
3.5. Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (B7) 

3.5.1. Overview of the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 

1. This section sets out the stakeholder engagement strategy for the overall Masterplan and
the programme of engagement that supported the development of Iteration 2. It also
considers how the sponsors of the constituent ACPs should work together to coordinate
consultation and engagement activities that have the potential to affect the same
stakeholder groups. In this context engagement is a catch-all term for the activities
conducted by ACOG to build relationships with stakeholders, whether in writing, through
meetings or via other channels.

2. The engagement strategy cover’s ACOG’s engagement with all stakeholders external to
the Programme, including communities, environmental interest groups, all airspace user
groups, local government and aviation trade associations.

3. The strategy is aligned to the engagement methodology set out in CAP1616, covering the
audience, approach, materials and length associated with the activities. Similar to the
CAP1616 process, Masterplan engagement begins with representative stakeholders and
moves to a broader audience as the impacts of the system-wide changes are better
understood. The engagement associated with the development of Iteration 3 is
dependent on the timelines and information generated by the constituent ACPs, following
the acceptance of Iteration 2. For this reason, this strategy will outline our intended
approach to engagement for Iteration 3 at a high level. This will evolve as more
information from the constituent ACPs becomes available.

4. For the iterative approach to Masterplan development to function correctly it is crucial
that the accompanying engagement is conducted in an open, fair, transparent and
effective way. The planning and delivery of our stakeholder engagement activities are
guided by these overriding principles; that all Masterplan engagement is:

• Open: Stakeholders are assured that the Masterplan development process is not
predetermined; their feedback is valued and can influence the final proposal.

• Fair: Stakeholders have advanced notice of the engagement so they can plan their
contribution and have adequate time and information to form meaningful inputs.

• Transparent: Stakeholders are presented with information to help them understand
the impact of the system-wide changes on them. All information will be clear and
accessible. Although the concepts included in the Masterplan may be complex the
language used to communicate them during engagement will be clear.

• Effective: Stakeholders will be provided with a complete and accurate set of
information that does not require technical knowledge to understand and respond to.
The engagement information will focus on the factors that are decisive and of
substantial importance to the development of the next Iteration of the Masterplan and
not drift into related topics.

5. It is the responsibility of ACOG to own the requirement to conduct meaningful
engagement in support of the Masterplan, informing all affected stakeholders about the
progress of the current iteration and conducting effective engagement activities at regular
intervals throughout the process. It is the co-sponsors role to hold ACOG to account
against the requirement to conduct meaningful engagement with stakeholders, in line
with the engagement principles set out above, by reviewing evidence of the two-way



conversations that have influenced the development of the Masterplan prior to accepting 
each successive iteration. 

6. Throughout the Masterplan development process, ACOG aims to provide stakeholders
with a reasonable understanding of the current situation, clear information about what is
being proposed at a system-wide level and assurance that their inputs will be
conscientiously taken into account. In this capacity, there are five specific objectives for
the engagement activities that support Iteration 2 and Iteration 3 of the Masterplan, that:

• The methods used to develop the Masterplan are well understood and respected by
stakeholders.

• Stakeholders are able to provide inputs that are relevant and timely to the
development of the current iteration.

• ACOG builds a full inventory of stakeholder requirements for the system-wide airspace
changes and categorises them effectively for the constituent ACP sponsors to
incorporate as appropriate.

• ACOG and the ACP sponsors understand how the different views provided by
stakeholders may come into conflict;

• Stakeholders’ awareness of the existing airspace system and the system-wide
changes proposed in the Masterplan is improved so that the CAP1616 public
consultations for the constituent ACPs are as effective as possible.

7. The engagement conducted by ACOG to inform the content of Iteration 2 was
comparatively high-level and qualitative in nature because the Programme and most of
the constituent ACPs are still in the early stages of development. ACOG will periodically
review and update the Masterplan engagement strategy, working in collaboration with
the AMS co-sponsors, as the Programme progresses and more information about the
constituent ACPs becomes available. The most up to date version of the engagement
strategy is available to stakeholders on the Masterplan section of the ACOG website.1

