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Update June 1:

We’ve expanded our Special Event Fees Tracker to cover World Cup host cities and match
dates. OPSGROUP members can access that via your members dashboard here.

Below we’ve put together a practical lowdown for ops into the US, Canada, and Mexico –
key airports, peak traffic periods, and what to plan for!

The 2026 FIFA World Cup runs June 11 to July 19. With 48 teams and 104 matches, it will likely be
one of the busiest BizAv periods North America has seen.

Check the official FIFA match schedule below. Arrivals typically peak the day before and on match
morning. Departures spike immediately after. Then things ramp up fast from the Round of 32 onwards…

https://ops.group/blog/world-cup-2026-ops-guide/
https://ops.group/blog/world-cup-2026-ops-guide/
https://ops.group/dashboard/post/us-special-event-fees-tracker/
https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/FWC26-Match-Schedule.pdf


Official FIFA schedule times are published in Eastern Time (ET). Local time at some host cities is different!

Or hover over the cities on the map below to quickly check which dates matches are happening:



Mexico

If there is one country that can mess with a World Cup trip before you even leave the ground, it’s Mexico!
AFAC permits, possible slot controls, special event fees, and Mexico City congestion will make this the
main tricky country of the three.

If you need support with Mexico planning or permits, contact CST Flight Services at:
info@cstflightservices.com.

Permits

Mexico permits are handled by AFAC, and during the tournament, permits will probably be one of the main
reasons flights slip.

Private flights now operate under the AIU (Single Entry Authorisation) introduced in Jan 2024.
Despite the name, it is valid for 180 days and allows multiple entries and domestic legs. Processing has
improved, but issuance still depends on the destination airport receiving an authorisation number from
AFAC HQ in Mexico City. That can take minutes or a couple of days.

Charter permits are typically issued on a one-shot basis. Do not expect new Blanket Permits before
the tournament. If you do not already have one, plan for a one-shot authorisation and start early.

For full background, see the OPSGROUP article on Mexico permits.

Slots and fees

Slot controls may tighten for the World Cup period, potentially with priority given to sponsors and VIP
traffic. Special event fees are also likely, although details have still not yet been published!

Match day pressure

Mexico City airspace is saturated even on a normal weekday. Expect delays, tight parking and heavier
security on match days. Host cities are Mexico City, Guadalajara, and Monterrey, with matches starting
from June 11.

Mexico City (MMMX/Mexico City, Estadio Azteca) will see the biggest spikes around:

June 11 Kickoff match

June 17 Group stage

June 24 Group stage

June 30 Knockouts

July 5 Knockouts

Guadalajara (MMGL/Guadalajara, Estadio Akron) is busiest during the group stage:

June 11-26 Group stage

Monterrey (MMMY/Monterrey, Estadio BBVA) runs heavy activity through the group stage, followed
by a key knockout match:

mailto:info@cstflightservices.com
https://ops.group/blog/mexico-permit-chaos-new-rules-explained/


June 14-24 Group stage

June 29 Knockouts

Mexico airports: BizAv practicality

For most BizAv ops, the strategy is simple: avoid MMMX unless absolutely unavoidable and build plans
around airports that you can realistically get to.

MMMX/Mexico City: Not an option for BizAv. Only commercial, military, and government
flights are permitted.

MMSM/Felipe Angeles: Set to play an important role for large-body ops, with approved
overnight parking available for wide-body aircraft.

MMTO/Toluca: The go-to BizAv airport for Mexico City positioning, open H24.

MMGL/Guadalajara: Capacity is improving. Universal opened a new FBO on April 1, with
expanded ramp space and private CIQ.

MMMY/Monterrey: The main BizAv airport for Monterrey ops.

MMAN/Del Norte: Closer to the Monterrey venue than Saltillo, but more complex under
military control.

MMIO/Saltillo: Around one hour from Monterrey and the best geographic BizAv alternate
after MMMY and MMAN. The longer ground transfer may be an issue though.

USA

The US will handle most of the tournament traffic, with matches across 11 host cities.

CBP and eAPIS submissions need to be accurate. Double-check pax data and docs before filing. At busy
airports, expect tighter CBP availability, especially on match days and during knockout rounds. Once traffic
builds, last-minute changes will be difficult.

Security will be more visible than usual. Expect increased TSA ramp presence, credential checks, and
stronger local law enforcement around stadium areas.

Slot/PPR controls are likely at major airports including KJFK/John F Kennedy, KEWR/Newark, KLAX/Los
Angeles, KATL/Atlanta, and KMIA/Miami, particularly around key match days.

Expect FAA traffic management initiatives throughout the tournament, especially during the knockout

https://www.universalaviation.aero/locations/mexico/guadalajara-mmgl/


stages. Depending on traffic and weather, you may run into delays, reroutes, flow programs, and
temporary TFRs around stadiums on match days. See NBAA guidance here.

Also worth knowing: at many US airports, handling or facility fees may be waived if you take a minimum
fuel uplift.

Tournament timeline

New York/New Jersey (KEWR/Newark, KJFK/John F. Kennedy – MetLife Stadium) will be the
toughest place to operate during the tournament, especially around the Final on July 19. Expect the
biggest spikes around:

June 13-27 Group stage

June 30 Knockouts

July 5 Knockouts

July 19 Final

Alternates include KTEB/Teterboro and KHPN/White Plains.

Around the Final, assume KEWR and KJFK will be at capacity unless parking is confirmed well in advance. If
you are flexible, position early to alternates.

Slot and parking pressure will build in the days leading up to July 19.

Demand will stay high across all US host cities once the knockout rounds begin. The US has significant
infrastructure and capacity, but flexibility will tighten during peak periods.

Below is a simplified operational view by city:

Atlanta (KATL/Atlanta – Mercedes-Benz Stadium)

June 15-27 Group stage

July 1, 7, 15 Knockouts

Boston (KBOS/ Boston Logan – Gillette Stadium)

June 13-26 Group stage

June 29 Knockouts

July 9 Quarterfinal

Dallas (KDFW/Dallas Fort Worth, KDAL/Dallas Love Field – AT&T Stadium)

June 14-27 Group stage

June 30 – July 14 Knockouts including a semifinal

Houston (KIAH/Houston George Bush, KHOU/Houston Hobby – NRG Stadium)

https://nbaa.org/aircraft-operations/airspace/regional/fifa-world-cup-2026/


June 14-26 Group stage

June 29, July 4 Knockouts

Kansas City (KMCI/Kansas City – GEHA Field at Arrowhead Stadium)

June 16-27 Group stage

July 3 Knockouts

July 11 Quarterfinal

Los Angeles (KLAX/Los Angeles – SoFi Stadium)

June 12-25 Group stage

June 28, July 2, 10 Knockouts

Miami (KMIA/Miami – Hard Rock Stadium)

June 15-27 Group stage

July 3, 11 Knockouts

July 18 Third-place match

Philadelphia (KPHL/Philadelphia – Lincoln Financial Field)

June 14-27 Group stage

July 4 Knockouts

San Francisco Bay Area (KSFO/San Francisco – Levi’s Stadium)

June 13-25 Group stage

July 1 Knockouts

Seattle (KSEA/Seattle – Lumen Field)

June 15-26 Group stage

July 1, 6 Knockouts



FIFA PASS: helpful, but not a free pass

The US government and FIFA have rolled out FIFA PASS, a priority visa appointment system for World Cup
2026 ticket holders travelling to US host cities. In simple terms, it gives eligible passengers a faster way to
secure their visa interview ahead of the tournament.

For BizAv operators, this may help reduce visa lead times during peak travel periods. It does not replace
standard US entry requirements, so visa status should still be verified carefully. Think of it as helpful,
but not guaranteed.

Special event fees

Special event fees will be in place at most US airports during the tournament, especially in cities hosting
knockout matches and the Final.

We’ve put together a dedicated World Cup special event fees tracker, including some known fees for every
match throughout the tournament. The tracker makes it easy to see which match days are likely to be the
most expensive, compare nearby airport options, and identify where fees increase significantly for high-
demand games involving teams such as the US or other major football nations.

We update the tracker regularly as new info comes in. If you hear about confirmed fees or local restrictions

https://inside.fifa.com/organisation/media-releases/world-cup-2026-ticket-holders-prioritised-visa-appointments-united-states
https://ops.group/dashboard/post/us-special-event-fees-tracker/


that are not yet on the list, let us know so we can share the update with everyone.

Member update: Not every FBO is introducing World Cup surcharges. Clay Lacy Aviation says it does not
currently plan to apply special event fees at its California and Connecticut locations during the
tournament.

Member update: Special event fees are showing up in Canada too. Members have told us that both
Skyservice and Signature at CYYZ/Toronto are charging additional World Cup fees, currently around CAD
750-1500 on the day before, day of, and day after matches. Slot reservations also require a small booking
fee and a larger temporary hold, with possible penalties for operating without a slot. Last-minute booking
fees may apply as well.

Canada

Canada hosts fewer matches than the US, but it can be a useful pressure valve.

If you’re arriving from Europe or repositioning between venues, Toronto and Vancouver offer a practical
place to park without jumping straight into the busiest US airspace. It can work well as a staging point
while you wait for a better slot window south of the border.

Factor in customs. Most BizAv arrivals require CANPASS coordination, so passenger data and timing need
to be accurate.

Tournament timeline

Canada’s host cities are Toronto and Vancouver. Match activity begins early in the tournament, so expect
demand from mid-June onward, even if overall traffic levels remain lower than the busiest US venues.

Toronto (CYYZ/Toronto Pearson – BMO Field) will see activity around:

June 12, 17, 20, 23, 26 Group stage

July 2 Knockouts

Vancouver (CYVR/Vancouver – BC Place) will see activity around:

https://opsgroup.typeform.com/to/GDGnbCjv


June 13, 18, 21, 24, 26 Group stage

July 2 Knockouts

July 7 Quarterfinal

Share your experience

Are you already arranging services at any World Cup host airport? Have you run into anything unusual,
unexpected, or worth flagging to other operators?

We would love to hear from you! Drop us a note at team@ops.group and let us know what you are seeing
on the ground.

Greenland NAT Alternates: June 2026 Update
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

It has been a busy year of change for Greenland’s airports. Here is the current operational picture for the
main NAT alternates as of June 2026.

mailto:team@ops.group
https://ops.group/blog/greenland-nat-alternates-2026/


BGQO/Qaqortoq

BGQO/Qaqortoq is now operational and has replaced BGBW/Narsarsuaq as the main airport in southern
Greenland. After some early teething issues, security approval for international flights has been granted
and the Notam restricting GA/BizAv traffic has been cancelled.

Basic info:

Runway: 1501 x 30m (asphalt, Code 3C)

Approaches: RNP LNAV/VNAV only (no precision)

Airspace: AFIS, Class G with 20NM RMZ

Fire cover: up to CAT 7 (with prior notice for larger aircraft)

Fuel: Jet A1 and AvGas available

You can find full info on BGQO in the AIP here.

All non-scheduled flights require PPR at least 12 hours before arrival. A local agent advises that slots
may be limited initially as the airport ramps up operations. This is not the usual Greenland “call ahead and
hope” setup. Expect to provide accurate ETAs and obtain approval in advance, including for alternate use.
Published hours are Mon-Sat 0900-1800z, closed Sundays and holidays. If you operate there, we’d
appreciate an Airport Spy report!

BGBW/Narsarsuaq

Narsarsuaq closed to fixed-wing traffic on 17 Apr 2026 (when BGQO/Qaqortoq was supposed to
become operational). So arrivals and departures are no longer accepted and the airport has transitioned to
heliport-only ops for the local community.

https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/BGQO-compressed.pdf
https://ops.group/blog/spyreport/


Operationally, nothing has changed:

Runway: 1800m

Approaches: non-precision only

Frequent poor weather and terrain constraints

BGSF/Sondrestrom

Plans to downgrade Sondrestrom from ATC to AFIS have been cancelled. In one of the shortest AICs we’ve
ever seen, Naviair confirmed that BGSF would remain fully controlled until further notice.

Word from behind the scenes is that it was recently evaluated that ongoing demand for BGSF was solid
enough to warrant full ATC.

Operationally, this is still the most reliable Greenland alternate:

Runway: 2800m

Fewer terrain issues than coastal airports

Generally more stable weather

If you want something predictable in central Greenland, this is still the go-to.

BGGH/Nuuk

Nuuk is now fully established as a jet-capable airport with a 2200m runway, ILS approaches at both
ends, and regular airline traffic. On paper, it is now a very capable NAT alternate.

The only current Notam limitation is that parking on all aprons is limited to a maximum of 72 hours
(PERM Notam).

https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/BG_Circ_2025_A_02_en-aflyst.pdf


The bigger thing to watch now is a coming airspace change, from 14 May 2026:

A TMA (Class C) when Nuuk Approach is active (roughly 08-23 local)

ADS-B required for all flights in the TMA up to FL195 during those hours

Outside those hours, airspace reverts to Class G

At night, ADS-B not required, but prior coordination with Nuuk ATC is required

See AIC 1-26 for full details of all that.

So the picture at BGGH/Nuuk is much better than it was a few months ago – but it’s still not totally
straightforward. It is usable again, but with tighter airspace rules and some practical limits like the 72-hour
parking cap.

BGJN/Ilulissat

The new 2200m runway at BGJN/Ilulissat is still due to open in Fall 2026. Once open, this will give
northern Greenland another serious jet-capable airport, broadly similar to BGGH/Nuuk.

A reminder about after-hours fees

Look out for surprise fees if you use BGBW/Narsarsuaq or BGSF/Sondrestrom as alternates after hours
(overnight 20-11z or anytime on Sundays). You will be charged the better part of $3000 USD to keep
standby equipment on watch, and runways clear of snow.

Some insider advice – advance notice reduces the cost. If you need one of these cheaper outside of
normal operating hours, provide at least 24 hours’ notice.

