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1. Summary of the outcome of the consultation

1. Summary of the outcome of the consultation

1 785 comments were received on NPA 2018-14 from 66 commentators from the following categories
of stakeholders:

Commentators

Other 7
CFME manufacturers 2
Professional associations 3
Aeroplane manufacturers ] 1
Anse M 3
Air Operators 5
NAA - I 18
Aerodrome operators | 2>
Aerodrome associations | NI -

0 5 10 15 20 25

Comments were submitted to all parts of the NPA and they were of a mixed nature, ranging from
support to the proposals, to proposals for changes or improvements and, in some cases, expressing
disagreement.

Several comments were repetitive and in those cases, the response is either duplicated or referring to
the original comment.

The comments per NPA segment were distributed as follows:
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Comments per NPA segment

4

73

481

1167
60

General Implementing Rules CS AMC_GM = Impact assessment

The majority of commentators focused on the following topics:
Comments on the authorisation of vehicle drivers

It was noticed that there was a variety of comments with regard to the proposed provisions. Some of
the comments asked for the clarification of a term that was used in the proposed text, an issue that
was resolved through the provision of additional material.

Moreover, some comments focused on the use of the instructors and assessors and the use of
technology in the context of training, which has led to the amendment of the proposed material, in
order to clarify the intent of the provisions, but also to unify proposed provisions with other existing
material, in order to avoid repetitions and overlaps.

In addition, other comments focused on the proposed prior approval by the competent authority with
regard to the provision of the foreseen training by organisations other than the aerodrome operator,
which has led to the amendment of the text. Some comments focused on the use of the term ‘on-the-
job-training’ which was eventually replaced, in order to avoid potential misunderstandings about the
intent of the proposed material. Furthermore, there were comments in regard to the use of acommon
radio frequency as well as the language for communication purposes, which led to the amendment of
the proposed text.

It was also noticed that some of the comments were focusing on the proposed frequency of recurrent
training and proficiency checks, which however were not accepted mainly for reasons related to legal
certainty, the provision of a level playing field, and the need to maintain an acceptable level of safety.

Comments on the origination of NOTAM

There was a diversity of the comments received with regard to the proposed provision regarding
NOTAM origination, which is in accordance with the provisions of Annex 15 and complements the
relevant EASA Opinion No 02/2018, which addresses the issuance of NOTAM. Apart from the
comments which focused on specific issues, such as answering a question that had been posed to the
stakeholders by EASA, or posing specific questions, or expressing support, or making suggestions to
improve the text and the two formats that had been provided, it was noticed that there was a certain
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focus on the proposed rule structure, and the uncertainty about the responsibility for NOTAM
origination, which seems to be related to the general issue of data origination, which has not been
addressed yet.

Based on the comments received, certain parts of the text were incorporated in a different provision,
in order to avoid repetitions, while other proposed provisions were amended. However, a certain
number of comments have not been accepted because NOTAM origination requires clarity in terms
of responsibilities and the actions to be accomplished by the originator, in order to prevent impact on
the air navigation system.

Comments on the reporting of runway surface condition

There was a general support to the proposed rule, which is in line with ICAO Annex 14 provisions.
Comments received in regard to the improvement of the text, as well as proposals to ensure
consistency between the terms used in the SNOWTAM Form and the terms used to describe the
runway surface conditions, have been generally accepted.

The main controversial issue was the reporting of runway surface conditions. The EASA proposal does
not allow the reporting of friction measurement values. Some commentators expressed the view that
this practice should be allowed. EASA does not share this view because friction measurement values
are not correlated with aeroplane performance data; therefore, they cannot be used by the flight
crews. Furthermore, currently there are no performance standards for friction measuring devices to
ensure accuracy and reliability of friction measurements on contaminated surfaces.

**
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2. Individual comments and responses

In responding to comments, a standard terminology has been applied to attest EASA’s position. This

terminology is as follows:

(a) Accepted — EASA agrees with the comment and any proposed amendment is wholly

transferred to the revised text.

(b)  Partially accepted — EASA either partially agrees with the comment, or agrees with it but the

proposed amendment is only partially transferred to the revised text.

(c) Noted — EASA acknowledges the comment but no change to the existing text is considered to

be necessary.

(d)  Not accepted — The comment or proposed amendment is not agreed by EASA.

(General Comments) -

comment | 1 comment by: Aerodrome safety requlation departement

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

Gathering in a common NPA two different subjects (RMT 703 and 704) was not a
good idea since RMT 704 is attached to a fixed deadline and thus shall not suffer any
delay due to issues raised by 703.

The content of RMT 703 is totally new for member states since the RMT wasn't
opened to member states participation of experts. However the consultation time
has been very short and the new proposed amendments very detailed. The new
requiments are very demanding for aerodrome operators in terms of responsibilities
of third parties regarding training, vehicle maintenance, driving authorisation...
espacially on big structures.

Moreover RMT 703 objectives interfere with the new basic regulation requirements
regarding groundhandling, however we see no element of coordination between 703
requirements and the current work on the groundhandling roadmap.The new
provisions brought by RMT 703 give the aerodrome operator new responsibilities, in
particular regarding the supervision of personnel training and vehicle maintenance
of other organisations operating at the aerodrome. Regarding groudhandling, these
responsibilities raise the question of their compatibility with those conferred on the
State, which is designated as the competent authority for these service providers in
Article 62 of the new BR. This competence of the State addresses in particular the
compliance to the essential requirements, applicable to the training of staff and the
maintenance of groundhandling equipment. Did the work of the RMT 703 properly
integrate the current and future orientations concerning the supervision of ground
handling assistants?

Regarding 704, NPA 2018-14 transpose the last amendment of annex 14 in IR ADR. It
aims at implementing GRF and is applicable on 5 November 2020. ATS services
provisions regarding GRF are stated in amendment 7-B of doc 4444 (PANS-
ATM). Thus, neither this NPA neither Opinion 03/2018 (technical requirements of IR
ATM-ANS part ATS - regulation (EU) n° 2017/373) transposes the complete package
of ICAO provisions. ATS provisions supporting GRF implementation should be fully
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stated in European regulation and applicable from 5 November 2020 in SERA and
ATM/ANS.

Noted

As both tasks relate to runway safety, the intent is to provide a single EASA Opinion,
following a single timeline, and a single text for easier review. The time provided for
consultation is in accordance with the EASA rulemaking procedure.

Moreover, with regard to RMT.0703 it has been an Agency task, as described in the
ToR, which EASA consulted with its stakeholders in 2017. Moreover, the areas that
are covered are not entirely new, as they build upon existing provisions, reflect long-
standing operating practices, stemming from ICAO material and the EAPPRI/EAPPRE.
No new responsibilities for aerodrome operators are introduced, as the proposed
rules are addressing the issues in a more consistent manner, taking into account the
need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty and enforceability,
in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago Convention.

The issue of groundhandling is not found to be relevant to this task, as the proposals
address the general responsibilities of the aerodrome operator in the context of
runway safety, without addressing groundhandling services providers. The
responsibilities of the groundhandling organisations are to be dealt with in the
future. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

Concerning RMT.0704, all the necessary changes to the ATM/ANS and SERA
Regulations will be included in the Opinion that EASA will publish.

214 comment by: GdF

The NPA seems to be well structured and we would like to express our gratitude for
a job well done.

On a side note: The fact, that the CRT still requires Adobe Flash is unacceptable.
Please do not forget, that Adobe Flash is nearing the end of its life cycle (2020).

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

230 comment by: EUROCONTROL

EUROCONTROL supports the proposed changes to Regulation 139/2014 and its
annexes. All those proposed changes are aimed to improve safety of aerodrome
operations by implementing provisions of ICAO SARPS and Docs, and/or
recommendations of the action plans developed by us (EUROCONTROL) with the
support of our stakeholders. Having said that, we are aware that the new
requirements will have a major impact on aerodrome operators and will significantly
affect the aerodrome ATS provided by ANSP. Just one requirement to mention here
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- ADR.OPS.B.030 Surface movement guidance and control system — that mandates
the implementation of SMGCS at all airports!

The above requirement will indeed have impact on all elements of the service
providers’ functional systems and on the managerial systems (including financial
aspects), however, should contribute to improved safety.

Noted

EASA takes note of the support regarding the proposed changes to Regulation (EU)
No 139/2014 and the associated material. An assessment of possible impact of the
proposed changes is already conducted in this respect.