3.5.2. Stakeholder Engagement Process for Iteration 2 

8. This section sets out the process of engagement activities that accompanied the
development of Iteration 2 and explains how the feedback received from this
engagement has influenced the development of the Masterplan. In recognition of the
strategic and largely qualitative nature of Iteration 2, the co-sponsors have set out their
expectations for ACOG to engage with the representative stakeholders outlined in the
AMS governance structure. The CAA has identified these organisations because they are
either conduits to, or representatives of, a wider stakeholder group that is potentially
impacted by the system-wide airspace changes. Table 22 summarises the AMS
stakeholder representatives that were engaged during the development of Iteration 2,
organised into three groups:

• Community or Environmental Stakeholder Representatives

• Representatives of other Airspace User Groups

• Commercial Air Transport Stakeholder Representatives

1 ACOG Masterplan Resource Center.  [link] 

https://www.acog.aero/airspace-masterplan/


Table 1: AMS stakeholder representatives engaged during the development of Iteration 2 

Community or Environmental 
Stakeholder Representatives 

Representatives of other 
Airspace User Groups 

Commercial Air Transport 
Stakeholder 
Representatives  

• Airspace and Noise
Engagement Group (ANEG)

• Aviation Environment
Federation (AEF)

• Airports Consultative
Committees (UK ACC)

• Community Discussion
Forum (CAA)

• Strategic Aviation Special
Interest Group (SASIG)

• Airspace 4 All

• ARPAS-UK

• General and Business
Aviation Strategic Forum

• Ministry of Defence
(MoD)

• National Air Traffic
Management Advisory
Committee (NATMAC)

• UK Space Agency

• Airlines UK

• The Airport Operators
Association (AOA)

• International Air
Transport Association
(IATA)

• Industry Communications
for the Airspace
Modernisation Strategy
(ICAMS)

• Sustainable Aviation

9. ACOG delivered the high-level engagement required for Iteration 2 through a series of
participatory sessions, aimed to facilitate two-way discussion and seek feedback on the
development of the Masterplan. An initial session was offered to stakeholders to update
them on the remobilisation of the airspace change programme and provide them with
background on the Masterplan. An informal follow up session was then offered to all
attendees to seek further feedback on what had been presented in session one and
provide the opportunity to; present back any supplementary information that had been
requested, answer any further questions, and capture any additional feedback.

10. A total of four initial sessions were delivered during June and July 2021 to 50 stakeholder
representatives, with 17 stakeholders taking the opportunity to attend a follow up bi-lateral
session in August or September. The participatory sessions were also attended by the
co-sponsors as observers. The objectives of the initial participatory sessions were to:

• Ensure a common level of awareness of the Programme.

• Set out how the Masterplan is being developed and why.

• Highlight the opportunities for stakeholders to influence its development.

• Ensure clarity in the next steps of the Masterplan development.

11. All sessions were delivered as online video conferences, which was seen as an
appropriate channel for the organisations involved considering the Covid 19 restrictions
and recommendations. A presentation was used in the initial briefing sessions to deliver
an update and to facilitate discussion and feedback across the groups. The presentations
covered:

• An overview of airspace modernisation and its drivers.

• How airspace modernisation will happen – including a discussion point on the
strategies that might be used to resolve any conflicts.

• Roles and responsibilities (ACOG, sponsors, co-sponsors).

• Next steps for the development of Iteration 2 of the Masterplan and future
engagement opportunities.



12. The presentation and outputs from the participatory sessions were emailed to all
stakeholders for information regardless of attendance. Following the briefing sessions,
the notes from the meeting and the slide deck were shared with stakeholders.

13. In September a follow-up email was sent to those stakeholders that had not responded
to the earlier invitation with the offer of a further meeting (in recognition that August can
typically be a difficult month to schedule engagement activities).

14. Key themes arising from both the initial participatory sessions and follow up bilaterals are
outlined in a table in Appendix B. The appendix also sets out how ACOG has considered
and taken on board the feedback provided by stakeholders regarding the development
of Iteration 2, as well as any that will be considered and carried forward in the
development of Iteration 3.