Bottom line

Greenland is mid-transition right now, but with a bigger gap than expected:

BGQO has opened

BGBW has closed

BGGH is now the main southern option and generally dependable, but with some
airspace and parking limitations

BGSF remains the most reliable and predictable option overall

A special thanks to our agent in the field

Spare a thought for the unsung hero of this article. Apparently, high quality jackets for the Greenland
winters are no joke – as evidenced below. Thank you for your help assembling this article!

https://ops.group/blog/greenland-nat-alternates-dec-2025-update
https://ops.group/blog/greenbacks-and-greenland/


CPDLC in Europe: Handy New Guidance from
Eurocontrol
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/cpdlc-in-europe-handy-new-guidance-from-eurocontrol/
https://ops.group/blog/cpdlc-in-europe-handy-new-guidance-from-eurocontrol/


Eurocontrol has put out a new two-page CPDLC cheat sheet for European operations. It’s short,
non-technical and really useful – especially if you don’t use CPDLC everyday.

You can download the PDF on the Eurocontrol site here (best place to go in case they update it again), or if
that doesn’t work, here’s one we downloaded earlier!

The interesting part isn’t the basics though. Most crew already know that CPDLC is mandatory in much of
Europe. What’s more juicy is the human factors stuff – the small misunderstandings and bad habits that
are still creating problems out there.

This guidance serves as a reminder of some persistent errors. Here is a brief summary of those.

https://www.eurocontrol.int/function/datalink
https://www.eurocontrol.int/function/datalink
https://www.eurocontrol.int/function/datalink
https://ops.group/dashboard/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/Recommended_Practices_for_CPDLC_in_Europe_2026-1.pdf


CLEARED TO vs. PROCEED DIRECT TO

Make sure you follow the clearance correctly.

EUROCONTROL points out that a CPDLC uplink saying “CLEARED TO [WAYPOINT D] VIA [A B C] is a route
clearance, not a direct-to shortcut.

Those are issued by the phrase “PROCEED DIRECT TO.” Apparently enough of us are still getting this
wrong to be specifically mentioned in the bulletin.

Assigned speeds don’t just disappear

The guide warns crew not to assume a CPDLC speed restriction quietly disappears just because the aircraft
later gets another route or level clearance. It’s no different to a voice clearance, an assigned speed
sticks unless you are told otherwise.

Why would this be happening? A few suggestions.

It’s possible that pilots load the route amendment but miss the associated speed. Mixed voice and
CPDLC environments can also create ambiguity about which clearance is ‘current’ – more on that in
moment.

Then there’s workload – especially in dense European airspace. When we get busy, it can be easy to
overlook an old datalink clearance sitting in the message stack.

Don’t deliberately log-off

This is a biggie.

EUROCONTROL reminds us that a CPDLC clearance holds the same value as a voice clearance.
Deliberately disconnecting or turning off CPDLC is akin to turning off your radios. Just don’t do it. Why
would crew be doing this? We don’t know – but reverting yourself to voice is no-bueno.

Why do we still get voice clearances, even when fully logged on?

Some clearances are too urgent – voice is just quicker, especially in the case of level changes.
Switching to voice rather than waiting for a CPDLC message to be sent and received can avoid an
unnecessary level-off.

Then there’s network performance – no technology is perfect 100% all of the time, and things can slow
down.

And simple practicality for the controller. It may just be easier to hop on voice.

Failed Log Ons

We’ve all been there – a logon simply refuses to work without explanation. It’s extremely frustrating!

In many cases the problem comes down to small setup errors – the wrong logon code, an outdated flight
plan after an aircraft swap, or trying to connect to a sector that’s not included in your filed route.

Even something as simple as the wrong callsign format or VHF3 not being set to DATA can stop the
connection. The fall back is to immediately revert to voice, but this adds workload for all concerned.



It’s not complicated, just human

There’s nothing terribly difficult or technical in Eurocontrol’s new guidance, but it does highlight how
CPDLC introduces its own traps – especially in busy, unfamiliar airspace where crews may switch between
voice and CPDLC several times in just one flight.

The guide is a useful reminder that getting the basics right with CPDLC is just as important as good radio
discipline.

One extra point (especially for US operators)

Europe is a little different when it comes to CPDLC. Much of the network uses the ATN system over VHF
datalink rather than the FANS over SATCOM/HF more commonly associated with oceanic ops. So in
practical terms, losing the aircraft’s VHF datalink capability will often mean losing European ATN CPDLC
capability as well.

The transition from oceanic to European airspace can also be a little confusing! In many cases, ATC
systems handle the transfer between oceanic FANS services and European ATN CPDLC automatically, and
crews should avoid manually logging off unless instructed by ATC or unless the handover has clearly
failed.

NATS has told us that unnecessary crew logoffs near FIR boundaries can create additional ATC workload
and may interfere with automatic handovers between current and next data authorities.

That said, datalink issues during the oceanic-to-European transition still generate plenty of pilot
reports – particularly among operators less familiar with European ATN operations. Different avionics
setups can also behave differently during the transition, which can occasionally catch crews out.

Bottom line – monitor the aircraft’s CPDLC status during the transition into Europe, and follow ATC
instructions before manually disconnecting or attempting a new logon.

Fuel grade checks may become more
important in Europe
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/fuel-grade-checks-may-become-more-important-in-europe/
https://ops.group/blog/fuel-grade-checks-may-become-more-important-in-europe/


EASA has issued a new Safety Information Bulletin (SIB) warning operators about the potential introduction
of Jet A fuel at European airports that have historically supplied only Jet A-1.

As supply chain pressure builds from the ongoing crisis in the Middle East, suppliers and airports may
increasingly begin to consider the wider use of Jet A to help bridge the gap.

It’s not that Jet A is any more dangerous. Far from it – it’s the standard offering throughout North America.
But for European ops, this matters because most procedures, assumptions and fuel handling systems have
been built around Jet A-1 for decades. And EASA are concerned that this may introduce new risk for
operators.

Jet A vs Jet A-1

It helps to frame a little context here, – I mean jet fuel is just jet fuel, right?

Well, not really. And this is where the danger lies.

But for starters, it isn’t about quality. There’s very little difference in the actual refining process. Jet A
and Jet A-1 both come from the same level of refinement, known as a ‘kerosene fraction.’

The key operational difference is freezing point – how cold than can get before they start to wax up
and stop flowing properly.

Jet A begins to freeze at -40°C, compared with -47°C for Jet A-1.

Jet A-1 is refined to handle colder temperatures than Jet A, which is why it became the standard for
international and long haul flying – especially on routes through very cold airspace.

There are a couple of other smaller differences too. Jet A-1 normally includes an anti-static additive, and
the two fuels are certified under slightly different standards in the US versus the rest of the world.

But let’s cut to the chase. Operationally, pilots and dispatchers mainly care about freezing point,
availability and whether an aircraft is approved for one or both fuels.

Right, onto the EASA bulletin…

https://ad.easa.europa.eu/blob/EASA_SIB_2026_04.pdf/SIB_2026-04_1


What are EASA worried about?

Essentially, the risk of ‘fuel grade confusion’ between suppliers, operators, dispatchers and flight crew.

One example in the bulletin is especially concerning: an aircraft may receive Jet A, but the electronic fuel
ticket incorrectly identifies it as Jet A-1. In that case, crews could unknowingly operate outside safe
fuel temp margins.

There’s also a broader operational issue. If some airports in a region switch to Jet A, while others remain Jet
A-1 only, crews and dispatchers may have to start tracking fuel grade availability as part of
normal flight planning. EASA says this may affect route planning, alternate selection, fuel contingency
margins, cold weather ops and overall crew workload – ie. it has potential to become a fuel-induced can of
worms.

Then there’s the issue of commingling, and it’s sadly not as fun as it sounds! EASA are concerned about
mixing of the two fuels. If they are combined in airport systems, operators may need to apply more
conservative operating assumptions unless aircraft manufacturers provide clearer guidance. In other
words, assume the more restrictive limitations apply.

As we touched upon before, EASA is also warning against the dangerous assumption that ‘jet fuel is jet
fuel.’ For crew, the practical takeaway is that fuel grade can no longer be treated as background
information.

Operators should expect greater emphasis on checking Notams and AIPs carefully for fuel grade info,
verifying what fuel was actually uplifted, and paying closer attention to fuel temperature margins on
long/cold sectors.

And to connect all the dots – dispatch, fuel providers and flight crew all need to make sure they’re all
working off the same page.

So is this all just plain dangerous?

No. The bulletin stops short of calling this an unsafe condition, or issuing mandatory action. What they are
saying that Jet A can be used safely in Europe if the transition is properly managed.

EASA has essentially issued a warning that Europe and other traditionally Jet A-1 regions are entering
unfamiliar territory operationally. The biggest risk is not the fuel itself – it’s confusion,
assumptions and mismatched procedures during the transition.

Flying to Portugal or the Azores? You may
now need an EORI number
Kateřina Michalská
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/portugal-eori/
https://ops.group/blog/portugal-eori/


Here’s a miserable little thing we hadn’t heard about in years and had hoped had quietly gone away… but
hasn’t! Portugal is apparently still catching some operators out with EORI requirements, including for
certain private flights / tech stops.

So what’s actually happening?

An EORI (Economic Operator Registration and Identification) number is an identification number
used by customs authorities across the European Union.

The system itself is EU-wide and not specific to Portugal. It’s normally linked to import/export activities,
customs declarations, and commercial ops, so if you mainly operate private flights, it’s probably not
something you’ve ever needed to think about before.

But if you’re heading to Portugal or the Azores, you may now be asked to obtain an EORI
number, even on clearly private flights.

One OPSGROUP member recently shared that they were unable to plan a tech stop at LPAZ/Santa
Maria without getting an EORI number. Their flight was private, but that apparently made no
difference.

Several members also noted they had previously transited the Azores without ever needing an EORI
number, suggesting this might be a relatively recent operational change.

The reports we’ve received so far mainly involve non-EU operators, which also aligns with Portugal’s
published EORI guidance.

What handlers in Portugal are saying

We checked with several handlers across Portugal and the Azores to see how this is working in practice.
The picture is becoming clearer, although enforcement still does not seem completely consistent
everywhere.

From the feedback we received, the issue is linked to Portugal’s SiMTeM customs system, which is used to
electronically register aircraft arrivals and departures.

Even when no cargo is carried, flights still need to be entered into the system. In those cases, a NIL cargo

https://info-aduaneiro.portaldasfinancas.gov.pt/pt/informacao_aduaneira/eori/Pages/eori-versao-inglesa.aspx
https://info-aduaneiro.portaldasfinancas.gov.pt/pt/informacao_aduaneira/SiMTeM/Paginas/default.aspx


declaration and passenger info may still need to be filed electronically.

The important part is that SiMTeM processing now appears closely tied to EORI identification. So
even for a private flight or simple tech stop, crews may still be asked to obtain one before the flight can be
processed.

Teams at LPPT/Lisbon, LPFR/Faro, LPPR/Porto and LPAZ/Santa Maria told us they are now
consistently seeing EORI numbers requested, including for private flights and tech stops.

At the same time, not everyone is seeing this applied in exactly the same way yet. One team in
LPCS/Cascais said they have not encountered EORI-related issues in day-to-day ops, while another
Azores-based provider told us they do not currently request EORI numbers for tech stops.

So for now, enforcement may still vary depending on the airport or provider, but the overall trend is fairly
clear: if you are planning to transit Portugal or the Azores, best bet is to just get an EORI number in
advance.

How non-EU operators can get a Portugal EORI number

Good news is that getting a Portugal EORI number is free. For the process itself, follow these steps…

Step 1 – Register online

Start at the official Portuguese customs portal: https://aduaneiro.portaldasfinancas.gov.pt/eori/registry

If you are a non-EU operator, select “EU Third Country” and complete the online form.

Make sure all details (company name, address, country codes, dates, etc) match the supporting docs you
will submit later.

Step 2 – Complete the additional form

At the end of the online registration, you will be given a document to download. It may look optional, but in
practice it is required.

Fill it out, sign it, and scan it as a PDF. Your signature should match the one in your passport.

Step 3 – Send supporting docs

Send the completed form and supporting docs to: dsra-eori@at.gov.pt

Supporting docs will typically include company formation docs, tax ID confirmation, a copy of the contact
person’s passport including the signature page.

Step 4 – Wait for approval

If everything is correct, the process usually takes around 2-3 days. In some cases, once the documentation
was accepted, the EORI was issued within 24 hours.

For full step-by-step details from one of our members who went through the process, check the forum post
in your members dashboard.

And if you encounter similar EORI issues, let us know at team@ops.group!

https://aduaneiro.portaldasfinancas.gov.pt/eori/registry
mailto:dsra-eori@at.gov.pt
https://ops.group/dashboard/forum/topic/portugal-eori-number-requirement/
mailto:team@ops.group


Salt Corrosion Behind BizAv Dual Engine
Failure
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

The NTSB has released its final report into the crash of a Bombardier CL-600 that lost both engines on
approach to KAPF/Naples on Feb 9, 2024. The trigger was corrosion in the engines’ airflow control system
caused by long-term exposure to salt.

This wasn’t a freak chain of events. It was a pretty familiar BizAv setup: coastal operations, recurring
maintenance snags, and two identical engines exposed to the same environment – both failing within
seconds during a critical phase of flight.

A lot of US bizjets spend their lives operating around salt air on the Atlantic, Gulf and Pacific coasts – and
over time, that can become a real maintenance issue.

And it’s not just about salt. The report also highlights how important it is to pay attention to early
warning signs, and what can happen when recurring symptoms are treated as isolated problems instead of
part of a bigger picture.

The Accident Aircraft

The CL-600 involved in the accident had spent its life operating near the ocean.

Built in 2004, it was based in Bridgetown in Barbados until 2020, before moving to a new owner in the Fort
Lauderdale area.

https://ops.group/blog/salt-corrosion-behind-bizav-dual-engine-failure/
https://ops.group/blog/salt-corrosion-behind-bizav-dual-engine-failure/
https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Report_ERA24FA110_193769_4_27_2026-7_22_46-PM.pdf


The aircraft was maintained under an FAA-approved airworthiness maintenance program. Its engines were
operated on an ‘on-condition’ basis, meaning they stayed in service as long as inspections and
performance monitoring showed no issues – rather than being removed at fixed overhaul intervals.