With regard to the particular comment about the impact of ADR.OPS.B.030, which
mandates the implementation of the SMGCS at all aerodromes, please note that,
according to Annex 14, indeed all aerodromes, irrespective of size and types of
operations, are expected to have in place an SMGCS. Moreover, from this point of
view, there is no impact, as the relevant SMGCS requirement is already transposed
in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 since 2014. The new, proposed, provisions, aim
simply at facilitating the implementation of the SMGCS, while they are conditional in
terms of applicability.

300 comment by: European Powered Flying Union

A general remark from the European Powered Flying Union (EPFU)

We thank the Agency for preparing this NPA as there is nothing to say and
write against provisions reducing all sorts of ground-operations related incidents to
a figure as near to “zero” as possible, but to achieve this, among other means, by
requiring a language proficiency near to “level 4” (it is mentioned nowhere in the
text, but | think, reading between the lines, this is the idea behind) is in our eyes
“mission impossible”, unless one invests a lot of time and money to educate drivers
which never have been chosen based on language skills. As ICAO states, there ar no
shortcuts to obtain the skills required, simple phraseology will not cover the
requirements, particularly not in case of incidents and accidents at aerodromes of all
sizes.

NPA 2018-14 is not an ideal platform to prepare regulations for winter
operations, e.g. in Norway (Alta, Batsfjord, Honningsvag, Kirkenes, Mosjgen, and
Vadsg are mentioned). What about national solutions for these very special sort of
operations?

Mixing operations-related, training-related, and design related aspects is not a good
idea. Including in an NPA requirements applicable to the largest European airports
and at same time such applicable to small one’s like Batsfjord (RWY 800 m), Fgrde
(RWY 800 m), Hammerfest (RWY 882 m), and Honningsvag (RWY 882 m) is not
appropriate, we think.

European Action Plans for the Prevention of Runway Incursions and Excursions
(EAPPRI, EAPPRE) themes, control of pedestrians at the aerodromes (at night?), the
introduction of new requirements for runway surface condition assessment and
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reporting, aerodrome snow plan, aerodrome maintenance, aircraft towing and
Foreign Object Debris (FOD) control programme, performance standards for runway
surface friction measurement devices as well as certain changes to existing
requirements related to surface movement guidance and control systems (SMGCS)
and other operational activities are also proposed. Finally, the new requirements for
runway surface condition assessment and reporting are aligned with the outcome of
RMT.0296 ‘Review of aeroplane performance requirements for commercial air
transport operations’. That is too much for one NPA alone, covering RMT.0296, 0703.
0704

Noted

307 comment by: Finnair

FINNAIR COMMMENTS SUM-UP:

As described in the individual comments per section, Finnair as a northern operator
has a few main issues with NPA 2018-14. As the NPA is presented now, it is conflicting
itself in many parts with regards to upgrading and downgrading the RWYCC based on
friction measurements or other clues. Upgrading and Downgrading the RWYCC by
competent trained personnel using a well maintained and calibrated friction
measuring carts must be clearly and consistently allowed by the ruling. A downgrade
based on friction measurements must always be possible, because reporting the
RWYCC only based on the contaminant type and depth can be very misleading and
dangerous in certain conditions. In some parts of the NPA this is not allowed, as seen
in the detailed comments. An upgrade must be allowed from RWYCCs 0 and 1 to max
RWYCC 3, and it must not be required that the measured friction would be equivalent
to a wet runway in order to uprade from 0 or 1 to max 3, as currently stated in "GM2
ADR.OPS.B.037(b) Assessment of runway surface condition and assignment of
runway condition code (RMT.0704) DOWNGRADING AND UPGRADING, point f)" page
156.

Our airport authority Finavia has estimated based on 5 years of analyzed runway data
during winter period, that if an upgrade based on friction measurements from
RWYCC 0 and 1 to max RWYCC 3 would not be allowed or would require a friction
equal to RWYCC 5 to be shown, that would result to runway closure in the order of
over 10% of all cases. Based on that Finnair analyzed potential revenue losses and
they would be very substantial.

So to conclude the summary:

Frcition measuring must be allowed with all runway conditions provided that the
measurements are done by trained autohrized personnel and with well maintained
and calibrated friction measuring devices. The measurements must be allowed to be
used for downgrade purposes with all rwy conditions, and for upgrade purposes from
RWYCC 0 and 1 to max RWYCC 3, without the limitation of getting at least RWYCC 5
equivalent values befroe update to RWYCC 3.

Please see detailed comments included per NPA section.

Noted
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The use of friction measurement devices as part of the overall assessment process is
not prohibited. However, any upgrade or downgrade of the runway condition code
should not be based solely on friction measurements. Instead, it needs to be
supported also by other means as described in the relevant AMC and GM.
Furthermore, currently there are not any performance standards available to
approve such devices, and friction values cannot be correlated with specific runway
condition codes. This is also supported by FAA SAFO 19001 3/11/19 where it is stated
that friction measurement devices values are no longer used to determine and report
surface conditions because joint industry and multi-national government tests have
not established a reliable correlation between runway friction values and the
relationship to aeroplane braking performance. EASA has the view that the
measurements could be used in a comparative way in order to provide an indication
to the aerodrome operator whether the runway surface conditions have been
improved or are worsening. The fact that the upgrade from RWYCC 0 and 1 to RWYCC
3 requires at least RWYCC 5 equivalent values is a safety margin. Nevertheless, this
is only GM which does not prevent the aerodrome operator from establishing
another method, which however should be known to the aeroplane operators.

378 comment by: Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzerland

The Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA) would like to thank the agency for the
opportunity to comment on this NPA.

Noted

EASA would like to thank FOCA for its contribution to this NPA.

437 comment by: TopP Oy

#1 #2 #3

Global Reporting Format (GRF), RCAM and SNOWTAM is primarily designed for
LANDING not for TAKE-OFF:

RWYCC as input to aeroplane landing performance calculation is or will be supported
by aeroplane manufacturers.

Aeroplane take-off performance calculation input is always (few exceptions do exist)
one specific contaminant representing the whole runway. These specific
contaminants supported by aeroplane manufacturers are as follows:

e dry

e wet

e compacted snow
e wetsnow

e drysnow

e slush

e standing water
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e ice(dry)
Conclution:

GRF eq. RCAM and the new SNOWTAM format is primarily designed to cover landing.
The new reporting format includes several contaminants not supported by the
aeroplane manufacturers as take-off calculation input parameter (see pictures 1, 2
and 3).

Aeroplane take-off performance calculation can take only one contaminant as input.

The new reporting format may provide two contaminants “contaminant on top of
contaminant” for each runway third eq. maximum six contaminants for whole
runway.

There is a fair possibility, that pilots do not have sufficient information available to
decide the one significant contaminant representing the whole runway for their take-
off. Thick contaminant requires high V1 and thin contaminant requires low V1.
Failure to choose correctly between thin versus thick contaminant may lead fatal
situation involving high speed and a lot of fuel.

In the assessment process, it is required by the inspector to have aeroplane
performance knowledge, when deciding which observed contaminants are most
critical for the aeroplane performance per each runway third. This requirement is not
realistic and easily leads to wrong decisions further reflected as wrong information
to pilots.

response | Noted
Please refer to GM1 ADR.OPS.B.037(b).
comment | 438 comment by: TopP Oy
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SNOWTAM Situational Awareness section item order:

In SNOWTAM Situational Awareness section, the referred order of items I) to S)
jump back and forth between logical airport areas: runway (RWY), taxiway (TWY)
and apron (APRON). This leads to to confusing structure of the message string.

It would be clearer to publish the situational awareness message string in such a
manner, that in the beginning of each logical area would have fixed string
representing area type (RWY, TWY, APRON), space and area designator.
Information items for each logical area would be published in following order
(area colours added for demonstration purposes):

- Runway specific items: 1), J), K), L), M), 0), S), T)

- Taxiway specific items: N), P), T)

- Apron specific items: R), T)

Example of awareness section, when area information is combined into logical
groups having respective area designator only once in the beginning:

RWY 04L REDUCED LDA T02600. DRIFTING SNOW. LOOSE SAND. CHEMICALLY
TREATED. SNOWBANKS LR23 FM CL. ADJ SNOWBANKS. RWYCC DOWNGRADED.
RUBBER ACCUMULATION ON SECS A AND C. TWY A SNOWBANKS LR15 FM CL.
MEDIUM TO POOR. VARIATION IN FRICTION. APRON NORTH MEDIUM TO POOR.
SANDED.