15. Transparency is a fundamental principle that ACOG follows when delivering engagement
activities. We have developed a ‘Masterplan Resource Centre’ on our website
(www.acog.aero). This section of the website includes an up to date engagement
programme timeline and the published outcomes from the engagement that has been
delivered, including how the feedback received from stakeholders during the
development of the Masterplan has been considered. The following documents are
available from the Masterplan Resource Centre:

• Presentations used to deliver Iteration 2 engagement participatory sessions

• A post engagement summary report

• A Frequently Asked Question (FAQ) document developed using common themes
arising from the sessions

• A Masterplan stakeholder engagement strategy, which will be regularly updated as it
develops

• A table showing planned and delivered engagement activities and any associated
outputs

16. Following the submission of Iteration 2 to the CAA, ACOG will provide an update to all
stakeholders contacted as part of Iteration 2 to update them on the outcome of the
engagement and signpost them to our Masterplan Resource Centre for further updates.

3.5.3. Engagement with sponsors of the constituent ACPs during Iteration 2 

17. ACOG engages with sponsors of the constituent ACPs regularly. Throughout the
development of Iteration 2, we have briefed the participating airports and NERL on the
engagement activities and their outcomes so that they in turn can keep their stakeholders
informed. In addition, during the development of Iteration 2 of the Masterplan ACOG
participated in the following forums to deliver regular updates and briefing:

• The UK Airspace Change Programme Board.

• Technical coordination groups (one for each regional cluster) - To identify technical
and design issues and discuss potential resolutions.

• Programme Coordination groups (one for each regional cluster) – To drive delivery of
an agreed plan and ensure programme related risks and issues are identified and
resolved.

• ACOG Communications Group – To provide updates on ACOG’s stakeholder
engagement programme.

http://www.acog.aero/


• Specific Masterplan participatory sessions relating to Iteration 2 development were
delivered to: LTMA on 15 June, North on 16 June, West 16 June.

• ACOG Operator Coordination Group – To facilitate a two-way sharing of information
between ACOG, ACP sponsors and airline operators on the progress of the airspace
change Masterplan.

3.5.4. Engagement during Iteration 3 

18. The approach to engagement required to support Iteration 3 of the Masterplan must cater
for all affected audiences, as different stakeholders may be affected in different ways, and
to different extents. Where possible, ACOG will consider the engagement preferences of
stakeholders, working with the ACP sponsors to draw on their experience and utilise their
established communications channels. A detailed audience map will be developed for
Iteration 3 using information from the constituent ACPs, including:

• ANSPs, including the NATS team that is tasked with redesigning the UK’s medium
level airspace network above 7000ft and the European ANSPs that border our
airspace.

• Airports that are modernising and upgrading their arrival and departure routes below
7000ft and must ensure that they are aligned with neighbouring airports and connect
efficiently with the network above.

• Commercial air transport, general aviation and military users that operate in the
airspace and may need to adopt new technologies and procedures as part of the
airspace change programme.

• New airspace user groups like remotely piloted aircraft systems (RPAS) and
commercial space flights that are expected to demand greater access to the airspace
in the future and will need to integrate with conventional users safely and efficiently.

• Passengers, consumers, and companies that rely on air transport for leisure and
business and convert aviation products and services into a valuable driver for
economic growth and global connectivity.

• Interest groups, local communities and their elected representatives that are
concerned about the external impacts of airspace modernisation, especially aircraft
noise, emissions, and the effects on local air quality.

19. ACOG will also continue to engage with representative stakeholders on the AMS
governance structure on how trade-offs are presented in airspace change proposals
(ACPs) consultations.

20. The engagement activities required to support the development of Iteration 3 are made
up of:

• A public call for information

• Supplementary engagement exercises for each regional cluster

21. The scope of these activities is explained at a high level in the sections below.



Public Call for Information on Iteration 3 of the Masterplan 

22. The aim of the public call for information to support the development of iteration 3 is to
provide all stakeholders with the opportunity to input on the approach to managing
conflicts and interdependencies between the constituent ACPs, and identify any potential
gaps or improvements in the Masterplan, for example, whether all the airspace changes
needed to deliver the airspace modernisation that the co-sponsors have commissioned
are adequately captured.

23. The public call for information will be based on documentation detailing the forthcoming
development of the Masterplan, with a series of associated questions seeking feedback.
This feedback would be relevant to the development of all versions of Iteration 3, setting
out:

• An overall description of the system-wide design based on the information available.

• Where decisions have been made so far between the sponsors of interdependent
ACPs during the development of their respective options.