Early Warning Signs

Twenty-five days before the accident, the pilots reported intermittent hung starts on both engines. A
review of the aircraft’s history later found at least seven similar events over the previous ten years.

Maintenance troubleshooting focused on fuel and ignition issues using a flow chart with nearly thirty
YES/NO steps. The following day, both engines started normally, which met the criteria to stop
troubleshooting.

Critically, the check that would have identified the real issue (that salt corrosion was preventing the
compressor vanes from moving freely) was never reached.

On Feb 9, both engines would later fail on approach leading to the loss of the aircraft.

Important to note from the report that it doesn’t point to pilot error as the primary cause, but it does
highlight a few other things worth knowing…

Salt Exposure

For aircraft spending years operating near the ocean, salt exposure can quietly become a real
maintenance problem. Corrosion inside the engine may not show up during routine inspections until
something else starts going wrong.

Start faults aren’t normal. Modern turbine engines are extremely reliable, so recurring hung starts
should be treated as a warning sign – not just a minor fuel or ignition issue.



In this case, the abnormal starts were one of the few early clues that something deeper was wrong with
the engine airflow system.

Catastrophic failures are rare – even in this case, both engines were still rotating on impact. Minor or
sporadic indications may be the only warning we get, so don’t just write them off.

Maintenance Trap

Troubleshooting doesn’t always lead to the right answer. One important note from this accident is that an
‘approved’ maintenance program doesn’t mean ‘fail-safe.’

In this case, the variable geometry pressure test sat so late in the troubleshooting flow chart that it
was missed when the engines were successfully started.

In business aviation especially, limited maintenance support and pressure to get the aircraft flying
again can make it tempting to stop troubleshooting as soon as the manual allows.

Vulnerable on Approach

This happened on approach at low power, where compressor stability margins are already tighter.

On approach, at low power and close to the ground, there isn’t much margin for airflow problems.

The accident is a reminder that salt-related corrosion can stay hidden until it shows up at the worst
possible moment.

Updated Guidance

In its report, the NTSB described the troubleshooting guidance as “inadequate.” Since the accident, the
engine manufacturer has already revised its procedures.

The FAA has also proposed mandatory inspections of GE CF34-3 engines fitted to over a thousand US-
registered aircraft (including the Challenger 600 family). Comments on this are open until June, with an
official AD likely to follow.

For smaller BizAv operators especially, it’s another example of why recurring ‘minor’ faults probably
deserve a closer look – particularly on aircraft spending their lives around salt air.

Belgium airports impacted by another
nationwide strike
OPSGROUP Team
1 June, 2026

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/05/01/2026-08549/airworthiness-directives-general-electric-company-engines
https://ops.group/blog/belgium-strike/
https://ops.group/blog/belgium-strike/


Another nationwide strike is taking place in Belgium on Tuesday, 12 May, and it is expected to
cause major issues at the country’s main airports EBBR/Brussels and EBCI/Charleroi.

The last major strike on 12 March did not involve ATC, but airport ops were still heavily affected. Airlines
had to cancel all departures and in some cases arrivals at both EBBR and EBCI. BizAv at Brussels saw only
minor delays to services, while at Charleroi availability was still being evaluated on the day.

For the upcoming strike on 12 May, the situation appears similar in terms of airport staffing. ATC
involvement has not been reported, so BizAv services should remain largely unaffected despite the
wider airport disruptions.

In addition to the airport impact, significant delays to public transport are expected across Belgium,
affecting trains and local services. Plan for extra time getting to and from the airport.



Here’s what we currently know about the impact of the strike at the main airports:

EBBR/Brussels

Notam issued restricting departing passenger flights:

A1334/26 - AD LTD DUE TO INDUSTRIAL ACTION. FORCE MAJEURE.
ACFT OPERATORS ARE TO CANCEL 60 PCT OF THEIR DEP PASSENGER FLIGHTS.
GENAV/CARGO FLIGHTS EXC.

The airport has announced that airlines are required to cancel 60% of departing passenger flights due to
severely reduced staffing levels, including security personnel participating in the strike. Cargo flights
and ferry flights are exempt from the restrictions and are expected to continue operating normally.

For BizAv, the outlook is better. Local handlers report no expected disruption, as ATC is not expected
to be affected by the strike.

Contact: hostess.belgium@execujet.com.

EBCI/Charleroi

The airport has confirmed a full cancellation of both arrivals and departures for airline traffic on
12 May due to strike-related staffing shortages:

A1428/26 - DUE TO A NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL ACTION - FORCE MAJEURE, STAFFING
LEVEL OF MANY OPR PARTNERS WILL BE SEVERELY IMPACTED. 100 PERCENT
REDUCTION FOR ARRIVING AND DEPARTING FLIGHTS IS REQUIRED. AIRLINES
ARE REQUIRED TO CANCEL THEIR ARRIVING AND DEPARTING FLIGHTS IN THIS
TIMEFRAME.

All commercial flights will be cancelled for the day. However, based on previous similar strikes, BizAv

mailto:hostess.belgium@execujet.com


movements may still be able to operate through the executive terminal, provided ATC remains
operational.

Contact: general.aviation@charleroi-airport.com

NAT Guide 2026 – My First NAT Flight is
Tomorrow
David Mumford
1 June, 2026

The latest edition (2026) of the NAT Guide (“My First North Atlantic Flight is Tomorrow”) has now been
published. This 21-page guide is for pilots and dispatchers, to help you understand the basics of North
Atlantic flying.

mailto:general.aviation@charleroi-airport.com
https://ops.group/blog/nat-guide-2026-my-first-nat-flight-is-tomorrow/
https://ops.group/blog/nat-guide-2026-my-first-nat-flight-is-tomorrow/


Contents:

What’s different about the NAT?1.

What’s changed? Recent updates (2026 → 2016), including datalink, tracks, comms, and2.
procedures.

(Updated 2026) Circle of Entry: what you actually need to enter different parts of NAT3.
airspace (now reflects current surveillance and corridor logic).

NAT Quick Map: Gander and Shanwick boundaries, plus updated routing overview.4.

Routine Flight Example: Brussels to JFK (step-by-step): HLA requirements, flight planning,5.
paperwork, RCL vs clearance, oceanic entry, weather deviations, contingencies.

Non-Routine Flights: what you can do without: PBCS, RVSM, RNP4 / RNAV 10, HF, 1 LRNS,6.
HLA approval, ETOPS, TCAS, datalink – including the Iceland-Greenland corridor workaround.

VHF Coverage Maps – FL100 / 200 / 300 across the NAT7.

Diversion Airports Guide: practical notes on key alternates from Keflavik and Shannon to8.
Goose Bay and Bermuda.

Airport Data: updated list including Keflavik, Shannon, Gander, Goose Bay, plus revised9.
Greenland options (BGGH, BGQO, etc).

Special NAT Procedures: Mach number technique, SLOP, comms, transition areas, exits,10.
and common mistakes.

North Atlantic ATC Contacts: Shanwick, Gander, Iceland, Bodo, Santa Maria, New York,11.
plus adjacent domestic units.

NAT FPL Codes and Flight Levels: what to file and how.12.

https://ops.group/dashboard/category/briefings/guides/


Contingency Procedures: weather deviations and in-flight emergencies.13.

Oceanic Clearance vs RCL: who does what now, including timing windows and differences14.
between FIRs.

Common Gotchas: real-world mistakes and lessons from OPSGROUP members.15.

GNSS Interference / Spoofing: what to expect and what to do.16.

Links, Questions, Guidance17.

There are two options to download a copy of the NAT Guide 2026:

OPSGROUP Members

You can get it in your Member Dashboard, under Briefings and Guides.

Not a member?

Option 1: Buy a copy in the store ($25)

Option 2: Apply to join OPSGROUP, and get it for free!

With an OPSGROUP membership, all publications like this from the group are free of charge and all
available through the Member Dashboard. Join with an individual, team, or airline/dept membership, and
connect with over 8000 other pilot, dispatch, ATC, and operations members.

What’s changed?

Now for a quick look at what’s changed since last year. We’ve updated the guide to match how the NAT is
actually operating today, and cleaned up a few areas that have changed or still catch people out!

OCR vs RCL – what’s actually happening now

We’ve updated the oceanic clearance section to reflect how things actually work now. Gander, Bodo and
Santa Maria use RCL, Shanwick still issues clearances the old way, and Reykjavik and New
York don’t require one at all. We’ve also added the actual RCL timing windows, so it’s clearer when to
send requests.

Blue Spruce gone, Iceland-Greenland corridor explained properly

The old Blue Spruce routes are gone! So we’ve replaced these with a clearer explanation of the Iceland-
Greenland corridor instead. It reflects how these routes actually work today – using VHF and ADS-B
surveillance instead of HF or datalink.

https://ops.group/dashboard/category/briefings/guides/
https://shop.ops.group/online/nat-guide
https://ops.group/story/membership/


GNSS interference now a common concern

GNSS jamming and spoofing now get a bit more attention, with practical guidance on what to do if
you’ve already had issues before entering the NAT. We’ve also added info on the “CONFIRM RNP”
message, which more crews are now seeing.

Datalink and surveillance logic cleaned up

The datalink section has been simplified to make it easier to understand where it’s required, where it
isn’t, and how surveillance-based operations (like the corridor or GOTA) fit in.

Greenland alternates brought up to date

The alternates section now reflects the latest changes in Greenland. BGBW is no longer in use, BGGH
is now a jet-capable option, and BGQO has been added as a new southern alternate. It’s a more
current picture of what’s available on the ground.

General tidy-up

Removed a bunch of older wording that didn’t quite match how things are done now.

Added a clearer explanation of NAT Tracks and how they’re actually used.

Navigation specs have been standardized to RNAV 10 (RNP 10), in line with ICAO PBN
terminology, just to keep everything consistent.

Updated waypoint naming, including half-degree fixes.

Tidied up the airport data and Greenland alternates.

Added a few extra real-world notes (like squawk exceptions and small ops details).

Other bits and pieces that we’ve forgotten about.



We hope you find the guide useful! ��‍✈️✈️�‍✈ᯓ️ ✈︎

If you want the full background on the recent NAT changes behind all this, it’s worth checking these too:

March 2026 changes here.

The full NAT timeline of all changes going back to the dawn of time.

LAX Runway Incursion – A Known Trap That
Just Caught Another Crew
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/new-nat-doc-007-north-atlantic-changes-from-march-2026/
https://ops.group/blog/nat/
https://ops.group/blog/lax-runway-incursion-trap/
https://ops.group/blog/lax-runway-incursion-trap/


The FAA is investigating a serious runway incursion at KLAX/Los Angeles on April 8.

A Boeing 777 rejected its take-off roll on Runway 24L at low speed when a Gulfstream G650 crossed the
runway after being instructed to hold short following landing on the parallel Runway 24R.

This was a high-risk event, with very little margin. Runway warning lights reportedly alerted the 777
crew to the incursion. The key point is this wasn’t just a one-off. It was a known LAX trap that had
already been flagged.

Buried in a long list of nearly 100 airport Notams is LTA-LAX-21 – a Letter to Airmen titled ‘Runway
Incursions on LAX’s North Complex.’ It describes exactly this scenario, almost step by step.

If you operate in the US and don’t routinely check LTAs, this is a timely example of why they matter.

The Actual Trap at LAX

If you land on Runway 24R and exit via one of the common high-speed turnoffs like V, W or Y, you’re
typically only 1,000 to 2,000 ft from the hold short for Runway 24L.

That distance disappears fast. You’re still decelerating and just getting into the post-landing flow when
the hold short line is already there. You’re effectively still in the landing phase when you’re already at the
next runway. And it’s easy to assume you’re clear once off the landing runway.

That’s where crews are getting caught out – by rolling past the stop bars and onto the parallel active
runway.

The FAA’s Letter to Airmen (LTA)

On May 22 last year, LTA-LAX-21 was issued to highlight this exact risk.

It’s short, but the message is clear – this is happening repeatedly and it’s a safety issue. It directs
crew to review runway holding position markings in the AIM and includes a diagram showing the layout.

https://www.ainonline.com/aviation-news/aerospace/2026-04-15/bizjet-incursion-triggered-air-france-rejected-takeoff
https://notams.aim.faa.gov/lta/main/viewlta?lookupid=3636886989862606139
https://notams.aim.faa.gov/lta/main/viewlta?lookupid=3636886989862606139


What to do

If you’re heading into LAX, and landing on 24R, expect a very quick hold short. Brief it properly before
you get there.

After landing, don’t go heads-down too early. Consider delaying non-essential tasks like cleanup until
you’re clear of both runways. The priority is spotting the hold short markings, the stop bars, and
confirming your clearance.

More on LTAs

The FAA regularly issues Letters to Airmen, but they’re easy to miss.

They often contain important operational detail that doesn’t fit in standard Notams – often explaining the
why behind them, and sometimes safety-critical information like this.

You’ll find them on the FAA Notam site for your airport or FIR – look under the Class column for ‘LTA.’

https://notams.aim.faa.gov/lta/main/viewlta?lookupid=3636886989862606139
https://notams.aim.faa.gov/notamSearch/disclaimer.html


ForeFlight users can also find them under the airport procedures page – just scroll down.

https://notams.aim.faa.gov/notamSearch/disclaimer.html




Circling: Why Is It So Dangerous?
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

April 2026 Update:

It’s been three years since we originally published this article on the inherent dangers of circling
approaches. New data from the Aviation Safety Information Analysis and Sharing program (ASIAS) – a big
US aviation data-sharing system run by the FAA and industry partners – shows that we’re still getting these
approaches dangerously wrong.

The report links circling to loss of control and CFIT accidents among Part 91 and 135 operators, with 17
fatalities between 2008 and 2023.

