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TAG and NATS support the ATSOCAS region around Farnborough 
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 Attitudes to risk 
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Individuals A and B 

 

 

 

 

Airspace Users and ATSUs 
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 Airspace dominance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example of the impact of airspace dominance 
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Airspace dominance is not necessarily a risk 

 

 

 

 

Individual flights can be dominant 
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Figure 1 Example of two dominant individuals 

 

 

Figure 2 Example of Lasham gliding activity 

  

Odiham

ATZ

G

3nm from 

Lasham

Unknown primary contact

5nm radius circle

Mode A 7000

5nm radius circle

Odiham

ATZ

G

3nm from 

Lasham

Unknown primary 

contacts

5nm radius circles



Page 10 

 

 

 

 

Dominant users – Numbers and geography 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Page 11 

  

(Left) Primary-only radar contacts    Conspicuity code contacts Mode A 7000 (Right) 

Figure 3 One week of radar contacts in July 2011 

 

 

Figure 4 Radar contacts of Farnborough LARS West SSR codes (June 2014) 
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 Incidents in the airspace surrounding Farnborough:  
Airproxes 

 

Report Summary ACP learning point 

Airprox 

121/07 

A departing Gulfstream 5 came into conflict with a 

Cirrus Glider. The G5 was under a RIS due controller 
workload and intensity of VFR traffic. 

The incident occurred at 3400’ just below and abeam 
Class A airspace to the south of Farnborough. 

Late sighting by both pilots of 

two extremely different types. 
 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where SIDs 

would create a highly 
predictable track for departures. 

Airprox 

120/08 

A Citation was transferred from TC SW (particularly 

busy and complex) on a heading that would take it 

close to Lasham Gliding. LGS had a notamed 

Competition taking place with operations within 5nm 
of Lasham to 5000’.  

On handover the Farnborough controller issued 
avoiding action turns due to primary-only contacts.  

A second aircraft then appeared heading westbound 

causing a second set of avoiding action turns. The 

latter was later identified as not being a Lasham 
glider. 

LTC released an aircraft to 

Farnborough heading towards 

Lasham  

 
 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where STARs 

would create a predictable 
swathe for arrivals. 

Airprox 

015/09 

A LJ45 routing IFR from Southampton to Biggin Hill 

was given a traffic service. The weather was good 

CAVOK with excellent visibility.  

The LJ45 came into conflict with a glider/tow 

combination in the vicinity of Lasham.  

Although the LJ45 saw the glider combination 

following multiple accurate and timely TI and 

manoeuvred to avoid the latter, the aero tow pilot 

considered that LJ45 had come close enough to 

cause an airprox.  

The LJ45 considered this a routine encounter in open 
FIR. 

Executive jets are not ideal 

‘see/avoid’ vehicles. 

 

Glider difficult to see on radar 

even when combined with tug. 

 

 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where IFR 

transits would be fully 
integrated with VFR flights. 

Airprox 

042/09 

A BE200 was offered a descent out of CAS by TC 

probably to avoid a congested area of the LTMA 

whilst en-route to Shoreham.   

The BE200 could only be offered a TS (reduced) due 

high traffic density in the vicinity of Lasham.  

Despite accurate and timely TI and the pilot of the 

BE200 acquiring two gliders, the airprox occurred 
with another. 

Another case where extremely 

professional pilots have flown 

close to gliders without seeing 

them. 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where IFR 

transits would be fully 
integrated with VFR flights. 

Airprox 

132/09 

A PRM1 Jet was receiving a TS whilst inbound to 

Farnborough.  

The conflict was with a paramotor showing only 

intermittently on the radar as a stationary primary 

only return and was very faint. 

The PRM1 pilot acquired the target visually at 0.5nm 

and disengaged the autopilot and carried out a steep 
starboard turn. 

Paramotor near invisible on 

radar 

 

 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where STARs 

would create a predictable 
swathe for arrivals. 
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Report Summary ACP learning point 

Airprox 

046/10 

C510 inbound Farnborough Group airfield descending 

into an area of intensive aerial activity after transfer 

from TC, came into conflict with GA aircraft.  

Due to the rapidly increased workload and a number 

of contributory factors, the Radar controller did not 

agree a level of ATSOCAS service, or pass TI.  

Minimal traffic information passed due garbling 

although LARS W controller was trying to intervene. 