• How specific airspace design trade-offs will be presented by airspace change
sponsors as part of their coordinated consultations through the CAP 1616 process.

• How the sponsors of interdependent ACPs will consult on their proposals in a
coordinated manner, so that stakeholders are presented with a holistic view of the
overall airspace design and a full description of the cumulative impacts of the
individual proposals.

24. The documentation accompanying the feedback questionnaire will use conceptual case
studies showing:

• How potential solutions and trade-offs might be used for resolving conflicts.

• How potential solutions and trade-offs will be presented by airspace change sponsors
as part of their individual or joint consultations through the CAP 1616 process.

• More information about the cumulative impacts of different design choices and the
methods used to calculate them.

25. We will seek feedback from stakeholders on the case studies to shape the way
cumulative impacts and trade-off decisions are presented in interdependent proposals
and how this is coordinated and undertaken in each version of Iteration 3. In addition, the
call for information will ask for stakeholder’s views on:

• Whether there are any potential gaps in the Masterplan

• If there are any potential productive additions to be added

• Whether airspace changes have been grouped into clusters appropriately,

• Any other relevant feedback.

26. A fully inclusive, integrated multi-channel approach would be taken to run this exercise,
which would use both online and offline methods. All activity will be conducted in a
transparent way. The Masterplan Resource Centre on the ACOG website will be used to
publish both planned and completed activities, along with the outputs of the engagement.



Supplementary Engagement Exercises for each regional cluster 

27. Along with the broad public call for information, further targeted engagement
opportunities will be delivered regionally with each associated cluster. The timings of
these activities will be based on the deployment timelines of each of the airspace
changes within the clusters. ACOG will seek insight from sponsors on the relevant
representative stakeholders involved in the engagement on their individual proposals
and how best to engage and reach these audiences within their locality.

28. Feedback received from this regional engagement will be considered to make any
suggested improvements to each version of Iteration 3 as they develop. This
supplementary regional approach will allow on-going opportunities for stakeholders to
influence the development of the Masterplan at a cluster-by-cluster level. It will also
enable ACOG to signpost stakeholders to the most up to date information about:

• The relevant individual CAP 1616 ACP consultations before they launch

• How the airport-led ACPs at lower altitudes and the network-level proposals led by
NERL are linked together using the most recent information

• How stakeholders can influence decisions on proposed trade-offs that may affect
them during the CAP1616 consultations.

Engagement materials for Iteration 3 

29. The materials used to engage on Iteration 3 must cater for all audiences, as different
stakeholders may be affected in different ways, and to different extents. ACOG will
consider different engagement preferences of stakeholders, working with individual
sponsors to not only identify relevant local stakeholders but to seek advice and insight
on the best channels and methods to use to reach them.

30. The materials which will need to be developed for Iteration 3 engagement are likely to
be, but not limited to:

• An online platform to support the submission of feedback from the public engagement
exercise

• A brochure supporting the feedback questionnaire (online and print)

• Feedback questionnaire - print

• Tailored slide packs to deliver presentations relevant to stakeholder groups (e.g.
different levels of technical detail for aviation stakeholders)

• Relevant meeting minutes

• Stakeholder feedback report

• Updated FAQ document

• Latest version of the Masterplan engagement strategy

• Materials used deliver regional engagement by cluster (to be developed with insight
from the airport sponsors)



• An asset library for sponsors to use to coordinate their interdependent CAP 1616
consultations to ensure consistency across content, such as:

- Boilerplates to describe the role of ACOG and the Masterplan, the AMS, the
Programme, the LAMP2 network ACPs, etc.

- Glossary to describe common terminology across the Programme such as
interdependency, conflict, trade-off, cumulative impacts etc.

- Description of how cumulative impacts are calculated

- A format to present cumulative impacts in an accessible way

- A format to present trade-off decisions

- Graphics and infographics

- Digital assets

- A template to use in CAP1616 consultation strategies to describe the coordinated
elements in a consistent way

31. The materials developed to support coordinated consultations will need to be created
following the public call for information so that they can include feedback gathered from
this exercise. They will be continually refined through supplementary regional
engagement. As part of ACOG’s engagement on Iteration 3, we plan to set up a community
advisory panel – made up of representatives from local communities. This will allow us to
test the accessibility and clarity of materials, messaging and assets and make
improvements based on feedback. It will also allow us to use the insight from these
communities to ensure that our engagement approach is fit for purpose and is as effective
as it can be.