Note: ICAO Doc 9981 AERODROMES PART Il quote:
1.1.2.6 The syntax requirement in 1.1.2.5 shall be strictly adhered to when
providing the assessed information through the RCR.

response | Not accepted

The order of the presentation of information in the SNOWTAM is standardised to
allow pilots to interpret the information in a consistent way, irrespective of the
aerodrome or the State they are flying. Any change in the order may lead to
misinterpretation, which could create a safety issue.

comment | 439 comment by: TopP Oy

SNOWTAM item H) versus item |) order:

Runway length eq. item |) is the “core” airplane performance calculation parameter.
Runway width eq. item H) has basically nothing to do with airplane performance.

Airplane manufacturers may publish guidance material (not limitations) regarding
crosswind limits relative to runway condition code (braking action). Occasionally
manufacturers also publish recommendations regarding runway width.
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SNOWTAM format would be more logical if items 1) and H) would switch places.
Reduced runway length belongs to airplane performance calculation section.
Reduced runway width belongs to situational awareness sections.

Not accepted

The order of the presentation of information in the SNOWTAM is standardised to
allow pilots to interpret the information in a consistent way, irrespective of the
aerodrome or the State they are flying. Any change in the order may lead to
misinterpretation, which could create a safety issue.

487 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: General
Paragraph No: All

Comment: It is noticeable that the material being presented for RMT.0704 (intro of
GRF) has been set at the appropriate levels for IR/AMC and GM. We believe this is
as a result of an expert group assisting EASA with the development of requirements.

Unfortunately, this does not appear to be the case for RMT.0703 (vehicles/drivers
etc). Had an expert group been set up for this task we believe there would have been
a more appropriate allocation of requirements and many of the comments we have
made may have been unnecessary.

Noted

RMT.0703 has been an Agency task, as described in the ToR, which EASA consulted
with its stakeholders in 2017, to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs, PANS provisions, EAPPRI recommendations, and other supporting material.

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure that the above principles are met.

528 comment by: ISAVIA ohf.

Isavia welcomes a synchronized global reporting format for runway condition
assessment.

However, we support the general comments and concerns submitted by ACI Europe.
In particular, we share the general concerns of other ACI members regarding the
timeframe until implementation.
We believe the timeframe until implementation in November 2020 is too short to
ensure a safe and reliable transition to the proposed runway condition assessment
framework and reporting format. In our opinion, the development of information
and communication systems, training of personnel etc., and not least harmonization
of these functions across national borders would be more successful if a transitional
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period was included in the schedule for implementation, postponing the final
adoption by one year.

Noted

The timelines of the task have been communicated through the published ToR.

535 comment by: Finavia Oyj
4 #5 #6

Global Reporting Format (GRF), RCAM and SNOWTAM is primarily designed for
LANDING not for TAKE-OFF:

RWYCC as input to aeroplane landing performance calculation is or will be supported
by aeroplane manufacturers.

Aeroplane take-off performance calculation input is always (few exceptions do exist)
one specific contaminant representing the whole runway. These specific
contaminants supported by aeroplane manufacturers are as follows:

- dry

- wet

- compacted snow

- wet snow

- dry snow

- slush

- standing water

- ice (dry)

Conclution:

GRF eq. RCAM and the new SNOWTAM format is primarily designed to cover landing.
The new reporting format includes several contaminants not supported by the
aeroplane manufacturers as take-off calculation input parameter (see pictures 1, 2
and 3).

Aeroplane take-off performance calculation can take only one contaminant as input.
The new reporting format may provide two contaminants “contaminant on top of
contaminant” for each runway third eq. maximum six contaminants for whole
runway.

There is a fair possibility, that pilots do not have sufficient information available to
decide the one significant contaminant representing the whole runway for their take-
off. Thick contaminant requires high V1 and thin contaminant requires low V1.
Failure to choose correctly between thin versus thick contaminant may lead fatal
situation involving high speed and a lot of fuel.

In the assessment process, it is required by the inspector to have aeroplane
performance knowledge, when deciding which observed contaminants are most
critical for the aeroplane performance per each runway third. This requirement is not
realistic and easily leads to wrong decisions further reflected as wrong information
to pilots.
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Noted

Please refer to GM1 ADR.OPS.B.037(b).

536 comment by: Finavia Oyj

SNOWTAM Situational Awareness section item order:

In SNOWTAM Situational Awareness section, the referred order of items 1) to S) jump
back and forth between logical airport areas: runway (RWY), taxiway (TWY) and
apron (APRON). This leads to to confusing structure of the message string.

It would be clearer to publish the situational awareness message string in such a
manner, that in the beginning of each logical area would have fixed string
representing area type (RWY, TWY, APRON), space and area designator. Information
items for each logical area would be published in following order (area colours added
for demonstration purposes):

- Runway specific items: 1), J), K), L), M), 0), S), T)

- Taxiway specific items: N), P), T)

- Apron specific items: R), T)

Example of awareness section, when area information is combined into logical
groups having respective area designator only once in the beginning:

RWY 04L REDUCED LDA T02600. DRIFTING SNOW. LOOSE SAND. CHEMICALLY
TREATED. SNOWBANKS LR23 FM CL. ADJ SNOWBANKS. RWYCC DOWNGRADED.
RUBBER ACCUMULATION ON SECS A AND C. TWY A SNOWBANKS LR15 FM CL.
MEDIUM TO POOR. VARIATION IN FRICTION. APRON NORTH MEDIUM TO POOR.
SANDED.

Note: ICAO Doc 9981 AERODROMES PART Il quote:
1.1.2.6 The syntax requirement in 1.1.2.5 shall be strictly adhered to when
providing the assessed information through the RCR.

Not accepted

The order of the presentation of information in the SNOWTAM is standardised to
allow pilots to interpret the information in a consistent way, irrespective of the
aerodrome or the State they are flying. Any change in the order may lead to
misinterpretation, which could create a safety issue.

537 comment by: Finavia Oyj

SNOWTAM item H) versus item |) order:

Runway length eq. item I) is the “core” airplane performance calculation parameter.
Runway width eq. item H) has basically nothing to do with airplane performance.

Airplane manufacturers may publish guidance material (not limitations) regarding
crosswind limits relative to runway condition code (braking action). Occasionally
manufacturers also publish recommendations regarding runway width.
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SNOWTAM format would be more logical if items 1) and H) would switch places.
Reduced runway length belongs to airplane performance calculation section.
Reduced runway width belongs to situational awareness sections.

Not accepted

The order of the presentation of information in the SNOWTAM is standardised to
allow pilots to interpret the information in a consistent way, irrespective of the
aerodrome or the State they are flying. Any change in the order may lead to
misinterpretation, which could create a safety issue.

569 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association

ADV fully supports the comments provided by ACI Europe. To facilitate the timely
preparation of CRD / Opinion by EASA input from German Airports (Association) will
not be repeated here.

Additional comments by ADV mainly point on national issues.

Noted

570 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association

EASA NPA texts are extensive. They should be provided in a manner that is easy to
read and work through. Highlighting text in blue isn't helpful in that regard. A light
gray highlight should be used.

Noted

The rule text proposed in the EASA NPAs is to a great extent — after having, of
course, considered the comments received during the public consultation — the final
text appearing in the final deliverables (Opinions and Decisions) published by EASA
for an RMT. Following publication of the final rule text, through EU Regulations and
ED Decisions for soft law, the new or amended rule text is transferred to documents
generated through the eRules platform.

The eRules platform provides access to the current applicable rules and allows quick
consolidation and publication of easy-to-read documents. This eRules publication
offers advanced features, such as navigation through comprehensive bookmarks and
cross references, and clear identification of the General Aviation alleviations.

In the eRules platform the tables are grey-shaded. EASA has considered the use of a
slightly darker grey, but this would render the identification of changes quite difficult.
In addition, printed text would become unreadable.

On the contrary, blue was the colour that is the most visible (also considering changes
in the coloured headings present in the documents generated through the eRules
platform). Furthermore, printed text it is still readable.
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575 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association
The term "other operational areas" in undefined and inappropriate.
Noted

The term ‘other operational areas’ has been contained in the previous EASA Basic
Regulation since 2008, and has also been part of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 (Annex
VI, Section 2-Operations and management, point 2.1(d) and (). It has also been
included in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 without any reported difficulty in its
implementation.

