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Dear Steve,
Further to your comments dated 2 July 2021 we wish to provide the following response which we have discussed
with our aviation consultant, Cyrrus, an Approved Procedure Design Organisation (APDO). We would welcome the
opportunity to discuss these points with you as proposed in my previous email. As you are aware, the statutory
consultation period is now closed, and we would not wish for this matter to delay determination of the application.
Overall, as the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) Inspector has agreed to the process of ensuring the obstacle (chimney
stack) does not impact on the safety of aircraft operations and has stated that an Aeronautical Information
Publication (AIP) entry would be required, we would anticipate these queries to be resolved. We consider that if the
CAA believed the proposal to be contrary to regulations, they would have simply stated that this would not be
acceptable rather than proposing these points to address and therefore is effectively a conditional acceptance of the
proposal.
Referring to the GPA Safeguarding Checklist (Ref.1099 page 11 and 12), taking each issue in turn:
i)

The AIP update is an administrative process and the chimney stack can be included as an obstacle.

ii)

Infra-red light – it is agreed that this would be installed and is also necessary to meet the requirements
of the MOD (and as established per the previous consent). Please note that there is no objection from
NATS.

iii)

We acknowledge that an obstacle light is required and this would be controlled via planning condition.

iv)

The IFP Assessment demonstrated there would be no impact. As long as the obstacle is published in the
AIP and aircraft comply with the IFP then no mitigation is required. Visual Flight Rules (VFR) traffic
would need to comply with normal obstacle clearance heights as published.
We find the reference to Search and Rescue (SAR) odd as there is no defined route for their flights, they
are tactical and based on the rescue site. If the obstacle is notified in the AIP and lit then there would
not be an issue.

v)

Radar recordings – we do not consider this to be an issue given the IFP Assessment says no impact.
Given the high ground in existence it is highly unlikely that ATC would position aircraft at lower altitudes
in that vicinity. Normal intercept is around 12NM for the aircraft to stabilise by 10NM. Given the
Instrument Landing System (ILS) has a steeper approach (normal is 3°, GPA has 3.5° to this runway due
to high terrain). As a result of the steeper approach it is still unlikely to vector (position) aircraft any
earlier. If an earlier approach is provided it would have to be above 1700 feet as a result of the FAVA
(Final Approach Vectoring Area). The FAVA dictates the lowest permissible altitude an aircraft can
descend to, the dominant obstacle influencing this area is taller than the chimney. The fact the chimney
is on final approach does not influence this.
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vi)

Commercial Air Traffic (CAT) – We do not consider that this is relevant as the IFPs are clear and the FAVA
is not impacted.

vii)

Spaceport – it is our understanding that spaceports have vertical and ‘normal’ take-off procedures, we
anticipate that if vertical then there would be no impact. ‘Normal’ take-offs would not follow the same
profile as CAT, it would be steeper.

viii)

Lighting check flight - we would like to better understand your concern with this. If the proposal meets
regulations then this would not be required. Can you please clarify if you believe that a safety flight is
required following the construction of the stack.

ix)

Inclement weather - IFPs are designed for inclement weather and the MOD and General Aviation (GA)
flights would not fly in poor weather conditions, especially in this type of terrain.

x)

‘White smoke’ plume – we do not consider that the plume would be an issue.
The plume is only visible for short periods of time when certain circumstances and weather conditions
are present. The air quality assessment contains plume visibility modelling (EIAR Appendix 8.4 Process
Emissions Modelling, Table 29 Plume Visibility Summary). The assessment estimates that the percentage
of modelled daylight hours with any visible plume is on average 6.6% of daylight hours per year.
However, when the length of the visible plume is taken into account, on average only 1.81% of the
predicted plume exceeds beyond the site boundary. The form of the plume is more horizontal than
vertical. The plume is very different to the Egger plant at the Barony site (Auchinleck) as the
woodburning process there produces a much wetter plume which is why it is visible for a significant
amount of time.

I trust that the above information is helpful, however please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to
discuss these matters further with ourselves or Cyrrus.
In summary, we consider that the points raised can all be addressed. Please can you confirm that if all 10 issues are
addressed as per the CAA Inspector’s comments, that GPA’s holding objection would be removed?
I look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards,
Lauren

Lauren Williamson | Associate Director

Wardell Armstrong LLP
41-50 Futura Park, Aspinall Way, Middlebrook, Bolton, BL6 6SU

From: Williamson, Lauren
Sent: 23 July 2021 10:41
To: Steve Thomson
Cc: Douglas, Mhairi
Subject: RE: 21/0369/PP Killoch Energy Recovery Park - GPA response
Good Morning Steve,
Further to my email below, please can you provide an update?
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Kind regards
Lauren

Lauren Williamson | Associate Director

Wardell Armstrong LLP
41-50 Futura Park, Aspinall Way, Middlebrook, Bolton, BL6 6SU

From: Williamson, Lauren
Sent: 12 July 2021 15:10
To: Steve Thomson
Cc: Douglas, Mhairi
Subject: 21/0369/PP Killoch Energy Recovery Park - GPA response
Good afternoon Steve,
On behalf of the applicant, we acknowledge your consultation response dated 2 July 2021.
I would be grateful if you could advise on your anticipated timescales for completing the additional steps which you
have outlined must be completed before you are able to re-consider your initial objection? As you are aware, the
statutory consultation period has now ended, and as such we are keen to understand GPA’s final position on this as
soon as possible.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss your concerns further, and I would be happy to arrange a meeting
with our aviation consultant (Cyrrus) if you feel this would be beneficial.
Kind regards
Lauren

Lauren Williamson | Associate Director
Wardell Armstrong LLP
41-50 Futura Park, Aspinall Way, Middlebrook, Bolton, BL6 6SU
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Furthermore, NATS have not objected to the application. NATS would not object to such a development – it is not
within airspace they are responsible for providing a safe air traffic service.
We understand from our advisors that the safeguarding assessment process is binary, therefore considering the
above points and supporting evidence, we have no reason to believe that there would be an aviation concern. With
respect to your advisors if the process was binary GPA would be within its rights to object to this development due
to the significant penetration of the OLS 30 Approach Surface (by 64m) directly beneath final approach to our
busiest and most utilised runway. What GPA are attempting to do here is find a mitigation and solution that can
accommodate this development and yet still maintain our core accountability of providing a safe air traffic service in
the vicinity of the aerodrome.
We acknowledge that you have required time to fully consider GPA’s position. However, we believe that GPA has,
for many months, had all of the information it needs to confirm it has no objection to the application. As above –
until I have feedback from all our aviation customers and stakeholders I cannot complete our risk assessment and
share its content with our CAA Aerodrome Inspector and agree and sign off appropriate mitigations.
We would welcome the opportunity for Barr and Cyrrus to meet with you again before the Christmas break to
resolve this issue. I see no value in having such a meeting before Christmas to discuss this matter. The path forward
is very clear and until I have completed the aviation risk assessment and agreed mitigations (if appropriate) with our
CAA Aerodrome inspector , GPA will not be in a position to remove its objection to this development.
Kind regards
Lauren

Lauren Davison (née Williamson) | Associate Director
Wardell Armstrong LLP
41-50 Futura Park, Aspinall Way, Middlebrook, Bolton, BL6 6SU
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