Here’s what they found, and why it still matters.

The ASIAS report.

The study used real-world accident data along with FOQA reports to analyse circling-to-land accidents and
incidents, not just theory. The bottom line is that circling approaches are still catching crew out. They
keep showing up in loss-of-control, CFIT, and unstable approach events. And the pattern is consistent.

What’s actually going wrong.

The big one – leaving circling area. Crews are ending up outside of the protected areas by either flying
too wide, too far or too fast. Once you’re outside, there’s no more obstacle clearance. It’s safety critical
that you know your approach category, and the circling area that applies i.e. PANS OPS or TERPS. If you’re
not familiar with these terms, we cover them in detail in the original article below.

The unstable approach ‘chain’ rarely starts with just one mistake. A typical sequence might include
being high or fast, leading to a rushed visual segment and unstable approach. From there, continuation
bias can take the controls leading to attempt to salvage a landing, rather than go-around.

https://ops.group/blog/circling-why-is-it-so-dangerous/
https://nbaa.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Circle-to-Land-Approach-Hazards-ASIAS-2026.pdf
https://nbaa.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Circle-to-Land-Approach-Hazards-ASIAS-2026.pdf


Ever heard of ‘the six P’s?’ Chances are we’ve all grappled with it at one stage or another in our careers:
‘Prior Preparation Prevents P*** Poor Performance.’ It’s crude way of saying we fly better when we are
prepared. The ASIAS report identifies that poor set up before circling is leading to accidents. This includes
inadequate briefing, no clear plan for the manoeuvre and no defined escape/go-around point. In other
words, crew are ‘figuring it out’ while already low.

Our eyes play tricks on us. Circling at night or in reduced visibility, sloping terrain, black hole effect and
even workload at low levels makes it easy for us to misjudge distance, height and turn radius.

Worryingly, this isn’t just about accidents. The data also shows numerous unstable circling events that
didn’t end a crash. So the risk is bigger than accident stats suggest.

Practical Takeaways

Circling isn’t routine, treat it as high risk. If there’s a straight-in option, take it. If you do need to circle, it’s
essential to plan it properly before you start, stay within the circling area and if’s not working, go around.
At night or in marginal VMC the risk increases dramatically.

Original Article:

Here’s a startling statistic – according to the Flight Safety Foundation, straight-in approaches are
twenty-five times safer than circling ones. Twenty-five times!

It’s no wonder then that the NTSB are concerned. In fact, they identified that there were ten major
accidents involving Part 91 and 135 operators between 2008 and 2023 while flying a circling approach.

We smell risk, and so does the NTSB. Which is why in March 2023 they issued a new safety alert. Asides
from the obvious risks of operating a high-performance aircraft at low speed and altitude in poor visibility,
there appears to be another threat too – key differences between ICAO PANS-OPS and US TERPS.

Let’s take a closer look…

The NTSB Alert

The NTSB’s key takeaway seems to be this: you don’t need to circle. You can also request a runway
aligned approach, or if that isn’t practical, a diversion.

Of course, if a straight-in approach isn’t available, a diversion for a commercial operator would likely be a
tough sell when there is a legal and procedural approach to the runway in front you.

But if you do, it implores you to understand and thoroughly brief the risks.

The reality is that circling approaches are far riskier. They involve manoeuvring an aircraft low to ground,
and low in energy in marginal conditions. This opens the door to two major dangers – loss of control, and
collision with the hard stuff.

They’re also not particularly conducive to a stabilised approach, which typically involves being runway
aligned by 500’ off the deck in VMC conditions, or higher in the soup.

Then there is the elephant in the room – our own limitations. As pilots we are responsible for setting our
own personal limits. More often than not, these rest within the ones defined by law. Familiarity, experience
and conditions all come into play when assessing our appetite for risk.

In other words, just because a procedure is legal doesn’t mean we should fly it.

The NTSB also identifies that training (or lack of) is an issue. When was the last time you circled in the

https://www.ntsb.gov/Advocacy/safety-alerts/Documents/SA-084.pdf


simulator? To fly circling approaches safely, we need to be practicing them in our re-currents regularly and
in different conditions.

This is where the NTSB alert ends, but there may also be more to it than that – the way circling procedures
are designed may also be partially to blame…

The PANS-OPS versus TERPS Conundrum

It will likely be no surprise that instrument approach and departure procedures are designed to keep
aircraft safely away from terrain and obstacles to internationally accepted standards.

To make this happen, there are two main sets of procedures:

ICAO Procedures for Air Navigation Services (PANS-OPS) used throughout Europe and in1.
many other parts of the world. You can these in ICAO Doc 8168.

United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) used throughout the2.
US, Canada and in some other countries such as Korea and Taiwan. Those details are in FAA
Order 8260.3D1.

When we circle, we need to understand how the procedure was designed (PANS-OPS or TERPS) and
what the differences are, which can be significant.

The reality is that under TERPS, in some cases aircraft are required to fly slower, with higher angles of
bank in more restrictive circling areas despite improvements made back in 2013. And all of this can
happen in lower visibility than in PANS-OPS procedures.

Could this be one of the contributing factors to circling accidents in the US and Canada? Possibly.

What are the differences?

In both systems, a radius is drawn from the centre of the threshold for a particular runway inside of which
obstacle clearance has been assessed. It’s known as a circling area, or domain.

The size of this area increases with aircraft category – essentially if you’re heavier, you need to fly
faster which means your turn radius increases, and you need more room to circle. This is taken
into account using TAS and bank angle when the procedure is designed – along with a healthy dose of
mathematical wizardry.

But herein lies an essential difference.

PANS-OPS bases TAS on altitude and circling IAS. TERPS on the other hand bases this on altitude and IAS
at threshold. The result is a much smaller circling area, and in some cases higher bank angles.

Take a Category C aircraft for instance (threshold speed 121 – 141 kts). Under PANS-OPS the circling area
for an approach would extend to 4.2nm, while under TERPS (with an MDA of less than 1000’) the same
area would extend only as far as 2.7 nm. For lower category aircraft, this also increases minimum bank
angle beyond 20 degrees. Things can start to get tight.

In a nutshell, because ICAO uses higher IAS for its TAS calculations, and assumes a lesser angle of bank, its
circling areas are far roomier.

International operators in particular may be at risk of straying outside of the circling area if they are not
familiar with the more restrictive TERPS procedures. To make matters worse, some countries may not
be 100% one way or the other. A straight-in approach may be designed to PANS OPS, while the circling

https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/FAA_Order_8260.3D1.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/FAA_Order_8260.3D1.pdf


approach is designed to keep you within a TERPS assessed area – Mexico and Chile being examples.

And in some cases, all of this can happen down to a minimum visibility of just 1.5 miles (2.4km) under
TERPS, versus 2.3 miles (3.7km) under PANS-OPS.

How do I know what kind of procedure I’m flying?

Get your magnifying glass out. It will be written in the margin of your chart. If you’re using Jeppesen,
have a look at the bottom left-hand side, written vertically. It’s far from obvious.

Once you’ve established what type of approach you’ll be flying, you’ll need to think about speed, your
circling area, and whether the visibility is appropriate. We’ve put together a little cheat sheet that
may help…

The Stats Don’t Lie

We’re getting circling approaches tragically wrong. What the industry is currently teaching pilots doesn’t
seem to be cutting the mustard – and the Flight Safety Foundation agrees. Pilots need to be more aware
of the design criteria used for circling approaches, and the limitations that places on their aircraft.
This also needs to be made far clearer on approach charts if we’re to reduce risk on these challenging
manoeuvres.

https://flightsafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/asw_feb11_p38-43.pdf


Boston Parking Restrictions Are Back
OPSGROUP Team
1 June, 2026

Boston is getting busy again, and PPR requirements are coming back for BizAv flights at KBOS.

The PPR program is expected to run roughly from April 21 through October, similar to previous years.
During this period, all non-scheduled flights (private and charter, Part 91 and 135) will need PPR,
issued on a first-come-first-served basis via Signature Aviation.

It’s not just the usual summer congestion. Several construction projects are currently underway on the
airfield, including electrical upgrades, taxiway rehabilitation, and other infrastructure work that may
occasionally slow things down on the ground this season, as shown in the latest FAA construction outlook.

If you do get PPR, you’ll need to stick closely to your approved schedule. Signature Aviation remains the
only FBO at Boston, and based on current guidance aircraft are limited to a maximum stay of 2 nights
on the ground. PPR requests can currently be submitted up to 60 days before the planned flight.

If you don’t stick to the rules, there are some pretty hefty fees involved. Here’s the updated table of scary
costs for getting things wrong.

https://ops.group/blog/parking-restrictions-at-boston/
https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Boston-Airport-Construction.pdf


Where else to go?

For drop-and-go’s, you could reposition to KBED/Bedford airport for parking. KBED looks like it could be a
good option, as they are open H24 (tower is open from 07-23 LT), have a 7,000 ft runway, and the airport
is only 20 miles from Boston – they do also handle international flights too, so you could always just fly
there directly instead. The Signature page for KBED is here.

One other option is KBVY/Beverly airport. Flight Level Aviation is the sole FBO there, and fees can be
lower than KBED. The airport only has a 5,000 ft runway, and does not have 24/7 customs coverage, but
you can contact the CBP office at KBED to make arrangements. Drive time from KBVY into downtown
Boston is roughly equivalent as from KBED. The Flight Level Aviation page for KBVY is here.

https://www.signatureflight.com/locations/bed
https://www.flightlevelaviation.com/beverly-ma/


EES & ETIAS: The BizAv Guide
David Mumford
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/eulisa/


Key Points

The EU is rolling out two new border systems that affect passenger flights into the
Schengen Area: EES and ETIAS. EES changes what happens to passengers when they cross
the external Schengen border, and also introduces new pre-departure checks for operators.
Both systems are run by eu-LISA, the EU agency responsible for large-scale border IT systems.

For passengers: EES is now live. Since 10 April 2026, most non-EU passengers arriving into
the Schengen Area for a short stay go through EES at the border – passport details,
fingerprints and facial images are recorded digitally instead of passports being stamped. This
includes both visa holders and visa-exempt travellers.

For operators: it’s a separate requirement. From 10 April 2026, operators must use the
eu-LISA carrier interface to check passengers holding certain short-stay Schengen visas before
departure, confirming they still have valid entries remaining. There is currently no EES check
for operators to make for visa-exempt passengers.

Visa-exempt passengers will come into the operator checks later under ETIAS,
currently expected in late 2026. When that starts, operators will need to check that
passengers who require ETIAS have a valid authorisation before departure.

EES – what happens to passengers?

Think of EES as the EU’s digital replacement for passport stamping.

Since 10 April 2026, when passengers cross an external Schengen border, most non-EU travellers visiting
for a short stay are processed through EES by border control.

That means their passport details, entry and exit, fingerprints and facial image are recorded digitally
instead of relying on passport stamps.

This includes both passengers who need a Schengen visa and those who are visa-exempt. So a
visa-exempt passenger, such as a US or UK national visiting for a normal short stay, still goes through EES
on arrival.



There are some exemptions (for example certain residence permit and long-stay visa holders) but for most
non-EU passengers arriving for a short stay, EES is now simply part of entering Schengen.

The rollout has been a bit bumpy so far, with delays of up to several hours reported at some airports, and
some locations scaling back or temporarily reverting to manual processing.

The system currently covers 29 European countries participating in the EES programme:

EES – what does the operator have to do?

For the operator, it’s a separate question.

The main operational requirement is a pre-departure check through the eu-LISA carrier interface.

If you are carrying passengers holding short-stay Schengen visas (single or double-entry), you must query
the carrier interface before departure to confirm that they still have valid entries remaining.

There is no EES check for the operator to make for visa-exempt passengers. They still go through
EES at the border, but you don’t currently query them through the carrier interface before the flight.

The query can be made any time within 48 hours before departure. In practice, some operators are
reporting delays in getting set up on the system, so it’s worth allowing extra time if you’re not already
registered.

And there’s one other important question: does this operator requirement apply to private flights?
More on that below.

ETIAS

ETIAS is a separate system that will apply to visa-exempt travellers.

It will apply to 30 European countries (the 29 EES countries plus Cyprus).

It is essentially the EU’s version of the US ESTA: a short online travel authorisation required before
travelling.

When ETIAS launches (currently expected late 2026), operators bringing passengers into the
Schengen Area will need to verify that travellers who require ETIAS have a valid approval
before boarding.

Operators will have to perform this check through the same eu-LISA carrier interface used for EES.

As with EES, the verification query can be made within 48 hours before departure.

ETIAS is expected to include a transition period followed by a grace period, meaning enforcement will
ramp up gradually after launch.



The ETIAS fee will be €20, waived for travellers under 18 or over 70.

For more info on all the basic stuff of EES and ETIAS, check out the homepage here.

Are private operators exempt from the pre-departure checks?

Since 2024 we have asked eu-LISA this question many times, in different ways.

Important: this is about what the operator has to do before departure. It does not exempt
passengers from going through EES at the border.

eu-LISA’s position had originally been that the carrier requirements applied to commercial flights, not
private flights.

They confirmed that:

Private flights with non fee paying passengers were out of scope for the carrier requirements.

This remained the case even if the pilots were paid to operate the aircraft.

Operators using privately owned aircraft for private purposes were not considered “carriers”
and did not need to connect to the carrier interface.

Company owned and operated aircraft flying to the EU for private purposes also fell under the
private flight definition.

Based on this, the industry understanding was simple: private operators did not need to register
with eu-LISA or make the pre-departure EES/ETIAS checks.

However!

In Jan 2026, eu-LISA refined this position, with a new and much narrower distinction. They told us the
following:

Privately operated flights that are not open for public use, with a crew hired directly by the
aircraft owner, do not need to comply with EES and ETIAS obligations, therefore, no need to
register with eu-LISA and query the travellers in scope of EES and ETIAS.