Given the context where the term is introduced, it is meant to include areas which
serve an operational purpose (on the ‘airside’), but which are not part of the
manoeuvring area and the apron(s). Example cases would be the service roads that
exist between the terminal buildings and aprons, or the perimeter roads that exist at
an aerodrome, or even areas that are used for the parking of vehicles and ground
support equipment (GSE). Relevant guidance has been added.

591 comment by: Belgian CAA

In general the following comments are applicable to this NPA:

- The implementing rules specified in this NPA are far to detailed, this proposal is not
in line with the hierarchy used (IR, AMC, GM) in the current 139/2014 and BR, NBR
provisions. Greater consideration should be given to the allocation of rulemaking,
respecting the hierarchy and objectives of IR, AMC and GM. Rulemaking should be
done bottom to top (GM -> AMC -> IR) and not vice versa. This method has been
applied by ICAO for years and has been proven effective and appreciated by the
industry.

- Presumably no industry consultation has been done to create this NPA and to draft
regulation based on the real life needs of the operators, CAA’s and other relevant
parties. (with exemption on the new global reporting format items) This should be
corrected.

- Provision on training in the current amendment of 139/2014 are new and are still
not mature throughout the industry. The rule maker should consider this, prior to
expanding the current provision on training and proficiency.

Noted

RMT.0703 has been an Agency task, as described in the ToR, which EASA consulted
with its stakeholders in 2017, to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs, PANS provisions, EAPPRI recommendations, and other supporting material.

In addition, there have been regular updates of the EASA advisory bodies about the
intent and the progress of the rulemaking task.

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
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Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

With regard to training, please note that the current provisions of Regulation (EU)
No 139/2014, as well as the proposed ones, are based on long-existing ICAO material
and widely accepted practices.

595 comment by: CAA Norway

COMMENT: Editorial. The terms ‘aeroplane’ and ‘aircraft’ are both used in this
document. Since ‘aircraft’ is the most general term, it is suggested that this is used,
unless an issue is specifically intended to apply to aeroplanes only.

COMMENT: Editorial. The terms ‘Air Traffic Control’ and ‘Air Traffic Services’ are
both used in this document. Since ‘Air Traffic Services’ is the most general term, it is
suggested that this is used, unless an issue is specifically intended to apply to ‘Air
Traffic Control’ only.

COMMENT: Editorial. Wherever the terms ’pilot report’ or ‘special air-report’ is
used, we suggest that ‘special air-report’ is used as this is the term used in PANS
AERODROMES. Note that in Opinion 2/2019, the term AIREP is used. Consistency
between the Opinion resulting from NPA 2018-14 and Opinion 2/2019 is considered
a must.

Air-report is a formally recognised ICAO definition: Air-report. A report from an
aircraft in flight prepared in conformity with requirements for position, and
operational/or meteorological reporting.

Accepted

636 comment by: CAA-NL

General:

The CAA Netherlands welcomes the proposed changes to improve runway safety at
aerodromes. Safety risks associated with runway safety are an important safety
concern and the proposed changes will have a positive effect to mitigate these safety
risks.

Detail of implementing rules:

Some of the proposed new implementing rules are very specific and detailed. The
new proposed rulemaking structure deviates from the previous rulemaking
hierarchy. Too much detail is included in the implementing rules.

This is specially the case in the proposed implementing rules: ADR.OPS.A.057,
ADR.OPS.B.025, ADR.OPS.B.026, ADR.OPS.B.027, ADR.OPS.B.033 and
ADR.OPS.C.015.
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CAA Netherlands suggests to review the proposed level of detail of these proposed
implementing rules and to consider moving part of the detailed prescriptive
requirements to the level of Acceptable Means of Compliance/Certification
Specifications.

Timeline for the Global Reporting Format

The introduction of the Global Reporting Format is supported by CAA Netherlands.
However does the proposed timeline for adoption not allow sufficient time for
stakeholders to implement the necessary training measures and system upgrades
before 5 November 2020. CAA Netherlands suggests to develop transition measures
for runway condition assessment and reporting.

Noted

EASA understands that the CAA-NL supports the proposals as it addresses runway
safety issues. This is accomplished through the transposition of ICAO SARPs, PANS
provisions, EAPPRI recommendations, and other supporting material.

With regard to the part of the comment that refers to level of detail of the proposed
rules, please note that there is a need to ensure clarity, legal certainty and
enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago Convention.

As an example, the proposed rule on NOTAM origination (ADR.OPS.A.057) needs to
be clear as to when, and for which reasons, a NOTAM needs to be originated, as in
this case there are no — and should not be — alternatives, as NOTAMs are meant to
be issued for specific reasons. A mere cross-reference to the relevant provisions of
EASA Opinion No 02/2018, proposing also implementing rules, would not be a viable
solution (as explained in the relevant rationale — see page 36 the NPA), because:

—  the content of the relevant provisions for NOTAM issuance concern also other
cases, which are not within the responsibility the aerodrome operator, and this
would cause confusion;

—  the cross-reference between regulations is generally not advisable; and finally

—  the level of detail of the provisions would eventually be the same.

Please note that both the overall structure and the proposed text have been
reviewed, and where necessary amended, to ensure that the above principles are
met.

In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

699 comment by: ACl Europe

ACI EUROPE welcome the opportunity to provide comments on this important NPA.
ACl has collated and consolidated comments from members and would like to
present the following general conclusions:
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1. Rules pertaining to RMT.0703 were largely derived from best practices and
recommendations not from standards. As a result NPA 2018-14 should reflect this
and keep the relevant rules at the level of Guidance Material unless otherwise
recommended by the ACI EUROPE comments
2. Rules pertaining to RMT.0703 were drafted without stakeholder involvement. The
number of comments received from industry indicates that better rulemaking is
highly dependent on the involvement of stakeholders before drafting of an NPA.
Involvement of stakeholder will achieve a better understanding of the rationale
behind rules and of the intention of the rules themselves. ACI EUROPE strongly
suggests the Agency invite stakeholders (e.g. via a focused group discussion)
following the review of comments and prior to drafting the Opinion.
3. The hierarchy of rules should be respected keeping implementing rules at a very
high and generic level and providing details in AMC and/or Guidance Materials. ACI
considers the level of detail provided in much of the IRs to be too prescriptive,
detailed and technical and thus unsuitable for implementing rules.
4. A closer alignment of NPA 2018-14 with other NPAs and RMTs seems to be
necessary in order to avoid duplication or loss of clarity or conflict between the rules.
Examples include NPA 2018-03 on AWO which also covers provisions for control of
vehicles and communication or EASA CRD 2016-09(B) and EASA Opinion No 3/2018
related to the provision of air traffic services (ATS) which contained new and changed
regulations to (EU) 2017/373 og (EU) 923/2012. There should be a harmonization
between these and (EV) 139/2014 through this NPA.
5. A number of provisions stemming from RMT.0703 are not proportional to the size
of the aerodrome, the complexity and the traffic density. In particular this affects
provisions for driver training and authorizations, and the requirement to equip
vehicles with transponders as well as communications between ground staff and ATC
at controlled aerodromes with heavy traffic density. The Agency should consult
stakeholders on the subject in order to ensure the requirements are reasonable and
proportionate.

6. ACI EUROPE strongly recommends EASA to host a focus group meeting after the
commenting period to seek inputs from the industry on the structure and content of
the opinion.
7. AClI EUROPE propose that the Agency consider splitting RMT.0703 and RMT.0704
to allow for more time in developing RMT.0703 and move ahead with RMT.0704.

Noted

RMT.0703 has been an Agency task, as described in the ToR, which EASA consulted
with its stakeholders in 2017, to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs, PANS provisions, EAPPRI recommendations, and other supporting material.
To avoid any misunderstanding, there is a clear reference of the source of each
proposed provision.

In addition, there have been regular updates of the EASA advisory bodies about the
intent and the progress of the rulemaking task.

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.
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The proposed provisions do take into account the NPA on AWO, and other regulatory
material either in force or under proposal. However, this NPA used as basis the
provisions of Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 that were in effect at the time of the NPA.
The final text has been reviewed to ensure consistency.

With regard to the part of the comment regarding proportionality, please note that
the proposed rules follow this principle and leave the necessary flexibility, where
needed.