Farnborough Approach Radar was manned by a late 

stage trainee (level 4), under the supervision of a 

newly qualified OJTI. This was the first time the OJTI 

had worked with this particular trainee. 

The mentor was aware that no level of service had 

been agreed and subsequently debriefed the trainee 

on this point; however, the phraseology used by the 
trainee was consistent with a TS. 

‘See and avoid’ especially 

difficult if aircraft have 

disparate speeds. 

 

 

 

 

 

Would not have occurred in a 

CAS environment where STARs 

would create a predictable 

swathe for arrivals towards 

Farnborough Group airfields.  

The arrival would then be 

vectored from the end of the 

STAR towards the Group 
airfield. 

Airprox 

018/13 

See below 

 

Airprox 018/13 
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Airprox summary 
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 Incidents in the airspace surrounding Farnborough:   
TCAS MORs 
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TCAS MOR summary 
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 Incidents in the airspace surrounding Farnborough:   
Controller Observation Reports involving airspace 

interactions 

 

 

 

Observation Summary ACP learning point 

63364 Farnborough approach controller and TC 

coordinated an inbound level for (callsign).   

This coordination was broken by TC without 

informing Farnborough, resulting in the pilot 

taking avoiding action against a glider outside 
CAS. 

Even if coordination was 

broken, aircraft would have 

remained within CAS and risk 

of interaction with glider would 

be minimal. 

68610 (IFR Callsign) departed Fairoaks and climbed 

straight to 2,400ft whilst still inside the lateral 

boundary of the Fairoaks LFA (where the upper 

limit is 1,500ft).   

No other aircraft involved, hence Observation 
rather than other report type. 

IFR departures from Fairoaks 

would be under positive control 
if joining controlled airspace 

72626 Confirmed reports of paragliding activity in the 

immediate vicinity of the busy Runway 24 ILS 

base leg.  These aircraft are difficult to detect on 

the radar, leading to possible risks to operations.   

Few aircraft were inbound, no incident occurred, 

but issue needed recording. 

Reduced operational risk due 

to these paragliders being 

below CAS, and IFR arrival 
within CAS, at all times. 

73915 

 

(Discussed 

further below) 

During a period of high traffic/controller workload 

on LARS West and Approach, several inbound 

aircraft were given avoiding action and were held 

off due to unknown or high-density FIR traffic in 
the vicinity of the final approach.   

Lack of CAS, combined with 

density of FIR traffic, created 

safety implications when 

working IFR aircraft inbound to 

Farnborough.  Would not 
happen with CAS environment. 

89620 (Boeing 737 IFR arrival) reported glider sighting 

on final for Runway 06. 

Gliders and IFR arrivals would 

be separated by CAS. 

97019 Two safety observations filed for two consecutive 

dates where primary contacts were observed 

around the Runway 06 final approach, believed 

to be Lasham gliders.   

This resulted in DS unable to be provided and 

inbounds not being able to complete an ILS 
approach. 

Gliders and IFR arrivals would 

be appropriately separated by 
CAS. 

100316 (Unknown GA flight) not using transponder in 

EGLF final approach.   

Responded to EGLF LARS W calls and became 
identified known traffic. 

Left frequency after general handling by stating 
‘next time I would use the transponder’. 

All traffic in final approach 

areas would be ‘known’ and 

able to be safely separated 
easily. 
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Observation 73915 in more detail 

 

 

 

Controller Observation Report summary 
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 Deconfliction minima 
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DS Minima summary 
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 Visual approaches 
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Visual approaches - summary 
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 FDM (Flight Data Monitoring) events 

 

 

 

 

rwalker
Highlight

rwalker
Highlight



Page 26 

dact 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FDM summary 
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 Farnborough arrivals broken off approach due FIR traffic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Month (2014) 
Broken off final 

approach 

Held for >1 orbit or 

extended vector  
(LARS) 

Held for >1 orbit or 

extended vector 
(A7000) 

August 7 28 12 

September* 9 13 6 

October* 12 11 8 
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Month (2015) Broken off final approach 

March 4 

April 4 

May 11 

June 
(up to 20th) 

13 
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Report Summary 

Break-off/Orbit summary 
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 Glider radar returns 
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Calibration of Runway 06 ILS (March 2015) 
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Glider radar returns – summary 
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 Overall conclusion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