Performance indicators for Iteration 3 engagement 

32. We will regularly assess the performance of our engagement activity using the following
indicators:

• Participation in engagement from a broad range of stakeholder groups

• Number of responses to the public call for information

• Unique visitors to the Masterplan Resource Centre

• Percentage of overall feedback that influences the Masterplan

• Percentage of earned media exposure

33. The outcomes of these indicators will allow us to review and adapt our approach to
ensure we are getting the most out of our engagement opportunities, allowing us to add
additional, or discontinue low performing, activities.

34. Table 23 summarises the information that stakeholders will be asked to provide feedback
on during the Masterplan public engagement exercise, the supplementary regional
engagement activities and the ACP public consultations required as part of the CAP1616
process.



Table 2: Summary of how stakeholders will be able to provide feedback 

Will seek feedback on: 

ACOG public 
call for 

information 

ACOG 
supplementary 

engagement 

exercises 

Constituent 
ACP CAP 1616 
consultations 

1. the overall description of the
system-wide design (based on the
information available from the
constituent ACPs).

YES YES NO 

2. any potential gaps in or productive
additions to the masterplan. YES YES NO 

3. how specific airspace design trade-
offs will be presented by airspace
change sponsors as part of their
coordinated consultations through
the CAP 1616 process.

YES NO NO 

4. the way the masterplan proposes
conceptual solutions to potential
conflicts between interdependent
ACPs.

YES YES NO 

5. the decisions that have been made
between sponsors of
interdependent ACPs to create
their respective options (based on
the information available).

YES YES YES 

6. The information about the
cumulative impacts of different
design choices and the methods
used to calculate them.

YES YES YES 

7. how the sponsors of
interdependent ACPs will consult
on their proposals in a coordinated
manner, so that stakeholders are
presented with a holistic view of
the overall airspace design and a
full description of the cumulative
impacts of the individual proposals.

YES YES NO 

8. Proposed fight path options. NO NO YES 

9. The actual cumulative impacts of
proposed flight path options. NO NO YES 

10. Actual proposed trade off
decisions associated with flight
path options that have yet to be
made.

NO NO YES 



Appendix B: Record of stakeholder feedback and its influence   

Summary of feedback  
(You said) 

Feedback 
theme  

Has the 
feedback 
been 
considered? 
Yes (Y) 
Not 
applicable 
(NA) 

Outcome 
(We did) 

Clarification and 
reassurance that the 
Masterplan will relate to 
the AMS as it is currently 
being reviewed by the 
CAA. 

AMS/CAP1616 
Review 

Y  The Masterplan will be developed 
through an iterative approach. 

 This will allow ACOG to consider any 
changes in Policy during the 
development of each successive 
iteration.  

 The proposed approach to 
developing Iteration 3 will be 
captured in Iteration 2 together with 
the engagement programme 
required to continue to capture and 
consider feedback from 
stakeholders.  

 ACOG is engaging with the CAA to 
incorporate feedback from the AMS 
stakeholder review that is relevant to 
the development of the Masterplan. 

There is a risk about the 
transition arrangements 
for existing ACPs in the 
Programme if both the 
AMS and CAP1616 is 
under review.  

AMS/CAP1616 
Review  

N/A  This feedback has been passed to 
both the CAA’s airspace 
modernisation and airspace 
regulation teams for further 
consideration. 

 ACOG regularly meets with the 
CAA’s airspace modernisation team 
to consider the potential impacts of 
changes in policy and process on 
the Masterplan.  

 The CAA will keep ACOG up to date 
with its progress and highlight any 
impacts that they expect may to 
arise for ACPs in the Programme. 

 It is the CAA’s responsibility to 
develop any transition arrangements 
required for in-train ACPs when 
changes to policies and processes 
are made.  

Defence resources use 
swathes of airspace and 
these need to be 
considered in the 
Masterplan so that they 
can continue their 
activities with minimal 
disruption. 

Impact on 
other 
airspace 
users   

Y  ACOG will continue to engage with 
DAATM through the development of 
successive iterations of the 
Masterplan to capture and consider 
the interdependencies associated 
with military operations, airspace use 
and ACPs.  
 