Moreover, with regard to the specific comment about the use of transponders,
please note that the requirement is condictional and depends only on the type of the
SMGCS that is installed at an aerodrome. Thus, if the use of an SMGCS does not
require such equipment, then they do not need to be provided. However, one would
normally expect that the investment for equipping an aerodrome with an SMGCS
whose use requires vehicles to be equipped with transponders, should have already
taken into account the need for the vehicles to be so equipped. Nevertheless, the
text already foresees the possibility to allow vehicels that need to enter the
aerodrome without having such equipment on baard, and has also been amended to
also accomodate the accasional use of authorised vehicles not equipped with a
transponder or equivalent, although they normally operate within the aeodrome,
just like the case of radios.

702 comment by: ACl Europe

The term pilot report is used in several places. The correct term used in AMC1
ADR.OPS.B.037 (c) seems not to be Special Air-Report but pilot report. Clarification
on whether pilot report or Special Air-Report should be used and their consistent
usage throughout the NPA is recommended unless each term has a distinct meaning.
In the latter case a definitions of pilot report and special air-report should be added.
The term Special Air-Report does not seem to aligned with SEARA that allows the
term to be used only in cases of volcanic ash activity and wind shear, not RWY
conditions (ref. Reg. (EU) No. 923/2012).

Not accepted

ICAO Doc 4444 in paragraph 4.12.1.1 states that special aircraft observations shall be
reported as special air-reports. In accordance with ICAO Annex 3, 5.5 as amended by
ICAO SL 17/2016, special observations shall be made when runway braking action
encountered is not as good as reported. For the same reason, SERA.12005 is updated
and a new point (a)(9) is added.

795 comment by: ENAIRE

Not all EAPPRI recommendations have been taken into account.

There is a need for regulations on the development of robust procedures for
vehicles entering or crossing RWYs including but not limited to phraseology, RWY
dedicated vehicle entry points (where feasible, and maximizing vehicle entry points
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protected by stopbars), periodic position reports (specially for long RWY inspections
or works).

Guidelines for the development of procedures for RWY closures due to lengthy
interventions (ATC procedures, protection cones, signage, ATIS, stopbars...)

Procedures for the usage of non active RWYs that must be used for taxiing
and/or crossing.

Regarding reference to 7.6.3.2.2. of PANS-ATM, it would be advisable to
develop guidelines so that drivers have enough vertical signage or visual references
so that when operating on the airfield they can respect these distances.

There is a need to develop robust provisions to prevent vehicle-vehicle
collisions or accidents involving vehicle and pedestrians.

Provisions that ensure that RWY inspections are performed after works on the
RWY.

Provisions that prevent the presence of drivers unfamiliar with the aerodrome
or that they are accompanied by marshalls in areas close to TWY and specially
adjacent to RWYs.

Ensure that drivers involved in RWY ops/maintenance have the minimum
training and competence requirements (including basics of aeronautical English)

Ensure that all drivers operating in the manoeuvring area are trained and
briefed to respect not only the V&H signage but specially the stopbars.

response | Partially accepted
The text has been reviewed and where needed amended, taking also into account
future rulemaking activities.

comment | 821 comment by: Aleksandar Illkovski
Swedavias opinion is that the structure deviate from previous concept/hierarchy,
additionally, too much detail is included in the implementing rules rather than in the
GM.

response | Noted
The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

comment | 875 comment by: Aleksandar Ilkovski
Swedavia welcomes a global reporting format. The proposed changes will contribute
to a safer aviation industry and more stringent and uniform airport operations
worldwide.
However Swedavia feels that the timeline for the changes has been compromised,
resulting in a worry that an implementation according to the proposed timeline may
affect flight safety.
At the proposed rate, enough time will not be given to train and adapt the changes
in a safe environment.
Swedavia recommend EASA to postpone the implementations to 2021/Q3
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Noted

In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

876 comment by: Aleksandar llkovski

The term pilot report is used in several places. The correct term used in AMC1
ADR.OPS.B.037 (c) seems to be Special Air-Report.

Accepted

ICAO Doc 4444 in paragraph 4.12.1.1 states that special aircraft observations shall be
reported as special air-reports. In accordance with ICAO Annex 3, 5.5 as amended by
ICAO SL 17/2016, special observations shall be made when runway braking action
encountered is not as good as reported. For the same reason, SERA.12005 is updated
and a new point (a)(9) is added.

893 comment by: Nordic Regional Airlines

NORRA COMMMENTS SUM-UP:

As described in the individual comments per section, Norra has a few main issues
with NPA 2018-14. As the NPA is presented now, it is conflicting itself with regards
to upgrading and downgrading the RWYCC based on friction measurements.
Upgrading and downgrading the RWYCC by competent trained personnel using well
maintained and calibrated friction measuring carts or other approved means must
be clearly and consistently allowed by the ruling. A downgrade must always be
possible, because reporting the RWYCC only based on the contaminant type and
depth can be very misleading and dangerous in certain conditions. In some parts of
the NPA this is not allowed, as seen in the detailed comments. An upgrade must be
allowed from RWYCCs 0 and 1 to max RWYCC 3, and it must not be required that the
measured friction would be equivalent to a wet runway in order to upgrade from 0
or 1 to max 3, as currently stated in "GM2 ADR.OPS.B.037(b) Assessment of runway
surface condition and assignment of runway condition code (RMT.0704)
DOWNGRADING AND UPGRADING, point f)" page 156.

Please see detailed comments included per NPA section.

Additionally, in long-term rulemaking development, the possibility to replace the
upgrading and downgrading procedures with more accurate direct reporting of
RWYCC should be considered. The direct reporting of RWYCC should take into
account all available information about runway conditions instead of just
contaminant type and depth, thus removing the need for upgrading and
downgrading procedures.

Noted

The use of friction measurement devices as part of the overall assessment process is
not prohibited. However, any upgrade or downgrade of the runway condition code
should not be based solely on friction measurements. Instead, it needs to be
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supported also by other means as described in the relevant AMC and GM.
Furthermore, currently there are not any performance standards available to
approve such devices and friction values cannot be correlated with specific runway
condition codes. This is also supported by FAA SAFO 19001 3/11/19 where it is stated
that friction measurement devices values are no longer used to determine and report
surface conditions because joint industry and multi-national government tests have
not established a reliable correlation between runway friction values and the
relationship to aeroplane braking performance. EASA has the view that the
measurements could be used in a comparative way in order to provide an indication
to the aerodrome operator whether the runway surface conditions have been
improved or are worsening. The fact that the upgrade from RWYCC 0 and 1 to RWYCC
3 requires at least RWYCC 5 equivalent values is a safety margin. Nevertheless, this
is only GM, which does not prevent the aerodrome operator from establishing
another method, which however should be known to the aeroplane operators.

940 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority

Overall it is our view (CAA Denmark) that this NPA contains a number of safety-
relatet improvements.

Otherwise we support CAA Norway in their general comment
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

949 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

Editorial. Wherever the terms 'pilot report’ or ‘special air-report’ is used, we suggest
that ‘special air-report’ is used asthis is the term used in PANS AERODROMES. Note
that in Opinion 2/2019, the term AIREP is used.

Consistency between the Opinion resulting from NPA 2018-14 and Opinion 2/2019 is
considered a must.

Air-report is a formally recognised ICAO definition: Air-report. A report from an
aircraft in flight prepared in conformity with requirements for position, and
operational/or meteorological reporting.

Accepted

ICAO Doc 4444 in paragraph 4.12.1.1 states that special aircraft observations shall be
reported as special air-reports. In accordance with ICAO Annex 3, 5.5 as amended by
ICAO SL 17/2016, special observations shall be made when runway braking action
encountered is not as good as reported. For the same reason, SERA.12005 is updated
and a new point (a)(9) is added.

950 comment by: PRG Airport
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PRG Airport supports the comments provided by ACI.

response | Noted

comment | 951 comment by: PRG Airport

As a general observation, PRG Airport considers requirements being introduced on
IR level as too detailed and suggests to move them to AMC/GM level. Presented
approach of detailed IR requirements do not allow for any flexibility tools any more
a shifts EASA regulations from flexibility rules to ,,one fit to all“. Unbalanced to other
areas. This is considered as undesidrable course.

response | Noted

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

comment | 952 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

COMMENT: The timeline for the changes has been compromised, resulting in a
worry that an implementation according to the proposed timeline may affect flight
safety.

At the proposed rate, enough time will not be given to train and adapt the changes
in a safe environment.

Sweden recommend EASA to postpone the implementations to 2021/Q3

response | Noted

In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

comment | 953 comment by: PRG Airport

PRG airport would appreciate focus group meeting on the issue of operation of
vehicles.

response | Noted

comment | 955 comment by: Airside safety

daa request an implementation phase is built into any change to implementing rules
and associated AMC’s

response | Noted

comment | 1008 comment by: Fraport AG
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Fraport strongly supports all ACI comments, which were consolidated on European
level.

