with 
potential comms issues like we have faced 
recently?  
 

An ATZ is dependent 
on the length of the 
runway and there is no 
current intent to 
increase the runway at 
Oxford. Even if the 
runway was 
lengthened, the UK 
only allows an ATZ to 
be 2.5NM radius. 
Oxford already 
provides a service to 
all aircraft routing to 
and from and operating 
within D129/WOTG. 
This would continue. 
 
The RNPs will provide 
a further choice of 
Instrument Approach, it 
is not expected that 
training flights would 
markedly increase from 
the choice of NDB for 
RW19 or NDB or ILS 
for RW19.  
 
There is no intent to 
change the Section 
106 agreement 
regarding traffic levels. 
The comms issues are 
down to obsolete 
systems that the MOD 
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4) Are Oxford ATC able to give 
assurance that they will have the intent and 
means to control transits (LARS) traffic 
(including gliders) through the affected areas? 

5) What would the MAP for RWY19 be? 
Would the be amended or remain the same? 

and Oxford (and other 
Units) are 
implementing a 
solution for. 

Brize Norton is the 
LARS unit. Oxford 
encourages all 
operators to contact 
them where their 
transit will cross in the 
vicinity of Oxford and 
particularly the 
Instrument 
Approaches. 

This is the DP stage; 
this will be consulted 
during Stages 2 and 3. 

14 Should OASL 
prioritise some 
design 
principles 
ahead of 
others? 

Combe PC Safety, environment, and policy Noted No  

Yes 

BGA Non-Oxford airport user needs should be 
afforded greater priority than is currently the 
case with these draft DPs. 

Noted. Oxford 
encourages all users to 
communicate with 
them but recognises 
that aviation operators 
within Class G have 
the right not to 
communicate with Air 
Traffic Service Units. 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 

Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 

HCGB The leading DP should be continuing the GA 
access to the area as at present. 

Oxford 
Gliding 
Club 

Yes 
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Adderbury 
PC 

Yes    

Enstone 
PC 

Yes    

BZN-
TATCCS 

A safe environment for all airspace users 
should be at the forefront of this ACP. The 
airspace surrounding Oxford is incredibly 
congested and heavily utilised by other 
aerodromes. Particular attention should be 
given to the impact this is likely to cause and 
any potential safety implications that are to 
arise out of the reduction in airspace of other 
users. 

Noted. Oxford 
encourages all users to 
communicate with 
them but recognises 
that aviation operators 
within Class G have 
the right not to 
communicate with Air 
Traffic Service Units. 

Yes Addition of the following DP: 
 
Airspace design should 
minimise disruption and 
maximise accessibility for 
other airspace users. 

15 Please rank the 
design 
principles in the 
order you think 
they should be 
considered. 

All who 
ranked the 
DPs 

 See the table below 
which collates the 
responses from all 
responders with the 
‘Mode’ and number of 
individual Counts of a 
DP. 

  

 

Most responses were for the draft DPs as proposed. Following analysis of the feedback received, we found some recurring themes, with many 

responses requesting more information about our options and plans for tracks over the ground which at this stage we do not know as this is 

only about the DPs. Some aviators wanted more clarity about access to airspace and we have agreed to add the following DP: 

 

DP: “Consider all aircraft types that operate in the area.” 

 

Rationale: “Airspace design should minimise disruption and, to the greatest extent possible, maximise accessibility for all airspace 

users in accordance with the airspace rules.” 
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Oxford would not seek to deny access to anybody who asked for it. Oxford encourages pilots to contact Oxford air traffic control as known 

aircraft can be managed differently to unknown aircraft. Any aircraft that could not transpond or has no radio would be captured under bespoke 

letters of agreements or similar arrangements.  

 

A common theme amongst several of the non-aviation respondents was a request to separate DP 3 Environment into noise and CO2 elements; 

this we will do. 
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GLOSSARY 

 

Acronym Meaning 

ACP Airspace Change Proposal 

AGL Above Ground Level 

AMS Airspace Modernisation Strategy 

ANO Air Navigation Order 

ANS Air Navigation Service 

ANSP Air Navigation Service Provider 

ATC Air Traffic Control 

ATCO Air Traffic Control Officer 

ATM Air Traffic Management 

ATS Air Traffic Services 

ATZ Aerodrome Traffic Zone 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 

CAP Civil Aviation Publication 

CAS Controlled Airspace 

CAT Commercial Air Transport 

CPL Commercial Pilot’s Licence 

DME Distance Measuring Equipment 

DP Design Principles 

GA General Aviation 

GNSS Global Navigation Satellite System 

HATS Head of Air Traffic Services 

HF Human Factors 

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organisation 

IFP Instrument Flight Procedures 

IFR Instrument Flight Rule 

ILS Instrument Landing System 

LNAV Lateral Navigation 

LPV Localiser Performance with Vertical Guidance 

MDP Mandatory Design Principles 

NATMAC National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee 

NDB Non-Directional Beacon 

NM Nautical Mile 

OASL Oxford Aviation Services Limited 

PBN Performance-Based Navigation 

PPL Private Pilot’s Licence 

RAF Royal Air Force 

RMZ Radio Mandatory Zone 

RNP Required Navigation Performance 

SARG Safety and Airspace Regulation Group 

TCAS RA Traffic Collision Avoidance System Resolution Advisory 

UK United Kingdom 

VMC Visual Meteorological Conditions 

VFR Visual Flight Rule 

VNAV Vertical Navigation 
 