Would it sense to define 
the Programme from a 

Policy  N/A  The UK has a competitive airports 
market. Each airport operator is 



top down (State led) 
rather than a bottom up 
(commercial led) 
approach? 

responsible for maintaining the 
routes that serve their arrival and 
departures between the ground and 
7000ft. 

 The regulatory airspace change 
process advocates a bottom-up 
approach with individual sponsors 
owning the proposal and 
incorporating stakeholder 
considerations as it develops.  

 A commercial approach can make 
the co-ordination of the Programme 
at a system wide level more 
challenging, which supports the 
need for a Masterplan. 

 A centralised, State led approach to 
the development of a system-wide 
airspace upgrade would require 
fundamental changes  to the current 
policies and process that underpin 
airspace change. This feedback has 
been passed to both the CAA’s 
airspace modernisation and airspace 
regulation departments. 

The GA impact 
assessment should not 
only consider Class G 
airspace. 

Impact on 
other 
airspace 
users   

Y  Agreed. We have taken this 
feedback onboard. ACOG recognises 
that the assessment should cover 
the impact on all airspace users in all 
classes of airspace. 

How is the CAA’s 
Airspace Classification 
Review being 
considered? 

Airspace 
classification  

Y  Iteration 3 of the Masterplan will 
show how the relevant outputs from 
the airspace classification review are 
being tracked by the constituent 
ACP sponsors during the 
development and assessment of 
their airspace design options.  

 ACOG is working with closely with 
ACP sponsors and the airspace 
classification review team to identify 
further opportunities to release 
controlled airspace as part of the 
Programme.  

How are RPAS 
operations being 
considered? 

Impact on 
other 
airspace 
users   

Y  Section 3.7 provides a general 
qualitative assessment of the impact 
on other airspace users including 
RPAS operations (captured under 
UAS). This assessment will be 
refined, working in collaboration with 
UAS stakeholder representatives 
during the development of Iteration 
3.  

The noise impacts of 
airspace changes were 
raised and how these 
would be dealt with in 
the Masterplan. 

Noise impacts Y  Stakeholders are directed to 
familiarise themselves with the first 
of the Government’s key 
environmental objectives set out in 
the Air Navigation Guidance (2017) 
which states that airspace changes 
are to:  



1. Limit and, where possible, reduce 
the number of people in the UK 
significantly affected by adverse 
impacts from aircraft noise. 
This objective is broken down in the 
Altitude Based Priorities section of 
the ANG to; limit and where possible 
reduce noise below 4000ft; and 
minimise noise providing there is no 
significant CO2 cost between 4000ft. 
and 7000ft.)  

 The Masterplan and the component 
ACPs must demonstrate how this 
objective will be achieved as part of 
their proposals to the CAA’s 
satisfaction (not ACOG’s), otherwise, 
they will not be approved/accepted.  

Future engagement 
opportunities.  

Engagement  Y   ACOG will continue to engage with 
the AMS stakeholders 
representatives throughout the 
development of all iterations of the 
Masterplan.  

 An extensive stakeholder 
engagement programme will 
accompany the development of 
Iteration 3. 

 A Masterplan Resource Centre has 
been developed as part of ACOG’s 
website detailing all the delivered 
and future engagement activities, 
and a library for all relevant 
documentation.  

It needs to be clear in 
engagement materials 
that additional capacity 
is a requirement to 
accommodate growing 
demand for aviation. 

Engagement  Y  ACOG will make it clear in Iteration 2 
of the Masterplan and in all 
engagement activities and 
associated materials that capacity is 
a key driver for change. 
 

How will trade-offs be 
decided when resolving 
the interdependencies 
between the airports’ 
designs?  
 
These trade-off 
decisions can create 
different potential 
impacts and the 
concern was raised that 
these decisions would 
be made in the absence 
of any community input. 
 

Trade-off 
decisions/Eng
agement  

Y  ACOG will influence how the 
engagement between the sponsors 
on trade-off decisions is delivered 
and ensure that the analysis is 
undertaken thoroughly to an agreed 
methodology. This must be done in a 
transparent way and the 
methodology needs to be clearly 
explained to stakeholders in an 
accessible way. This information will 
also make up part of their 
consultation materials on their 
individual CAP1616 proposals. 
 