Especially Fraport will point out that, the detail which should be implemented within
IR as part of this NPA is not in line with all the already existing regulation framework
given for aerodromes at the time. Fraport highly recommend to review the level of
detail especially for IR level and suggests to downgrade the details to AMC or GM
level.

Noted

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

1082 comment by: ERAC - European Regional Aerodromes Community

European Regional Aerodromes Community (ERAC) welcomes the intention of this
NPA. The implementation of ICAO’s Global Reporting Format is essential for safer
flights in an efficient way.

However, the rule-structure is far away from a balanced approach. With too detailed
and prescriptive IR and AMC the whole package will fail to follow the essential
requirements stated in the new basic regulation in terms of adequacy and efficiency.
For small and medium sized aerodromes and their usually also small and medium
sized operators the effort to train and educate their personel and to establish such
“perfect” system is not affordable. As a result many aerodromes need to be
downgraded, while an adequate system rather could assist the aerodromes to
provide at least better reports than today.

The easiest way to fix this major concern is to downgrade most IR to AMC and AMC
to GM. Pure technical and operational details should only be GM. Only the reporting
format itself needs to be strictly standardised in order to establish a common
language between aerodromes, ANSP, flight crews and other relevant persons.
However, IR and AMC should describe the essential systematic and the objectives to
be fullfilled.

In order to consolidate the comments of many aerodromes, ERAC has coordinated
with ACI Europe. ERAC has evaluated all comments from ACI Europe and many
individual. Overall 98% of ACI Europe’s consolidated are in accordance with our own
experience. The process to consolidate all comments was on a study-level and only
possible by using excel-spread-sheets. Usually the CRT does not accept detailed
comments given by such a file. However the intent is to ease the work for EASA while
reviewing all comments and therefore we request to accept the attached file with
the consolidated comments of ACI, each comment evaluated with ERAC’s focus and
in few cases adjusted for the specific needs.

Noted

Both rulemaking tasks (RMT.0703 and 0704) aim at ensuring, among others, the
transposition of ICAO SARPs, PANS provisions, EAPPRI recommendations, and other
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supporting material. To avoid any misunderstanding, there is a clear reference of the
source of each proposed provision.

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. Please note that the proposed rules leave the necessary flexibility,
where needed, by establishing the objectives that need to be met.

The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed and where necessary
amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

1199 comment by: SAS

General comment: Several operators are presently implementing friction
computation functions (ATSU/FMC) that classifies braking actions in one of the RCAM
categories. Example Airbus' Braking Action Computation Function.

It should be agknowledged that these systems in the future will produce valuable
data that could be used to improve/revise the present RCAM and also to deliver "live"
data that could improve RCC reporting.

EASA should promote research and development in this field and also motivate
stakeholders to share data for the common good.

Text should reflect the importance and benefit of friction computation systems
installed in aircraft in the future.

Noted

1398 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)

UAF consider provisions from RMT.703 are not enought mature for being
implementing today in regulation. No exchange or no information have been
implemented with stakeholders before this consultation.

UAF propose to postpone these provisions later and after aviation community
exchanges.

UAF fully support ACl E comment #699 and #702
Not accepted

RMT.0703 had been an Agency task, as described in the ToR, which EASA consulted
with its stakeholders in 2017 to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs and PANS material, which are the minimum standards for universal
applicability, and therefore have the necessary maturity. Moreover, EASA regularly
updated its stakeholders about the progress and intent of this rulemaking task.

The proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the required legal certainty
and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and the Chicago
Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed and where
necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.
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1416 comment by: Brussels Airport Company

The text parts provides in this NPA are often material to be included in handbooks
(sharing best or good practices), but it should not be part of rulemaking due to the
level of detail provided. Giving this kind of detail will overburden the aerodrome
operators with administrative tasks (e.g. FOD on ALL aerodrome, training, vehicle &
vehicle driver management, winter operations, etc...)

Not accepted

The proposed text intend to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs, PANS provisions, supported by other material, which are the minimum
standards for universal applicability, and therefore have the necessary maturity.

EASA’s point of view is that issues like FOD management, drivers’ training, vehicle
and winter operations etc. have a direct impact on safety and regularity of
aerodrome operations, as demonstrated by the relevant data of the NPA. Therefore,
there is a need to address these issues, in a way that ensures the necessary clarity,
the required legal certainty and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains
and the Chicago Convention.

The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where necessary
amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

1417 comment by: Brussels Airport Company

When making this kind of elaborate NPAs, suggestion to put the relevant IR, AMC
and GM together to improve the readability and check for consistency.

Noted

Thank you for your suggestion. The responsible EASA Department is currently
working in the direction proposed.

1419 comment by: Brussels Airport Company
Is it unclear what is meant by 'other operational areas' in this NPA.
Noted

The term ‘other operational areas’ has been contained in the previous Basic
Regulation since 2008, and has also been part of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 (Annex
VIl, Section 2-Operations and management, point 2.1(d) and (l). It has also been
included in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 without any reported difficulty in its
implementation.

Given the context where the term is introduced, it is meant to include areas which
serve an operational purpose (on the ‘airside’), but which are not part of the
manoeuvring area and the apron(s). Example cases would be the service roads that
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exist between the terminal buildings and aprons, or the perimeter roads that exist at
an aerodrome, or even areas that are used for the parking of vehicles and ground
support equipment (GSE). Relevant guidance has been added.

1422 comment by: CAA Finland

Friction measuring should be allowed with all runway conditions provided that the
measurements are done by trained authorized personnel and with well
maintained and calibrated friction measuring devices.

A downgrade or upgrade based on friction measurements should be possible,
because reporting the RWYCC only based on the contaminant type and depth can be
very misleading and incorrect in certain conditions.

Reliable friction measurement is achieved by long experience and proper use of
the friction measuring device.

Proper use is defined as:

- device meeting the established standards

- proper initial user training

- annual user refreshment training

- weekly calibration program of each device

- annual overhaul program of each device

- respect of the device operational envelope eq. hard contaminants (wet, frost,
compacted snow and ice) and maximum depth per each thick contaminant (water,
slush, wet snow and dry snow)

Noted

The assignment of a RWYCC is based on the type and depth of the contaminant and
is linked with aeroplane performance data. Friction measurements cannot be
correlated with certain RWYCCs and aeroplane performance data. Nevertheless,
when upgrading and downgrading a RWYCC, all the available means could be used.
This does not exclude the use of continuous friction measurement devices provided
that measurements are used in a comparative way and not communicated to the
flight crews.

1459 comment by: Brussels Airport Company

In order to improve the readability of the rulemaking, proposal to combine
definitions from Annex | and A.002 . Definitions are sometimes repeated (e.g. dry
snow). What is the rationale of having two 'definitions' sections?

Noted

The NPA text, which follows the NPA template, is divided into sections, depending
on the regulatory nature of each affected text. In this particular case, apart from the
proposed amendments to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014, there are also three
different ED Decisions which are proposed to be amended. This necessitates the
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presentation of the affected regulatory sets in different sections, so that the readers
can understand the proposed changes for each regulatory set.

1466 comment by: Atle Vivas

General

COMMENT: Editorial. The terms ‘aeroplane’ and ‘aircraft’ are both used in this
document. Since ‘aircraft’ is the most general term, it is suggested that this is used,
unless an issue is specifically intended to apply to aeroplanes only.

COMMENT: Editorial. The terms ‘Air Traffic Control’ and ‘Air Traffic Services’ are
both used in this document. Since ‘Air Traffic Services’ is the most general term, it is
suggested that this is used, unless an issue is specifically intended to apply to ‘Air
Traffic Control’ only.

COMMENT: Editorial. Wherever the terms ’pilot report’ or ‘special air-report’ is
used, we suggest that ‘special air-report’ is used as this is the term used in PANS
AERODROMES. Note that in Opinion 2/2019, the term AIREP is used. Consistency
between the Opinion resulting from NPA 2018-14 and Opinion 2/2019 is considered
a must.

Air-report is a formally recognised ICAO definition: Air-report. A report from an
aircraft in flight prepared in conformity with requirements for position, and
operational/or meteorological reporting.