Flights of private aircrafts managed by a professional operator (crew, maintenance,
handling, etc.), or managed by a commercial charter operator, even if the flights are not open
for public use, need to comply with EES and ETIAS obligations, therefore, the operator needs
to register with eu-LISA and query the carrier interface.

In other words:

Owner-operated private flights with owner-hired crew = no operator EES / ETIAS checks.
Professionally managed or charter-operated private flights = operator EES / ETIAS checks
required.

Again, this distinction is about the operator requirement. Passengers who are subject to EES will still
go through EES at the Schengen border regardless of whether they arrived on a commercial flight or a
private one.

This explains why two aircraft that both look like “single owner private flights” can now fall on opposite

https://travel-europe.europa.eu/index_en


sides of the operator rule, depending on how the aircraft and crew are managed.

Why some private flights are registering anyway

Several OPSGROUP members who do purely owner-operated private flights have told us that they have
registered for the system anyway. The benefit of doing this is that you will be able to confirm prior to
the flight that your pax have all the proper documentation they need – potentially avoiding any nasty
surprises on arrival.

With the EES system, passports will eventually no longer be stamped. For visas that allow only a limited
number of entries, operators will otherwise have no easy way to confirm whether those entries have
already been used unless they query the system.

Also, similar story when ETIAS starts. Though there will be a website to confirm a passenger has an
approved ETIAS, eu-LISA says there are a lot of reasons for an ETIAS to be revoked, so checking the
system prior to the flight will help make sure the ETIAS is still valid.

More info for operators

Operator Guide PDF: If you’re trying to get your head around how all this actually works in practice,
PNRGO have put together a solid step-by-step operator guide you can download here. It walks through the
carrier interface, how the queries work, and some of the edge cases you’re likely to run into.

For more info, you can check the eu-LISA homepage for operators here.

For answers to pretty much all the questions we can think of, including how to actually use the system as
an operator, check this FAQ document provided by eu-LISA.

London Night Ops: What’s Changing This
Summer
Kateřina Michalská
1 June, 2026

https://pnrgo.com/ebooks/air-carrier-guide-to-eulisa-entry-exit-system-ees
https://www.eulisa.europa.eu/activities/carriers
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Night ops around London are a bit of a nightmare for BizAv. Heathrow and Gatwick almost never issue
night slots, and Stansted has tightened things this summer with no movements allowed between
2330-0600. Luton is making a small exception with a handful of night movements for quieter aircraft, but
availability is extremely limited.

All times shown below are local time!

EGLL/Heathrow & EGKK/Gatwick

Slots for BizAv flights are almost never issued at night, as there is a noise quota system in place between
2300-0700. There might be a few daytime slots available – best bet is to contact a local handler and they
will try to sort you out. There’s only one FBO at these airports, both Signature: lhr@signatureflight.co.uk

https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/EGLL-EGKK-noise-quota-system.pdf
mailto:lhr@signatureflight.co.uk


and lgw@signatureflight.co.uk

EGGW/Luton

There’s a small change to night ops this summer. A very limited number of BizAv night movements will be
allowed between 2300-0659 from 1 Jun to 30 Sep, but only for quieter aircraft (QC 0.5 or less). Signature
Aviation has been given six night movements per month, and Harrods Aviation has four. Requests must be
made through the respective FBO as they require manual approval from the airport/slot coordinator. A few
different FBOs to choose from:

Signature: ltn@signatureflight.co.uk

Harrods: ltnops@harrodsaviation.com

EGSS/Stansted

BizAv night ops are restricted during the summer period, with no slots available between 2330-0600. This
is a change from last summer, when a limited number of night slots were available.

Inflite Jet Centre: operations@inflite.co.uk

Universal: uk@universalaviation.aero

Harrods: stnops@harrodsaviation.com (Harrods operate two FBOs here: The Knightsbridge
and The Brompton)

EGLC/London City

Open: 0630-2130 weekdays, 0630-1230 Sat and 1230-2130 Sun. There are slots available between these
times. jetcentre@londoncityairport.com are who you need to speak to for handling and slot assistance
there.

EGTK/London Oxford

Open: 0630-2230 and up to 2359 on request, seven days a week.

The thing you probably want to know about Oxford is while it takes just over an hour to drive to London,
making it the furthest away of all the “London” airports, it also charges much less in handling fees. You
can contact the FBO at ops@londonoxfordairport.com

EGLF/Farnborough

Open: 0700-2200 weekdays, 0800-2000 weekends – but no extensions possible. Farnborough is a
dedicated business aviation airport and can be contacted at ops@farnboroughairport.com

EGKB/Biggin Hill

Open: 0630-2300 weekdays, 0800-2200 weekends. On UK bank holidays, weekend hours apply. Biggin Hill
is one to consider for smaller charter ops. A dedicated BizAv airport, only 12 miles outside of central
London, and no slots required. A couple of FBOs to choose from:

mailto:lgw@signatureflight.co.uk
https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/EGGW-Noise-Restrictions-1st-Jun-to-30th-Sep-2026.pdf
https://ops.group/blog/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/EGGW-Noise-Restrictions-1st-Jun-to-30th-Sep-2026.pdf
mailto:ltn@signatureflight.co.uk
mailto:ltnops@harrodsaviation.com
mailto:operations@inflite.co.uk
mailto:uk@universalaviation.aero
mailto:stnops@harrodsaviation.com
mailto:jetcentre@londoncityairport.com
https://www.oxfordairport.co.uk/handling-fbo-services/
mailto:ops@londonoxfordairport.com
https://www.farnboroughairport.com/airport/aircraft-services
mailto:ops@farnboroughairport.com
https://bigginhillairport.com/


Executive Handling: handling@bigginhillairport.com

Jetex: fbo-bqh@jetex.com

EGWU/Northolt

Normally open: Monday to Friday 0800-2000, weekends and public holidays 1000-1700. So not great for
night flights, but pretty handy otherwise as Northolt is one of the closest BizAv-accessible airports to
central London, as well as the closest airport to Heathrow (8 miles away).

Infrastructure repairs to the control tower are currently underway, but disruption is expected to be
minimal. Unlike last summer, no specific summer restrictions are planned while the maintenance works
continue.

Bear in mind it’s a dual-use military/civil airport, so you’ll need PPR, but they’re normally quite quick to
approve this.

Universal is the FBO here: northolt@universalaviation.aero.

EGMC/Southend

Open daily from 0600-0130. Extensions may be possible until 0230 under special conditions, subject to
coordination with the local handler. Operations outside these hours are not permitted.

You can contact London Southend Jet Centre FBO here: ops@londonsjc.com

EGBB/Birmingham

Correct, not a London airport! Just a bonus one for you, because outside of all those listed above, this is
probably the next closest airport to London that is open at night. Two FBO options here, both open H24 –
but night time ops are available on request and subject to additional out-of-hours fees:

XLR Executive Jet Centre: jetcentre@xlrbirmingham.com

Signature: bhx@signatureflight.co.uk

Send us your spy reports!

Send us your Airport Spy reports for all these airports so we can share the gotchas, the things to know,
contacts to contact and anything else useful.

What’s Airport Spy? Well, you write a quick little postcard with “what happened” when you went to
some airport somewhere. Then you, and others (that’s the magic), can refer to your notes for future flights
to the same place.

mailto:handling@bigginhillairport.com
mailto:fbo-bqh@jetex.com
https://www.londonvipairport.com/
mailto:northolt@universalaviation.aero
mailto:ops@londonsjc.com
mailto:jetcentre@xlrbirmingham.com
mailto:bhx@signatureflight.co.uk
https://ops.group/blog/spyreport/?spy=32


San Francisco: Side-by-side Parallel Visual
Approaches Banned
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

On March 31, the FAA announced an important update for ops at KSFO/San Francisco.

The big news is that once work is complete on Runway 01R/19L, side-by-side parallel visual approaches
will be permanently banned due to concerns over separation.

In fair weather conditions, this will effectively almost halve arrival rates. If you’re used to carrying a little
less fuel to the Golden City when the sun is out, now is the time consider more.

Here is the background to this significant change to NORCAL ops.

https://ops.group/blog/spyreport
https://ops.group/blog/san-francisco-side-by-side-parallel-visual-approaches-banned/
https://ops.group/blog/san-francisco-side-by-side-parallel-visual-approaches-banned/


FAA warning.

A new statement issued by the FAA warns operators of airborne delays.  The first reason is straight
forward – Runway 01R/19L is currently closed until October due to repaving work.

But this isn’t temporary.

When re-opened, the FAA will introduce a new safety measure which will prohibit side-by-side approaches
to the parallel east-west runways in clear weather. Even if pilots acknowledge having each other in sight.

Instead, approaches will be staggered, with one aircraft offset from the aircraft on the parallel runway.

This will essentially reduce arrival rates in VMC conditions to those typically experienced in IMC – from
approx. 54 to 36 per hour.  It’s an issue the FAA concedes will persist, at least until safer solutions are
found.

But why the change?

A spokesman for the FAA confirmed that the change of rule came about from a regular quarterly quality-
assurance review.

The core issue is that the runway spacing is too tight.

The parallel runways are only 750 ft apart. That’s too close for independent parallel approaches under
current FAA/ICAO standards.

So that leaves three options – space the runways out more (not practical), run precision monitoring
systems (such as PRM) or, in the case of SFO, employ a workaround – the ol’ visual pairing trick –
dependent visual approaches.

In other words, pilots maintain visual separation from the aircraft ahead and adjacent.

In good weather, ATC have historically run these side-by side. This boosts capacity but pushes separation
responsibility onto pilots rather than ATC systems.

With its announcement, the FAA is finally saying that the workaround doesn’t meet modern safety
standards anymore.

More broadly, the FAA’s safety philosophy is shifting away from ‘see-and-avoid’ in high-density terminal
airspace towards more reliance on automatic ATC-based separation.

It seems that a human-dependent workaround to help mitigate struggling infrastructure is no longer an
acceptable answer.

What is the practical impact?

Essentially, this is the end of SFO’s visual ‘capacity boost.’

In good weather, expect things to slow down much more than you’re used to. This includes longer finals,
lengthier vectors, speed control and a greater chance of holding.

These impacts won’t be evenly spread. Expect the biggest delays during peak arrival periods, late
afternoons/evenings or adjacent to weather related disruptions as it will be harder for ATC to play catch up
when the weather improves.

For planning purposes, the main takeaways are to carry more fuel in fair weather conditions, and not

https://www.faa.gov/newsroom/statements/general-statements


to underestimate potential for delays. This is especially relevant for BizAv ops that have historically relied
on visual arrivals to ‘keep things tight.’

Where to from here?

In its statement, the FAA confirmed that it is actively seeking new ways to boost arrival flows safely – we’ll
need to wait a little longer for those.

Flying BizAv to Tashkent? Use UZTP, not
UZTT
Kateřina Michalská
1 June, 2026

Planning a BizAv flight to Tashkent? There’s a new rule to know about. BizAv operators are now
required to use UZTP/Tashkent East instead of the main airport UZTT/Tashkent.

https://ops.group/blog/flying-bizav-to-tashkent-use-uztp-not-uztt/
https://ops.group/blog/flying-bizav-to-tashkent-use-uztp-not-uztt/


So if your flight plan still says UZTT for a bizjet, it’s probably time to change it. Uzbekistan has designated
UZTP as the city’s dedicated BizAv airport, separating corporate and VIP traffic from the busy airline ops at
the main field. The two airports are about 15 km apart, so ground transport shouldn’t change much.

What to expect at UZTP

UZTP is already up and running and can handle international BizAv flights, with customs and immigration
available on site.

The airport has a single runway (08/26), 4000 m/13,123 ft, with ILS on both ends.

A few practical details:

Airport hours: 24/7

Customs and immigration: available 24/7



Fuel: TS-1 available (Standard jet fuel used across much of the former Soviet region. It’s
broadly similar to Jet A-1 and widely used in Central Asia, so most aircraft operating in the
region can use it without issues).

ICAO fire category: 9

Another nice surprise is that there are currently no slot or PPR requirements, which makes planning a
lot simpler.

You will still need the usual Uzbekistan landing permit, the same as for any other airport in the country.
These are typically issued within about 24 hours.

Occasionally the airport may ask you to adjust your schedule if a state or diplomatic flight is planned, so
it’s worth keeping a little flexibility in your timing.

One small quirk for now: TAF and METAR may not yet appear in some flight planning systems. If you need
weather info, the local handler can provide it on request.

Handling at UZTP

Handling can be arranged through Flight Consulting Group.

Email: uztp@fcg.aero

Phone: +7 727 357 4064

Payment options include credit cards, online payments, and credit facilities.

New ICAO codes and transition levels

One more Uzbekistan update worth keeping in mind. The country recently made some bigger airspace
changes as well, including switching from the old UT ICAO prefix to UZ and introducing a new transition
altitude of 13,000 ft and transition level of FL150 across the country. For more info, check our article.

Paris Ramp Checks: Illegal Charters and Tax
Avoidance
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

We recently received a report from an OPSGROUP member of a surprise ramp check at LFPB/Le Bourget.

Police attended the aircraft after boarding and requested fuel receipts and questioned if the passenger
was also the aircraft owner.

This did not appear to be a routine SAFA check, so we reached out to the group for more info and it turns
out this isn’t uncommon.

mailto:uztp@fcg.aero
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France has always been strict with its enforcement of charter rules, but subsequent reports from members
indicate an uptick in active enforcement lately – not just a random one-off.

The responses we received confused us a little, until we realised there are two independent and distinct
issues authorities are checking:

� Illegal charter flights disguised as private flights.

� False declarations to reduce fuel tax.

Here is a closer look at both of these issues, so you can have your paperwork in order when next les forces
de l’ordre come a knockin at your jet.

Is this really a private flight?

This one has to do with the charter pax levy.

In France, if you are operating a charter, air taxi or any other commercial flight departing the country
under Part 135, it is treated the same as an airline flight.

Three taxes are applied to these flights per passenger.

The first is the Civil Aviation Tax (TAC). This varies between €4-9 depending on whether you flight is
short haul or long haul. Think of this like a standard departure tax.