 ACOG will have an influence over 
how trade-offs are examined and 
how stakeholders are able to 
influence the decisions. ACOG will 
therefore set up a Community 
Advisory Panel made up of 



community stakeholder 
representatives to regularly engage 
with on the development of Iteration 
3.  

Will Heathrow be 
creating flight path 
options for a 2 and 3 
runway airport? And will 
that uncertainty affect 
the Masterplan? 
 

Optimisation  Y The Heathrow Airport ACP included 
in the Masterplan focuses on the 
existing two runway operation. 
See section 2.1.8. for more 
information  

Will the release of 
controlled airspace lead 
to an increase in 
operations by General 
Aviation and other 
airspace users? There is 
concern that this could 
have negative noise 
impacts on local 
communities, who may 
be hoping for a 
reduction in noise. 

Airspace 
classification/
Noise impacts  

N/A  ACOG has passed this feedback to 
the CAA’s airspace classification and 
airspace regulation teams.  

There was concern that 
with this approach, some 
airports may be waiting 
for others ‘catch up’ in 
process terms and may 
not realise the benefits 
of their ACPs for longer 
than originally expected. 
 

Policy Y  As part of Iteration 2 ACOG has 
proposed a ‘clustered’ approach to 
the development of Iteration 3, 
which will allow some clusters of 
proposals, once approved, to be 
deployed ahead of other parts of the 
programme. This will mean that the 
benefits for these clusters will be 
realised without waiting for the last 
part of the programme to be 
concluded.  
 

How will airports who 
are not in the 
Programme be involved? 

Engagement  Y  Iteration 3 of the Masterplan will be 
developed in consideration of 
feedback received from 
stakeholders through a public 
engagement exercise. This will 
include seeking feedback from other 
airports and sponsors that are not 
currently part of the Programme.  

 Sponsors of the individual airspace 
changes will supplement this activity 
through their own public 
consultation exercise on CAP 1616 
process.  

Can you slow sponsors 
down if they’re 
progressing with their 
airspace change 
proposals too quickly? 

Timelines  Y  The Masterplan will play an 
important role in the sequencing of 
airspace changes. ACPs will be held 
at the relevant Stage of CAP 1616 
process based on advice in the 
Masterplan. This will ensure options 
development and consultation is 
delivered in a coordinated, joined up 
manner 



 The CAA will require a version of the 
Masterplan to facilitate their decision 
making at the relevant gateways in 
CAP 1616 process e.g., they will refer 
to the version of Iteration 3 that 
corresponds to the cluster of 
airspace changes targeting a Stage 
3 Gateway when undertaking their 
assessments 

What about impact on 
RPAS operations below 
4000ft? 

Impact on 
other 
airspace 
users   

Y  This will be a consideration taken 
forward in the development of 
Iteration 3.  

 This feedback has been passed to 
the CAA for consideration in the 
work they are undertaking around 
developing a lower airspace strategy 

Concern over controlled 
airspace take because 
of the Programme  

Airspace 
classification 

Y  See section 3.7.4. 

How will you balance 
environment and 
capacity? 

Optimisation  Y  See section 3.4. 

What consideration was 
being given to residents 
living around airports 
that will be impacted by 
the changes, particularly 
health impacts? 

Noise impacts   This is a consideration for airport 
ACPs 

 This feedback has been passed to 
the CAA’s airspace regulation 
department for consideration in their 
CAP 1616 review  

 Cumulative impacts will be 
considered and calculated through 
the Masterplan process 

What is being done 
around night flights? 

Noise impacts  N/A  This is a policy issue; however it is 
possible that some more advanced 
concepts could be deployed at night 
through airport ACPs to reduce the 
total adverse effects. 

Can ACOG set out gaps 
in policy? 

Policy Y  Where we can evidence a policy gap 
in the process, we will raise it with 
the DfT to make them aware of it  

 ACOG will consider how they can 
incorporate this point into Iteration 3 
engagement  

Have you considered 
the impacts if a sponsor 
leaves due to the impact 
of the Covid-19 
pandemic? 

? Y  Exit and entry criteria are considered 
in Iteration 2 and will also be 
captured be in future iterations  

How will airports be 
consulting with 
stakeholders affected by 
more than one ACP and 
will they be required to 
consult at a similar time? 