Accepted

1487 comment by: Atle Vivas

APPENDIX 2 SNOWTAM FORMAT

CONDITION DESCRIPTION OVER TOTAL RUNWAY LENGTH

COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR)

RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM
and ADR.OPS.A.065.

NOTE: Changes to the NOTAM Format will affect Regulation 2017/373 with
associated Annexes. May also affect 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019)

NOTE: Reference 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019). It might be useful to explain that
pilots will receive the content of the RCR as a SNOWTAM for preflight planning and
through the ATIS or by Voice for operational consideration (last minute update for
take-off performance calculations and for landing performance at the time of landing
calculations, AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300(a) Approach and landing conditions —
aeroplanes

Accepted

1489 comment by: CAA Norway

A NOTE ON SAFETY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS VS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (139/2014 Annex Ill, ADR.OR.D.005) CAA-N (BBO)

Introduction.
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As part of the required management system for aerodromes, there are two
subparagraphs of interest in this context:

ADR.OR.D.005 (b)(3)

‘a formal process that ensures that hazards in operations are identified;’
ADR.OR.D.005 (b)(5)

‘the means to verify the safety performance of the aerodrome operator’s
organisation in reference to the safety performance indicators and safety
performance targets of the safety management system, and to validate the
effectiveness of safety risk controls;’

Location of guidance material related to safety performance indicators

Guidance material on safety performance indicators are found in GM1
ADR.OR.D.005(b)(3). This GM refers to the subparagraph in OR.D.005 related to
hazard identification, and not to the parapraph in which the term ‘performance
indicators’ is used (ADR.OR.D.005(b)(5)).

We find no reference to safety performance indicators AMCs and GMs to
ADR.OR.D.005(b)(5), even if safety performance indicators forms part of the
regulatory text in this sub-paragraph.

We are of the opinion that the content of GM1 ADR.OR.D.005(b)(3) Management
system, para (5)(b) should be either:

a) Transferred to existing AMC/GM to ADR.OR.D.005(b)(5), or

b) Putintoa new GM to ADR.OR.D.005(b)(5).

RATIONALE

As it stands, it is easy to overlook the information, as one would either look for the
AMC/GMs related to the regulatory paragraph where the issue is mentioned, or
search for the term ‘performance indicator’ or safety performance indicator’. If so,
one will only find this term in ADR.OR.005(b)(5) and in AMC1 to same.

In GM1 ADR.OR.D.005(b)(3) Management system, para (b)(5) is ‘Hazard
identification — indicators’ or ‘indicators’. We have no issues with the content of this
paragraph as such, but we are of the opinion that the section on indicators is
misplaced.

Obviously, performance indicators would provide good information to the hazard
identification process, but we would prefer that GM(s) on performance indicators
could be found in GMs to regulatory paragraph using the term.

Guidance on specific safety performance indicators.

At present, there are no GMs related to different operational concepts or areas of
concern, for example low visibility operations, winter operations, apron and
manoeuvring area safety.

In the process of working with comments to NPA 2014 — 18, there is proposed one
GM on performance indicators for operation on specially prepared winter runways,
GM1 ADR.OPS.B.036(c) Operations on specially prepared winter runways
MONITORING PROGRAMME — PERFORMANCE INDICATORS.

Comments to this will be submitted through the Comment Response process. For
ease of reference our modified proposal is attached to this paper.
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As we believe that winter operations in general presents challenges and hazards
additional to those found in normal operation we will also propose a new GMX
ADR.OPS.B.035 on performance indicators for winter operations — general.

This proposal will also be submitted through the same Comment Response process.
For ease of reference our new proposal is attached to this paper.

One question is whether such thematic GMs referring to requirements to the
management system (OR.D.005) should be located.

There are two options:

a) ADR.OR.D

b) The thematic paragraph, in this cases ADR.OPS.B.036 and 035.

Another question is whether the GM, if related to the thematic regulation, should
contain a reference ADR.OR.005(b)(5).

Noted

ADR.OR.D.005 is not subject to consultation in this NPA. Nevertheless, the comment
will be taken into consideration in the regular update of the rules.

1577 comment by: Avinor AS

Avinor supports all comments issued by ACI Europe.

Avinor supports the introduction of “specially prepared winter runway” as a set of
operational procedures to allow continued safe operations at airports with
demanding winter conditions. It is acceptable that these procedures are available
only to airports demonstrating compliance to the competent authority.

Noted

1691 comment by: ENAC Italy

The following comments do not take into consideration the amendments to
regulations SERA and 139/2014 deriving from the approval of amendments
contained in EASA Opinions 02/2018 and 03/2018.

In some cases those amendments have the potential to make some of the following
comments un-necessary in whole or in part.

Noted

1698 comment by: ENAC Italy

There’s no agreement on the reproduction of certain requirements already existing
in the rule of the air, i.e. ADR.OPS.B.027 Operation of vehicles. Therefore this
regulatory technique should be discontinued, and replaced with appropriate
reference in the Guidance Material as needed.
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Justification
The reproduction of requirements of general nature into a different rule, although
may appear to be convenient for the certification process, has several contros
because it:
1. means that there are no general, above all, requirements, which is exactly
the role of the rule of the air in the ICAO system
2. creates the possibility to have a divergence between the two regulations,
one of which is the “master” (of more general nature), while the other is the
“slave”;
3. should be applied systematically for all regulations, i.e. reproducing the
entire rules of the air inside the regulation 965/2012;
4. implies that other regulations are not to be taken into consideration during
the certification process.

Noted

There is a need to integrate the applicable rules of the air in the aerodrome
certification process, given that the not all provisions of the rules of the air are
applicable to aerodrome operators. This is expected to facilitate compliance. This
objective can be achieved either by cross-referring to the applicable rules of the air,
or by reproducing the relevant text.

1701 comment by: ENAC Italy

There’s no agreement on the reproduction of NOTAM requirements into reg. 139-
2014.

Therefore this regulatory technique should be discontinued, and replaced with
appropriate reference in the Guidance Material as needed.

Justification
Although it might appear very handy to certification teams, so that they can control
the NOTAM emission, there are the following contros:

1. AIS/AIM requirements are above all subjects involved in aviation. Although
they are not already in the EASA regulatory framework Part AIS/AIM of
regulation 373/2017 is awaiting the approval of EASA committee. However
it is also to be considered the wisdom of issuing requirements above all
aviation stakeholders in the ANSP regulation.

2. NOTAM are only a part of aeronautical information publication to be
managed in the operational life of an airport. AIP amendment, AIRAC
amendment, AIRAC supplement are more and more important, while they
are not replicated in 139/2014;

Noted

This proposal aims at specifically addressing the issue of NOTAM origination (not
NOTAM issuance) and not any other relevant provision. The issue of other
aerodrome data, linked to the content of the AIP, is dealt with elsewhere in
Regulation (EU) No 139/2014.
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Understanding that the comment implies that a cross reference should be made to
the relevant content of EASA Opinion No 02/2018 concerning NOTAM issuance,
please note that (as explained in the relevant rationale — see page 36 the NPA), this
is not the best option, mainly for the following reasons:

—  the content of the provisions of Opinion No 02/2018 concerns NOTAM
issuance and not NOTAM origination, but it is not applicable to aerodrome
operators;

—  the content of the relevant provisions for NOTAM issuance concern also other
cases, which are not within the responsibility of the aerodrome operator, and
this would cause confusion; and

—  the cross-reference between regulations is generally not advisable.

1712 comment by: ENAC Italy

The requirements dedicated to the surface movements of the vehicles should be
removed while a dedicated Appendix into the rule of the air should be created, in
order to have an above all applicability to all kind of airports.

Justification

Thanks to this NPA it has been highlighted that more work is needed to regulate
surface movements of vehicles with respect to SERA.3210, as well as the related
communications procedures, which have to be derived from those written for
aircraft.

This approach has the following shortcomings:

1. Itis confined to airport included in 139/2014 regulation, and therefore they
are not applicable to other airports;

2. Itis written for those airport where control service is provided, while do not
apply to airports where AFIS service is provide, or where no ATS are
provided.

For the above reasons, and the circumstance that this NPA creates requirements in
SERA regulation,

Noted

Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 applies only to aerodromes falling under the scope of
Regulation (EU) 2018/1139, while the SERA requirements apply to different
aerodromes.