The second is Airport Tax (Taxe d’Aéroport). The charge is between €10 – 18 depending on the airport
class. Big Class 1 airports (like Le Bourget) are the most expensive. This is used to find things like RFF,
security and airport infrastructure.

Lastly, there’s Solidarity Tax (the big one). This is what most people mean when they refer to ‘Charter
Tax.’ This increased massively in 2025. A typical BizAv charter flight would incur a charge of €420 per
passenger for flights within Europe, or up to €2100 per passenger for longer-haul flights.

No wonder authorities are checking you’ve paid it, and it’s the one causing all the noise.

https://www.fccaviation.com/regulation/france/solidarity-tax
https://ops.group/blog/france-hates-planes-its-official/


Bottom line (and try saying this quickly three times over) – when departing France under Part 135, expect
a per-pax tax stack.

On rare occasions, charter operators have declared their flights as private to avoid these charges. It
seems authorities are clamping down on these ‘fake’ private flights.

For this issue, authorities are checking who actually owns or controls the aircraft. The red flags they’re
looking for include passengers who are not registered owners or share holders, complex ownership
structures (such as trusts) with no clear links, passengers who appear to be ‘clients,’ and empty legs that
aren’t truly private repositioning.

Hence why the passenger in the report was asked if he was the owner of the aircraft.

VAT on Fuel

It’s an entirely separate issue.

In France, VAT is paid on fuel as you buy it – but whether you can re-claim it depends on your
operation. Because of this, France is one of the more expensive countries to uplift.

Flights operated under an AOC (charter, airline etc) are exempt and can seek reimbursement later.

Private and non-commercial flights aren’t, meaning VAT becomes a real cost (typically around 20%).

The gap is significant, and so there is an incentive to mis-declare a private flight as commercial.

When authorities board your aircraft, they want to check your fuel uplift receipts and other docs.

Red flags include using an AOC number that doesn’t match the actual flight, inconsistencies in your flight
plan (G vs N), AOC status or a paper trail that leads to an invalid AOC.

Penalties can include back payment of VAT and fines.

So why are they sniffing around so much at Le Bourget?

These issues aren’t new, but it appears the frequency of enforcement is.

LFPB/Le Bourget is Europe’s busiest business aviation airport. It receives a huge volume of private

https://www.fccaviation.com/regulation/france/solidarity-tax
https://www.corintax.com/french-vat-refund-on-aviation-fuel.html


aircraft, with very little airline traffic to dilute the numbers.

Recent tax increases (especially the solidarity tax) have unashamedly targeted premium travel, private
jets and high-emission-per-passenger ops.

Le Bourget fits the profile perfectly for active enforcement. It isn’t being singled out by name in the rules,
it’s just the biggest, most concentrated, and most unavoidable BizAv hub in the country.

If you operate there, the safest approach is to assume you will be checked.

Every flight leaving Singapore will pay a SAF
fee
David Mumford
1 June, 2026

Singapore plans to introduce a mandatory Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF) on all departing
flights from WSSS/Changi and WSSL/Seletar, but the start date has slipped from Oct 2026 to
Jan 2027 after authorities delayed it due to higher fuel costs and disruption linked to the
Middle East conflict.

This applies to airlines, cargo, and business aviation – effectively every departure from Singapore.

This isn’t a fuel mandate in the traditional sense. Operators are not required to physically uplift SAF.
Instead, the government will buy SAF centrally and recover the cost through a levy applied to every flight.

Airlines will pass this on per passenger (based on distance and cabin), while BizAv operators will be
charged per aircraft per departure.

The key difference: you’re paying for SAF whether you uplift it or not.

https://ops.group/blog/singapore-saf/
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How the levy works for BizAv

For business aviation, the charge is simple on paper but has a few operational gotchas.

The levy is:

Charged per aircraft, per departure

Based on aircraft size (ICAO A-F)

Based on the next destination, not the final destination

That last bit matters. If you’re flying Singapore-Japan-US, you pay Band II (Japan), not Band IV (US).

The bands are as follows:

And the way they charge for BizAv flights works like this:

https://www.caas.gov.sg/who-we-are/newsroom/Detail/new-SAF-levy-to-apply-from-1-apr-2026-for-flights-departing-from-1-oct-2026


So costs scale quickly with size and distance. The table above shows everything in Singapore dollars.
Converting into USD, a G650 (Code C) would pay the following:

Band I (S$190) = $140 USD

Band II (S$530) = $390 USD

Band III (S$1,200) = $890 USD

Band IV (S$1,950) = $1,440 USD

So long-haul departures are where you’ll feel it most.

A few practical points:

https://www.caas.gov.sg/who-we-are/newsroom/Detail/new-SAF-levy-to-apply-from-1-apr-2026-for-flights-departing-from-1-oct-2026


This will likely show up buried in handling or fuel invoices

It’s predictable, so you can plan for it

Technical stops, diversions, and some non-revenue flights are exempt

Bottom line: not huge money, but another fixed cost to factor into every Singapore departure.

How this compares to the rest of the world

Singapore’s approach is unusual. Most countries are doing this a different way.

Across Europe and the UK, governments have introduced SAF blending mandates. Fuel suppliers are
required to mix a minimum percentage of SAF into jet fuel at airports – starting around 2% today and rising
over time.

That means:

You physically uplift a blended fuel

The SAF cost is built into the fuel price

You pay more per ton of Jet A1, rather than a separate fee

Same end result (ie. you pay!) just packaged differently.

And the cost impact is real. Airlines have warned that SAF-related compliance costs in Europe have already
pushed fuel prices higher due to limited supply.

This model is spreading globally. More regions are introducing mandates or targets, with governments
pushing for increasing SAF percentages over time.

What’s driving all this

The push is simple: aviation is hard to decarbonise, and SAF is currently the only drop-in solution that
works with today’s aircraft.

Governments see SAF as one of the main ways to cut aviation emissions in the near term, and are using
mandates and levies to force uptake and scale production. In Europe, that means minimum SAF blending
targets starting at 2% in 2025 and rising steeply over time.

In reality, it works like this:

SAF is much more expensive than conventional jet fuel

There isn’t enough supply yet

So governments step in and mandate usage or recover the cost through schemes like
this

Operators end up paying, either through higher fuel prices or direct charges

Singapore has just chosen the most transparent version of that model – a visible line item instead of
hidden fuel pricing.

Either way, the direction of travel is clear – more SAF, more cost, and more of this coming globally.

https://www.carbon-direct.com/insights/how-saf-mandates-in-the-eu-and-uk-are-reshaping-aviation-fuel-markets
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Timeline of North Atlantic Changes
Mark Zee
1 June, 2026

This page has a timeline of big NAT changes, for the six Oceanic Area Control Centres (OACC’s):
EGGX/Shanwick, CZQX/Gander, BIRD/Iceland, ENOB/Bodø, LPPO/Santa Maria, and KZWY/New York
Oceanic.

2026

OCR still not fully implemented. Most NAT FIRs now operate “No Oceanic Clearance
Required”, but Shanwick still requires a clearance and is not expected to implement OCR until
after summer 2026. More info.

No RCL for Reykjavik. Reykjavik no longer requires an RCL. If you send one, they’ll tell you
it’s not needed. Flights exiting Reykjavik into Gander or Shanwick are coordinated
automatically – no extra RCL required. More info.

ETO replaces ETA. RCL timing now uses ETO (Estimated Time Over the OEP) instead of ETA
– more precise and aligned with how ATC separates traffic. More info.

FLAS removed. There is no longer a published Flight Level Allocation Scheme. You can plan
any level, but expect less predictability and more tactical level changes. More info.

GNSS interference now a normal NAT risk. Jamming and spoofing are treated as routine.
Even if position recovers, timing and surveillance may not – tell ATC early (usually in the RCL).
More info.

https://ops.group/blog/nat/
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2025

Shanwick OCR delayed. Transition to Oceanic Clearance Removal pushed to after summer
2026 following issues seen during Gander’s rollout. More info.

ADS-B required in Reykjavik FIR. ADS-B is now mandatory across the entire BIRD FIR for
IFR flights. More info.

Greenland alternates changing. BGGH/Nuuk is now open to regular jet traffic.
BGBW/Narsarsuaq is expected to close in 2026. More info.

Gander back to voice for pre-oceanic changes. CPDLC removed for pre-entry route
changes – expect VHF voice instead. More info.

Blue Spruce concept removed. The formal Blue Spruce Routes were removed from NAT Doc
007, although VHF routings still exist in practice. More info.

GNSS interference procedures introduced. NAT Ops Bulletin 01/2025 sets out what to do
if affected by spoofing or jamming – advise ATC early to avoid reroutes or level restrictions.
More info.

2024

OCR rollout began. Transition to “No Oceanic Clearance Required” started across the NAT –
but not all FIRs implemented it fully. More info.

Shanwick OCR postponed. Shanwick delayed implementation and remains the main FIR still
issuing oceanic clearances. More info.

Comms failure simplified. Updated procedures made RCF handling more straightforward.
More info.

Squawk 2000 standardised. Squawk 2000 ten minutes after the OEP across the NAT.
Exceptions: Reykjavik CTA and Bermuda radar – retain assigned code while under
surveillance. More info.

2023

WATRS renamed WAT. FAA updated terminology for North Atlantic airspace. More info.

Datalink exempt area reduced. The northern exemption no longer extends as far south –
previously down to SAVRY, now only to EMBOK. This means more of the Greenland sector
controlled by Gander requires datalink. More info.

2022

Tracks start at FL340. NAT Tracks are no longer published at FL330 and below, giving more
flexibility for random routing at lower levels. More info.

HF datalink no longer counts as Satcom. You must use Inmarsat or Iridium for NAT DLM
compliance – HF ACARS alone is not sufficient. More info.
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2021

Max uplink delay standardised. Expect “SET MAX UPLINK DELAY VALUE TO 300
SECONDS” on each CPDLC logon to a new OACC. More info.

2020

Datalink mandate introduced. CPDLC and ADS-C are required between FL290-410 across
most of the NAT, with exemptions including north of 80N, surveillance airspace, and New York
Oceanic East. More info.

2019

Micro-SLOP introduced. Aircraft can now offset up to 2.0NM right of track in 0.1NM
increments. More info.

ASEPS separation reduced. Lateral separation reduced to 19NM for fully PBCS-compliant
aircraft with ADS-B, RNP4, RCP240, and RSP180. Read the ICAO Bulletin.

Free speed (OWAFS). “Resume Normal Speed” allows variable Mach within limits – advise
ATC if it changes by 0.02 or more. Read the ICAO Bulletin and check out our article.

PBCS tracks expanded. More daily PBCS tracks were introduced. Initially these were
FL350-390, though current procedures now allow tactical expansion higher or lower. More
info.

Contingency procedures updated. New contingency and weather deviation procedures
introduced. For contingencies, you now turn at least 30 degrees and offset by 5 NM. For
weather deviations, you now do your 300ft up/down offset when 5 NM away from track. More
info.

2018

PBCS introduced. From March 2018, PBCS became a requirement for the daily mandated
PBCS NAT Tracks. For the NAT, this means having both RCP240 and RSP180, along with
RNP4. More info.

RLAT expanded. From Jan 2018, Shanwick and Gander expanded half-degree spacing on
more tracks before RLAT was replaced by PBCS terminology. More info.

2017

SLOP mandatory. Offsetting right of track became standard NAT practice. Why it matters.

TCAS 7.1 required. From Jan 2017, TCAS 7.1 became mandatory throughout the entire NAT
region.

No fixed cruising levels required. ICAO hemispheric cruising levels no longer need to be
followed in NAT airspace.

Gross Nav Error tightened. This is now defined as greater than 10NM, instead of 25NM
elsewhere.
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Initial datalink mandate. Since Dec 2017, datalink became mandatory at FL350-390, with
exemptions including Tango Routes, airspace north of 80N, surveillance airspace, Blue Spruce
routes, and New York Oceanic.

2016

Confirm Assigned Route message introduced. Introduced in Aug 2016, this CPDLC
message requires crews to confirm the planned NAT route and helps catch routing errors
early.

NAT HLA introduced. MNPS was renamed NAT HLA in Feb 2016. Aircraft must be RNP4 or
RNP10, and previous MNPS approvals remained valid through 2020.

2015

RLAT introduced. Starting in Dec 2015, spacing on core NAT Tracks was reduced to half-
track spacing (30NM). More info.

SLOP becomes mandatory. Routine right offsets of 1NM or 2NM were introduced to reduce
collision risk.

European VPT Approaches: Not Your Usual
Visual
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

Honeywell shared an interesting stat with us from the NBAA IOC held in San Diego the other week.
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Most operators know about Guided Visual Approaches in the US. But when Honeywell asked crew about
the European equivalent, more than 80% said they had never heard of them.

They’re called VPT approaches – Visual Manoeuvring with Prescribed Track.

You’ll find them at several European airports where terrain, noise restrictions or complex airspace make a
straight-in approach impractical. Instead of flying a normal visual circuit, you follow a published visual
track with defined waypoints and altitudes.

They’re relatively straightforward once you understand them, but can catch crew out if they show up un-
prepared.

Let’s take a closer look.

What a VPT actually is

Traditional visual manoeuvring (especially circling) relies heavily on what we can see. That becomes
challenging near hills, in poor weather or when unfamiliar with the airport.

VPT procedures aim to make this more structured.

Typically (but not always), you fly an instrument approach first. At a defined point, ATC will then clear
you for VPT and you continue visually along a published track to the runway. The track can include visual
reporting points, RNAV fixes or both.

If visual reference is lost at any point, you must go-around.

Because the track is defined, many operators load the waypoints into the FMS for extra guidance during
the visual segment.

How are these different to guided visual approaches in the US?

At first glance they look similar. But operationally, they’re quite different.

In the US, visual approaches are usually flown from radar vectors. For a standard FAA visual approach,
there’s no published procedure and no protected track. ATC simply vectors you into position, and
clears you for a visual approach.