Engagement  Y  This will be a consideration of 
Iteration 3 

 The individual sponsors’ 
consultations must be able to 
explain the cumulative impacts of 
their proposals and the methods 
used to calculate them in an 
accessible way for stakeholders. The 
outcome of ACOGs public call for 



information will provide sponsors 
with a way in which to do this, based 
on feedback from stakeholders. 

 ACOG will also continue to engage 
with representative stakeholders on 
the AMS governance structure on 
how trade-offs are presented in ACP 
consultations 

 Sponsors of interdependent 
changes will be required to consult 
at a similar time and will aim to align 
their CAP 1616 Stage 3 Gateways to 
allow the CAA to holistically assess 
their consultation strategies and 
materials  
 

The clarity of information 
provided by airports and 
ACOG will be crucial in 
any ACP given the 
technical nature of the 
issues that need to be 
communicated.   
 
The impacts and benefits 
need to be clearly 
communicated to 
stakeholders.  
 

Engagement  Y  CAP 1616 requires sponsors to create 
materials that do not require 
technical knowledge to understand 
and respond to it and this will be 
assessed by the relevant regulatory 
specialists throughout the process  

 ACOG adheres to the good practice 
engagement guidance within 
CAP1616 and will adopt the principles 
promoted in the process when 
creating engagement materials for 
the public engagement associated 
with Iteration 3.  

 The individual sponsors’ 
consultations must be able to 
explain the cumulative impacts of 
their proposals and the methods 
used to calculate them in an 
accessible way for stakeholders. The 
outcome of ACOGs public call for 
information will provide sponsors 
with a way in which to do this, based 
on feedback from stakeholders. 
 

Will the CAA’s review of 
CAP1616 affect the 
Masterplan? 
 

CAP 1616 
review  

N/A  The CAA’s review of the CAP1616 
process is expected to consider the 
treatment of interdependent ACPs in 
greater detail, which is expected to 
support the Masterplan. 

 It is the CAA’s responsibility to 
develop any transition arrangements 
required for in-train ACPS.  

 This feedback has been passed to 
the CAA’s Airspace Regulation 
department. 
 

Will ACOG take a view on 
mitigation proposals that 
are put forward by 
stakeholders?  
 

 Y  The outcome of the individual 
airport’s CAP1616 consultations will 
likely mean modifications to a 
proposed design. This may include 
mitigating proposals put forward by 



stakeholders for the ACP sponsors 
to consider 

 Iteration 4 of the Masterplan will 
contain the final airspace designs, 
which will be the outcome of their 
formal CAP1616 consultation process. 

A point was raised that 
technology is outdated, 
the industry is still using 
VHF radio, primary 
radars and ground based 
beacons. The Masterplan 
needs to look at how 
technology can be 
modernised along with 
airspace.  

 

Technology  Y  See section 1.1.7 

ACOG said that GA 
impact assessment 
would be consistent with 
classification review – 
what does that mean?  
 

Airspace 
Classification  

Y  ACOG is required to ensure that 
sponsors take into account feedback 
that CAA has collected from the 
classification review, and if not, why 
not? 

 ACOG will stay connected with CAA’s 
classification review department 
about their regional assessments 
and outputs from that will be 
considered in the Masterplan 

 The Masterplan will show how the 
relevant outputs from the airspace 
classification review are being 
tracked by the constituent ACPs 
during the development of Iteration 
3. 

Is there a lag between 
sponsors modernising 
airspace and having the 
appropriate national 
policy for example on 
things like separation 
standards?  
Does ACOG have a role 
to push CAA to put these 
policies in place? 
Otherwise benefits of 
airspace changes will be 
limited and changes will 
be made ahead of these 
sorts of issues being 
resolved.  
 

Policy    The existing suite of airspace design 
criteria, including separation 
standards, is evolving as new 
technology is introduced to the fleet.  

 Some sponsors/airspace designers 
have requested an ‘airspace design 
toolkit’ that would combine airspace 
separation standards, guidance on 
PBN procedures and likely impacts in 
terms of flight efficiency and noise.  

 ACOG will continue to engage with 
the CAA on this point.  

The CAA needs to be 
clear when airports are 
apportioning airspace 
change between 
resilience or capacity. 
 

   See section 3.4. 
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