To help reduce workload, avionics providers like Honeywell and Garmin offer proprietary ‘Guided Visual’
procedures that can be selected and flown using FMS guidance.

But they are still just visual aids. Guided visuals are not published procedures, not part of the AIP, and
ATC will usually not refer to them. Terrain and obstacles remain entirely the crew’s responsibility. More on
this in our recent article.

But in Europe, VPT procedures are published in the AIP alongside instrument approaches.

More importantly, they are designed under ICAO PANS-OPS criteria. That means the procedure includes
obstacle protection – but only if you follow the prescribed track accurately.

This leads into one of the most important differences:

VPT is not circling

Many pilots assume VPT works like circling, but it doesn’t.
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Obstacle protection only exists along the defined visual track (as opposed to a circling area). If you drift
away from that track, terrain clearance may no longer be guaranteed.

Therefore accuracy becomes more important than normal circling. Hence why many operators
prefer to fly the VPT using FMS guidance where possible.

Beware the missed approach!

One detail that often catches foreign crews out is the missed approach.

Even though final segment is visual and may leave you offset from the runway, the missed approach
normally follows the instrument procedure you were cleared for earlier.

This can mean an immediate turn or climb away from your visual track. It’s worth briefing this carefully
before starting a VPT manoeuvre.

VPT vs RNP Visual – what’s the difference?

They can look similar on the chart, but they’re not the same thing. A VPT is a visual manoeuvre – you fly
an instrument approach first, then continue visually along a prescribed track. You must remain visual
throughout, and if you lose it, you go around.

An RNP Visual (like at LPMA/Madeira) is actually an instrument approach. Despite the name, you can fly it
in IMC using FMS guidance all the way down to minima, with full obstacle protection. The visual part only
comes at the very end for landing.

So although both involve curved paths and can feel similar, VPT relies on visual reference, while RNP Visual
relies on navigation performance.

Some guidance on how to brief a VPT approach

If you’re not familiar with VPT approaches, here are the main things you want to talk about:

✅ Where does the VPT actually start? Some kick-off at a specific fix on the instrument procedure,
others after a visual reporting point. Either way, clearly define when you are going head’s up.

✅ Is the path coded? Some VPTs include RNAV fixes that can be loaded into the FMS. Others rely purely
on visual reporting points. If you can, use your FMS for guidance.

✅ Are there any altitude constraints along the visual segment? These are often included for terrain
or noise abatement.

✅ What do we do if we miss? You might be following the instrument missed approach procedure, or
there may be a special one. Check the chart for notes!





Want to see the approach in action?

Check out the handy video below:

 

Middle East Crisis: Impact on Jet Fuel Prices
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

https://ops.group/blog/middle-east-crisis-impact-on-jet-fuel-prices/


Jet fuel is becoming more expensive across the US as the crisis in the Middle East continues to push up
global oil prices.

On March 6 we reported that retail prices at some FBOs had reached $10 per gallon, particularly in the
Northeast.

The good news is that this isn’t being driven by shortages. But if supply isn’t the problem, what is pushing
prices higher, and what can operators expect moving forward?

Why prices are rising

The main driver is crude oil.

Whenever tensions increase in the Middle East, global oil markets react quickly because a large proportion
of the world’s energy supply moves through that region.

In recent days the situation has been amplified by political rhetoric around the Strait of Hormuz, the
world’s most important oil chokepoint.

Roughly 20% of global oil supply moves through the Strait every day. Even the threat of disruption
can push prices higher, because traders immediately start pricing in the possibility that shipments may be
affected.

That risk premium is now showing up in jet fuel.

Roughly twenty percent of the world’s supply moves through the Strait of Hormuz every day. Even the
threat of the route being disrupted will have a direct impact on oil prices. This is because traders
immediately start pricing in the possibility that shipments may be disrupted.

That risk premium is now showing up in jet fuel.



Shortages not expected

Despite the sudden surge in prices, actual fuel shortages in the US are unlikely.

Domestic refinery capacity remains strong and the US produces large amounts of crude oil. What we’re
seeing is price volatility rather than a lack of supply.

Unfortunately, this doesn’t help with our smouldering wallets. Operators will likely continue to see wide
price differences between airports as FBOs adjust their inventory and contract pricing.

How to compare prices

In the current environment, it has become more important than usual to check fuel prices when filing a
flight plan.



There are a few ways to make this easier:

AirNav is a useful free resource that shows posted retail fuel prices at many US airports. It pulls data from
a database of more than 3,000 FBOs nationwide.

If you have contract fuel through the likes of Shell, World Fuel or Colt check whether they have an app.
These often show contract prices at nearby airports.

Lastly, call ahead to the FBO and avoid nasty surprises. The posted prices don’t always reflect discounts
or contract rates.

How long will this all last?

Like the rest of the world, we simply don’t know.

Oil prices can rise quickly, but they can also fall just as fast. Fuel markets react rapidly to geopolitical risk
and often normalise once the situation stabilises.

If tensions in the Middle East ease, prices could settle within days, weeks or months. If the conflict
escalates and disrupts major oil infrastructure or shipping routes, higher prices may persist for longer.

March 2026: Afghanistan Overflight Update
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

Key Points

Read to the end for an OPSGROUP Team report from a recent flight over Afghanistan.

With the central Middle East corridor currently closed, a lot of Europe-Asia traffic is rerouting
north via the Caucasus and Afghanistan. As a result, the OAKX/Kabul FIR is seeing
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significantly more overflight traffic than usual.

Afghanistan has recently re-issued several procedural Notams for overflights. These confirm
that the entire FIR remains uncontrolled (Class G) with no ATS service available.

Aircraft are responsible for separation using TIBA procedures, on fixed high-level overflight
contingency routes.

The US FAA warning still allows US operators to overfly OAKX at FL320 or above, and to use
P500/G500 in the far east as low as FL300.

Given the current increase in traffic through the FIR, here’s a refresher on how Afghanistan
overflights work and what risks you’re taking if you use it.

A Little Background

Afghanistan has been used as a transit corridor for several years now, but it’s suddenly become much
busier as aircraft avoid the closed airspace between Israel and Iran. Many Europe-Asia flights are
currently routing north via the Caucasus and then across Afghanistan before rejoining the normal routes
toward South Asia.

The basic situation inside the Kabul FIR has not changed. The entire airspace is uncontrolled Class G
with no ATC service available. Aircraft are responsible for their own separation and must follow
procedural traffic broadcasts.

Afghanistan has recently re-issued several procedural Notams confirming these arrangements. They
include requirements for aircraft to maintain 15-minute longitudinal spacing from preceding traffic at
the same flight level and to make regular TIBA broadcasts while inside the FIR.

Separately, there has been renewed fighting between Pakistan and Afghanistan along their shared
border. Cross-border strikes and increased military activity have been reported since late February.



There is no indication that civil aircraft are being targeted and airlines are continuing to operate
over central Afghan airspace, but the border region with Pakistan should currently be treated as a higher-
risk area.

On March 2 the UK issued an airspace warning for the OAKX/Kabul FIR related to these clashes. This
appears unrelated to the Iran crisis but reinforces the long-standing point: while Afghanistan can be a
useful transit corridor, it is not risk-free.

Before You Go

Before planning an Afghanistan overflight, check a few things:

PPR: All operators must obtain prior permission to enter the Kabul FIR. Plan for at least 72
hours. Requests are submitted to flightpermissions.acaa@gmail.com.

State guidance: Check airspace warnings at safeairspace.net.

Insurance: Confirm that your policy covers operations in uncontrolled or conflict-adjacent
airspace.

Routing awareness: If you’re planning to use the eastern corridor near the Pakistan border
(including P500/G500), note that recent clashes between Pakistan and Afghanistan mean this
area carries slightly higher risk at the moment.

Overflights

The procedures to overfly the Kabul FIR have not changed – they’re found in a series of Notams recently
republished and extended.

For the purposes of this article, these are the basics:

https://safeairspace.net/afghanistan/
https://safeairspace.net/afghanistan/
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File only via one of the published high-level contingency routes as per the map above.

Expect entry spacing. Adjacent FIRs may delay entry to maintain 15-minute separation from
preceding traffic at the same level.

Use TIBA procedures. Broadcast position and intentions on 125.2 MHz.

Make broadcasts regularly (including before entering the FIR and periodically while inside
it).

Maintain your filed flight level and speed unless required for traffic avoidance or an
emergency.

Contact the next FIR at least 15 minutes before the boundary point.

Keep lights and transponder on at all times.

Unplanned Landings

If you plan to overfly Afghanistan, treat a diversion there as an absolute last resort! According to all
the state airspace warnings there’s a seemingly endless list of surface-to-air weaponry they might start
shooting at you if you fly too low, and if you have to divert then good luck with the Taliban.

Plan fuel and ETPs so you can remain airborne and exit Afghan airspace before landing wherever
possible.

If a diversion becomes unavoidable, OAKB/Kabul is the most likely option, but don’t expect much help
when you get there – security and services are uncertain, and most governments advise their citizens not
to travel to Afghanistan. For most operators, landing at an Afghan airport would be akin to ditching in
oceanic airspace.

Our Pilot Report – here’s what we did …

There is a hefty dose of ‘at your own risk’ about all of this. The choice to overfly is not an easy one. To give
you a much better idea of what to expect, here’s an OPSGROUP Team report from a recent flight
over Afghanistan:

We operated through OAKX FIR on a EHAM/Amsterdam-WMSA/Kuala Lumpur flight

Overflight Permit: Getting the permit was relatively easy. We emailed
flightpermissions.acaa@gmail.com (cc to flightpermission.atm@mota.gov.af) and received a response
within 24 hours. They replied to us saying that to cross the airspace is charged a flat fee of $700 USD. You
will need to fill out the form provided (this Excel document) and then forward that, plus copies of your
Insurance, Airworthiness Certificate, and Aircraft Reg. If you are operating commercially, they also want
your AOC. They ask for a minimum of 48 hours’ notice, although we put our application in a week in
advance.

Insurance: Our insurance (like most) doesn’t allow operations within certain countries; however, they
permit overflights on ATC-approved airways, and if you end up diverting due to an emergency, you are
covered. We checked, and L750 was considered OK. Several air routes are “open.”

Routing: We had planned on L750, which runs from UTAV (Turkmenabat) to OPLR (Lahore). They also sent
us the Kabul FIR Contingency Procedure document. The most important thing to read is the broadcast
procedures since there is NO ATC service. The flight was very straightforward, and this route saved us a
fair chunk of time and fuel.

ATC Comms: About 5 minutes before Kabul’s boundary, the UTAV controller asked us to “report ATC
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established with Kabul.” We tried calling Kabul on 125.2, knowing full well there was no ATC service. We
told UTAV that we were going to continue TIBA procedures in Kabul FIR, and they told us, “Radar services
terminated, frequency change approved. Good night.” All our external lights were switched on. We used
Comm 2 as our TIBA box (125.2), Comm 1 stayed with the UTAV frequency, and Comm 3 (our data link was
set to SAT) to monitor 121.5. Revise your TIBA calls; they suggest you broadcast them every 5 minutes.
We used each fix, and it worked at about the right time.

Over Afghanistan: There was one aircraft departing OAKB/Kabul airport, a commercial jet on its way to
Dubai, and aside from that, there was no one else. Up at FL450, we had a great view of the terrain – the
word is “inhospitable.”

We could continue to hear UTAV on Comm 1 until about 15 minutes into Kabul when we switched to 124.1,
the OPLR (Lahore) FIR frequency; about 15 minutes before we got to the boundary, we could hear calls
from other aircraft. We had about 10 minutes of “dead” time on Comm 1.

I had an ETP using UTAV/Turkmenabat and OPIS/Islamabad and did not consider using any of the airports
within Kabul FIR as available airports. This was treated just like a NOPAC or NAT crossing. There is nowhere
to go, so if something eventful happens, you can keep going or turn back based on your ETP.

We checked in with Lahore about 10 minutes before reaching BIROS, and they told us to call overhead
BIROS.

Key Points: It is relatively straightforward; brush up on the TIBA calls. There is more traffic nowadays as
several airlines are using the routes for daytime flights, so it was a bit busier the last time I used it.
However, at best, you will have a couple of airliners in the mid to high FL300s. There was no GPS Spoofing
/ Jamming or bad ATC, so I would use this route again, considering the other options in that region.

You experience is invaluable – if you are overflying Afghanistan and have some operational advice, please
share it with the group. You can reach us on team@ops.group, or file an Airport Spy report
anonymously here.
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NAT CPDLC Route Uplinks: Crew Confusion
and Errors
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026

On Jan 27, the FAA published an Information Note for Operators (InFO) warning that crews have been
responding to CPDLC route uplinks late or incorrectly when entering or while inside Gander’s
oceanic airspace.

Aside from confusion, this has led to increased frequency congestion, controller workload, and
interventions to prevent route deviations.

The InFO isn’t regulatory, but it highlights a persistent NAT issue that the FAA wants operators and training
departments to address.
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Here’s what’s going on.

The Backstory

It’s no surprise there’s confusion. Over the past few years, NAT oceanic procedures have changed
significantly.

In 2023, the NAT began transitioning toward Oceanic Clearance Removal (OCR). Gander implemented
this change, meaning crews submit a Request for Clearance (RCL) prior to the Oceanic Entry Point. If no
change is required, they are considered cleared as filed. If a change is required, ATC issues a specific
amended route or level.

In December 2024, Gander began issuing amended oceanic routes and levels via CPDLC following
the RCL process. The goal was to standardise amendments via datalink rather than voice, and reduce
readback/hearback error opportunities.

It didn’t go smoothly. Reports of confusion followed – especially around how amended routes were being
issued and how they were being integrated into the FMS.

In May 2025, NAV CANADA temporarily reverted to issuing pre-oceanic entry amendments by VHF
instead. However, Gander has indicated it intends to resume CPDLC route uplinks, potentially before
summer 2026.

So this issue isn’t historical. It’s current – and likely to become more relevant again soon.

Crew Error

Gander has reported a significant number of uplinks that are not promptly or correctly actioned.

The typical sequence looks like this:

CPDLC route uplink sent → crew responds “WILCO” → about 5 minutes later ATC sends “CONFIRM
ASSIGNED ROUTE” → crew replies with the route string (e.g. N47A RESNO 47N050W 48N040W 49N030W
49N020W MALOT GISTI).

ATC is verifying three things:

You received the correct clearance.

You loaded the correct route.

Your FMS matches what they issued.

The problem arises when crews respond to “CONFIRM ASSIGNED ROUTE” before the new route
has actually been loaded and verified in the FMS.

In that case, the system transmits the currently active route – not the newly assigned one. That mismatch
generates an alert on the controller’s side.

There’s a second issue as well: misinterpreting certain CPDLC uplinks.

UM79 “CLEARED TO [point] VIA ROUTE CLEARANCE” is not a direct-to clearance. It is a new route
to that point.

UM80 “CLEARED ROUTE CLEARANCE” is not “cleared as filed.” It is a new route that must be
loaded and executed.

https://ops.group/blog/back-to-the-radio-gander-goes-voice-only-pre-oceanic/


In either case, these errors trigger something called an ‘out-of-conformance alert’ to controllers. This is
when small CPDLC errors turn into big ATC workload.

The scale of the issue is not trivial. The North Atlantic Central Monitoring Agency reported 475 lateral
errors in 2025 – a 71% increase over the previous year. Total errors across all categories rose 29%, to 600.

Out-Of-Conformance Alerts

Behind the scenes, Gander’s system compares what you are expected to fly with what you are actually
flying.

When ATC issues an amended oceanic route or level, this info is entered into their system as a ‘reference
trajectory’. Your aircraft reports its actual position and intent via ADS-C, and the system continuously
compares the two.

If there is a mismatch – whether because the wrong route was loaded or the wrong route was
confirmed – an out-of-conformance alert is generated.

These take time for controllers to clear, cause distraction and add to frequency congestion. These aren’t
necessarily a loss of sep, but they are a big deal in busy NAT airspace to prevent potential for traffic
situations.

In other words, if you reply to “CONFIRM ASSIGNED ROUTE” before loading it, you’re sending
ATC your old one.

So, what does the FAA suggest?

The key takeaway is simple: load the new route, verify it matches the clearance, then confirm it.

The info note lists a bunch of useful resources to help with this, that we have re-produced below:

NAT Oceanic Clearance Removal Bulletin, 2023_001.

NAT Oceanic Errors Safety Bulletin (OESB), 2017_002, CPDLC section.

Advisory Circular (AC) 91-70D, Oceanic and Remote Continental Airspace Operations,
paragraph 4.4.3 and Figure 4-1.

AIP Canada, ENR 7 North Atlantic (NAT) Operations.

ICAO Global Operational Data Link Document (GOLD) Reroute Procedures.

More Questions?

We’ll try and answer them. If we can’t, we’ll put you in touch with who can. You can reach us on
blog@ops.group.

Delays and Diversions at TNCM/St Maarten
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026
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Several Opsgroup members have recently reported arrival holding and diversion risk at TNCM/St Maarten
due to ramp congestion, despite having confirmed FBO reservations.

On Feb 18, a member reported being advised of likely holding and possible diversion while enroute.
Additional reports followed from crews who operate there regularly.

Here’s what OPSGROUP members had to say:

‘On Feb 16, about two hours out were were advised by Miami that holding and possible diversion was likely
due to ramp congestion. Then about 10 minutes later they changed their mind. We heard this happen to
multiple aircraft on frequency with us…’

‘I flew in last week – absolutely true. There were five planes in a holding pattern when we arrived. We did
four turns in a hold at GAB before being allowed to proceed to the airport. Multiple planes hit minimum fuel
and had to divert to other airports. The problem is compounded when the winds shift to runway 10 and the
commercial planes require runway 28. You have planes departing from both ends…’

‘We held for 45 minutes waiting for the airport to let GA aircraft land. We had everything booked for some
time prior. We heard a couple GA aircraft divert to San Juan. I would strongly advise looking at the 121
schedule when planning an arrival time. There was simply no concrete left…’

‘For GA, it has been more difficult to arrive than during the Xmas/high season. We fly 2-3 times per week
and have been told to land after 5pm…’

“This is common, even for airline ops. Single runway with backtracking, in addition to the limited ramp
space that can seize up with a missed call or mistake, only exacerbates the compression on the field.  ATC
is competent and familiar but extremely busy in these situations, so it’s advised to bring extra gas…”

“On arrival 50 miles out we were told no there was no ramp space…parking had been reserved for months.
There was an AOG aircraft in our spot. We were told to divert to Anguilla, no parking after call to FBO . 
Landed St.Kitts and waited until space opened in TNCM at 6 pm…”

Restriction on GA movements

A Notam issued Feb 14 may be contributing to the situation:



A0094/26 NOTAMN
Q) TJZS/QSLXX/IV/NBO//000/150/1802N06307W040
A) TNCM
B) 2602141100 C) 2603300359
E) GA IFR TFC RESTRICTED DLY TO
4 ACFT PER HOUR BTN 11:00 UTC AND 15:59 UTC
2 ACFT PER HOUR BTN 16:00 UTC AND 21:00 UTC
4 ACFT PER HOUR BTN 21:01 UTC AND 03:59 UTC
PRIOR APPROVAL REQUIRED FROM THE RESPECTIVE FIXED BASED
OPERATOR. FLIGHTS NOT APPROVED SHALL NOT BE ACCEPTED

But member reports suggest that even with PPR, arrival delays may still occur during peak periods.

Planning around peak traffic

Currently, the practical advice is simple: check the airline schedule and avoid arriving or departing when
the airport is busy with Part 121 traffic.

This can be compounded when winds favour Runway 10 but heavier jets continue using Runway 28 for
performance reasons.

As a starting point, there are typically two airline peaks each day at TNCM:

Peak 1 (main wave): Late morning through early evening. Arrivals surge roughly 1130-1500 LT, with
departures from about 1430-1830 LT.

Peak 2 (smaller wave): A second departure push between approximately 1930-2100 LT.

So the best bet is to plan for an early morning arrival, or after about 1830 local.

Please keep reporting

Your reports are invaluable to the group – you can submit those (anonymously) via Airport Spy, or directly
with the team on blog@ops.group.

FAA Warns on Runway Length Data and
Overrun Risk
Chris Shieff
1 June, 2026
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On Jan 21, the FAA issued a new Information Note for Operators after identifying cases where incorrect
runway length data was being used for performance planning.

The concern is straightforward. Using the wrong numbers can skew takeoff or landing calculations, which is
why the FAA says performance planning should be based on declared distances from the Chart
Supplement.

What exactly is the issue?

The FAA notes that many crews default to runway lengths taken from airport diagrams, charts, FMS
databases or commercial planning tools.

The issue is that these sources may not include declared distances (TORA, TODA, ASDA and LDA) which
are the figures used to meet regulatory performance requirements and can differ significantly from the
physical runway length.

The FAA’s concern is that crews may misunderstand declared distances, omit them entirely, or
rely on FMS or third-party data that has not been updated after changes.

So a quick clarification on how runway lengths are defined helps…

About runways

When we talk about default runway length, we are talking about the physical length of the runway
surface. It’s what you see on charts, airport diagrams and other sources of info.

It represents exactly that – pavement from end to end. It may include unusable bits (such as displaced
thresholds, closed portions etc) and is often a single number with no context.

It doesn’t tell you how much runway is legally available for takeoff or landing and can significantly
overstate what you can actually use (more on that later).

Declared distances, on the other hand, are the official, performance-relevant runway lengths published
by the airport authority via the FAA Chart Supplement and other validated sources.

A brief reminder of what these distances include (and critically, don’t):

https://www.faa.gov/other_visit/aviation_industry/airline_operators/airline_safety/info/all_infos/InFO26004.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/digital_products/dafd/
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/digital_products/dafd/
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/digital_products/dafd/


Takeoff Run Available (TORA). Think of this as how much runway you can accelerate on. It includes
useable pavement only, starting at the take-off threshold. It doesn’t include clearways or stopways.

Takeoff Distance Available (TODA). How much distance you have to get airborne (i.e. TORA) plus the
distance required to clear obstacles in the initial climb segment (clearways). Crucially, it doesn’t include
stopways (usable in a rejected takeoff).

Accelerate-Stop Distance Available (ASDA). Think of this of how much distance you have if you reject
the takeoff. It includes TORA and stopways. It doesn’t include clearways.

Landing Distance Available (LDA). How much runway you actually have to stop after touchdown. This
includes usable pavement from the landing threshold to the end of the runway. It doesn’t include
pavement before a displaced threshold, stopways or clearways.

Here’s what this all looks like:

Under the FAA regs, these distances are the authoritative performance numbers. They override any
single runway length shown elsewhere. That’s the key point.

Real world example

But that’s enough theory. A good real-world example is KBUR/Burbank Runway 15, where the published
runway length and the declared landing distance are not the same.

Many charts and planning tools show a runway length of 6,886 ft. But the FAA Chart Supplement lists an
LDA of 5,976 ft due to a displaced threshold for obstacle clearance.

If crews plan landing performance using the longer figure, they may be overestimating
available runway by about 900 ft. Add tailwind, a wet surface, or a performance-limiting MEL, and that
margin can disappear quickly.

That’s exactly the scenario the FAA is trying to prevent.



So what’s the FAA’s advice?

For performance calcs, the FAA says crews should use published declared distances, not the physical
runway length. Just because pavement exists doesn’t mean it’s legally usable.

That expectation needs to be reflected in procedures, training and day-to-day practice.

Crews also need to be clear on which runway lengths their performance tools are actually using.

Operators should also review FMS databases and third-party performance tools, understand their
limitations, and check that the data is current.

Have you spotted something risky out there?

Share it (anonymously) with the group! You can reach us via blog@ops.group, Airport Spy or Report-A-
Thing.

EASA’s New Cyber and Data Risk Rule for
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Operators in Europe
David Mumford
1 June, 2026

On 22 Feb 2026, EASA brings the Part-IS Information Security regulation into force.

This is not a new avionics requirement, and not a connectivity upgrade mandate. It’s a management
system rule. EASA wants certain aviation organisations to show they understand and manage
cyber and data risks that could affect aviation safety.

That includes things like aircraft networks, satcom and cabin connectivity, data flows, access to systems,
and how cyber incidents are handled. EASA’s view is simple: if a digital failure or attack could impact
safety, it needs to be treated like any other operational risk.

The most important point up front: Part-IS only applies to organisations EASA regulates. Flying into
Europe alone does not put you in scope.

What affected operators actually have to do

If you’re in scope, EASA expects a working information security management system that fits the
size and complexity of your operation. Not theory, and not a one-off document exercise.

In practical terms, inspectors will expect to see that:

You’ve assigned responsibility: Information security sits at management level. It’s owned,
not outsourced to “IT”.

You know what matters operationally: You’ve identified systems and data that would hurt
safety or operations if compromised. That usually includes connectivity, EFB links,
maintenance and planning systems, and interfaces with third parties.

You actively manage risk: There’s a repeatable process to identify, assess, mitigate, and
review cyber and data risks. This updates when things change – new aircraft, new satcom, new
apps, new vendors.

Basic controls are in place: Access control, configuration management, patching, backups,
logging, and secure remote access. Nothing exotic, but it must exist and be used.

https://ops.group/blog/easa-new-rule-for-operators-in-europe/
https://www.easa.europa.eu/en/the-agency/faqs/information-security-part


You can deal with incidents: You can detect issues, respond, recover, and learn. If an
information security event could affect safety, EASA expects it to be managed properly.

You manage suppliers: Part-IS pushes hard on supply chain risk. Operators are expected to
understand and manage information security risks across connectivity and data providers, not
just internally.

Do operators have to submit anything before Feb 22?

Short answer: no. There is no blanket requirement to submit a declaration, form, or compliance
statement to EASA by 22 Feb 2026.

Instead, EASA expects that from that date, your Part-IS setup exists and is actually working.

Compliance is checked through normal oversight. That means Part-IS will typically be reviewed at
your next audit or inspection, during approval changes or renewals, or earlier if there’s any kind of incident
or trigger event.

Bottom line: no paperwork deadline, but also no grace period. From 22 Feb, you need to be audit-ready.

Who is definitely not directly impacted

This is where most of the confusion sits.

Part-IS does not automatically apply to:

US Part 91 operators.

US Part 135 operators.

Privately owned foreign registered aircraft.

Operators with no EASA approval or certificate.

EASA Third Country Operator (TCO) authorisation holders.

If you don’t hold an EASA AOC, EASA has no legal way to enforce Part-IS on you.

So the common scenarios we’re hearing about:

A US owner flying a jet into Europe under Part 91, with no EASA approvals – no direct Part-IS
compliance requirement.

A US charter operator flying into Europe under Part 135 and holding an EASA TCO only –
again, no direct Part-IS compliance requirement.

Flying into Europe, or holding a TCO, does not by itself make an operator subject to Part-IS.

Why you might be getting emails from your connectivity provider about this

So why are operators being told “this affects you” and “you must be ready by 22 Feb”?

Because connectivity providers sit inside the compliance chain.

Their EASA-regulated customers will be audited. Auditors will ask how information security is handled end



to end, including customer configurations, access rights, data routing, and system interfaces.

Providers likely don’t want two security standards, weak links in customer setups, or any awkward audit
questions they can’t answer!

So they might be pushing requirements downstream via contract changes or software upgrades.

For operators outside scope, this can feel like a regulatory mandate. It isn’t. It’s commercial and risk-driven
pressure, not a new EASA legal obligation.

Bottom line

Part-IS is real and it matters – for EASA-regulated organisations. For non-EASA operators, the
impact is indirect, driven by vendors and contracts, not regulation.

If you don’t hold an EASA approval, Part-IS is not suddenly your problem on Feb 22. But expect
more security questions from the companies you connect to.