1713 comment by: ENAC Italy

In some article (i.e. ADR.OPS.B.031 Communications) items under the perimeter of
the provision of Air Navigation Services (use of transponder, communication with
vehicles and pedestrians) are allocated to the Airport Operator, although “in
coordination” with the ATSp.
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Airport operator has no authority on those items, therefore the term coordination
should be changed in “agreement”

Noted

The proposed provisions are in conformity with the essential requirements for
aerodromes as contained in Regulation (EU) 2018/1139, while the proposed
provisions ensure the required coordination between the two parties. Please also
note that a similar wording is used in EASA Opinion No 03/2018 (Requirements for
Air Traffic Services).

1766 comment by: SinaJobstHAM

Das NPA ist sehr umfangreich und betrifft viele verschiedene Abteilungen eines
Flughafens. Wir wirden empfehlen mehrere NPA's mit geringerem Umfang zu
verdffentlichen und/oder fir ein groRes Dokument ldngere Kommentierungszeit
einzuraumen. Aullerdem wirden wir es begriilen die Einzelthemenim
Inhaltsverzeichnis aufzufiihren bzw. in den Listen der gednderten Regularien die Titel
zu erganzen, statt nur Paragraphen aufzufiihren. Bereits die Zuordnung der
Betroffenen erzeugt einen hohen administrativen Aufwand.

Im NPA sind erst alle gednderten Implementing Rules/Verordnungen aufgefiihrt, und
alle AMC's und GM's geblindelt an anderer Stelle des Dokumentes. Fiir den Lesefluss
macht es Sinn fiir eine Thema IR, AMC's und GM's direkt aufeinander folgen zu
lassen.

Im Gegensatz zu den bisherigen ADR-Regelungen sind die Implementing Rules dieses
NPAs teilweise sehr detailliert. Wir wiirden es begriiRen, wenn das urspringliche
Konzept, IR sehr generisch zu halten und Details in den AMC's und GM's auszufiihren,
beibehalten wird.

Des Weiteren haben wir die dringende Bitte Doppelregulierung zu vermeiden, sei es
innerhalb des EASA- Regelwerks, oder auch mit anderen Rechtsgrundlagen.

Grundsétzlich erzeugen die geplanten Anderungen einen massiven Dokumentations-
, Schulungs- und Aktualisierungsaufwand mit hoher Ressourcenbindung.

Noted

These two tasks are related as both relate to runway safety. The intent is to provide
a single EASA Opinion, whose proposed provisions would be easier to review at a
later stage, following a single timeline. Moreover, the areas that are covered are not
new, as they build upon existing provisions, reflect long-standing operating practices,
stemming from ICAO material and the EAPPRI/EAPPRE, while the time provided for
consultation is in accordance with the EASA rulemaking procedure.

Please note that the proposed rules need to ensure the necessary clarity, the
required legal certainty and enforceability, in line with all other aviation domains and
the Chicago Convention. The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed
and where necessary amended, to ensure the above principles are met.
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With regard to your suggestion regarding the order of the related material, please
note that this NPA followed the NPA format available at the time of its preparation.
However, the responsible EASA Department is currently working in the suggested
direction.

1817 comment by: Groupe ADP

Groupe ADP fully supports the comments provided by ACI-Europe. These comments
will not be repeated in this CRT. Additional comments are provided on specific points
of important concern for Groupe ADP.

Noted

1823 comment by: Groupe ADP

Groupe ADP is very surprised by the level of prescription (at IR level) and the amount
of details provided on points relevant to RMT.0703. In addition to the points
mentioned by ACI-E on this aspect, we would like to highlight the gap between the
intentions presented by the Commission and EASA relating to "Better Regulation:
Performance-based, proportionality etc ..." and the elements proposed in this NPA.
Please refer to:

* whereas #12 of (EU) 2018/1139 of 4 July 2018 on common rules in the field of
civil aviation etc ...,

* slides 5 and 8 supporting the EASA NBR WS on 1/10/2018 " promoting
proportionate, performance based rules..."

*and EPAS 2019-2023 (22/11/2018) § 3.3 Better Regulation : Better regulation:
rules are evidence-based, where appropriate performance-based, proportionate, fit
for purpose, simply written and contribute to the competitiveness of the industry. And
all the content of the § 3.3
Taking into account those intentions render many elements of RMT 703 taken at IRs
and even AMCs level much more too detailed, prescriptive and lacking
proportionality.

Comparing those elements to other topics already in the IR at appropriate
performance based level is showing an important discrepancy that is not be
explained in the rationales.

As an example to illustrate this point, the actual requirement concerning RFFS
training is (ADR.OPS.B.010 (a) (3)) "The aerodrome operator shall ensure that: [...]
rescue and firefighting personnel are properly trained ..." in line with the Essential
Requirement 2.1 (m) "the rescue and firefighting personnel shall be properly trained
and qualified to operate in the aerodrome environment. The aerodrome operator
shall, directly or through arrangements with third parties, implement and maintain
training and checking programmes to ensure the continuing competence of this
personnel" Some details on this topic (very few) are given at GM level only. But if we
compare this with proposed ADR.OPS.B025, B026 and B027 then it appears as a
complete different strategy and absolutely not in line with the above "Better
regulation" intentions showed in EC and EASA communication.

Noted
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The proposed text intends to ensure, amongst others, the transposition of ICAO
SARPs, PANS provisions, supported by other material, which are the minimum
standards for universal applicability.

Therefore, there is a need to address these issues in a way that ensures the necessary
clarity, the required legal certainty and enforceability, in line with all other aviation
domains and the Chicago Convention. Please also note that the proposed rules
provide for the necessary flexibility, where needed.

The overall structure and proposed text have been reviewed, and where necessary
amended, to ensure the above principles are met.

1824 comment by: Groupe ADP

Some topics relevant to RMT 0703 are concerning some of the services of Apron
Management Services (Management of aircraft movements, management of
vehicles and movements on apron,...)

As we are still waiting for the proposed adaptation of AMS rules to the NBR, it
appears for us inappropriate to regulate on those topics without consistency with
the AMS.

Noted

EASA consulted the ToR for RMT.0703 with its stakeholders in 2017, to ensure,
amongst others, the transposition of ICAO SARPs, PANS provisions and other
supporting material. The proposed provisions are in line with these ToR, while the
necessary consistency between the tasks is ensured.

1938 comment by: European Cockpit Association

Overall there is no major issue. ICAO generally transposed.

The introduction of European derogation on "Specially treated runways" is based on
massive Norwegian input. ECA, in agreement with the IFALPA, opposes these rules
to be established at European level. They should be a national derogation by Norway.
Major overhaul of rules will require training effort for airlines. It is important to
respect planned deadline of Q2/2020 for publication (which will allow 6 months for
airlines to train their pilots).

Noted

European rules should also take into consideration the specificities of the different
regions in Europe. EASA considers more appropriate to address this at European
level, in order to ensure proper control by the affected authorities and EASA.

In regard to the implementation, EASA’s intention is to ensure that timelines are
followed.

NPA 2018-14 — Runway safe p.1

* *

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union
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479 comment by: LFV
LFV has no comments on NPA 2018-14.

Noted

561 comment by: Liliana TATARU

We support this proposal, because we consider welcomed the new operational
requirements meant to reduce the number of runway safety-related accidents and
serious incidents involving runway incursions, but also other runway-safety-related
events, such as runway confusion, ground collisions, runway excursions, from an
aerodrome's point of view. We also agree that is necessary to ensure an adequate
framework for the safe use of vehicles within an aerodrome environment and is
required to implement a holistic approach for the control of FOD at aerodromes. All
of these, in order to enhance the safety on the aerodromes.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1404 comment by: Copenhagen Airports A/S

Copenhagen Airports supports in general the adobtion of Amendment 13b to the
ICAO Annex 14 (RMT 0704). We highly suppport the importants of having local
adjustments and built-in flexibility to allow for local variations. Due to the fact that
EASA proposes differences from ICAO Amendment and final requirements can not
be expected undtil the Decision date of 2020/Q2 will cause severe challenges to the
airport to implement and be ready to the worlwide application date of November
2020. Copenhagen Airport rely on semi automated systems to support the
assessment and distribution of reported runway winter conditions. Any system
changes as late as 4 months before actual operation will be virtually impossible no
matter how resilient the systems are.

Noted

In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY p.1

comment

* *

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

700 comment by: ACI Europe

ACl EUROPE supports the introduction of the Global Reporting Format (GRF) as
mandated by ICAO into European law. However, NPA 2018-14 envisages the
adoption of the IRs by the European Commission and the ED Decision for CS, AMC
and GM only in Q2/2020. In the best case this would mean that rules are published
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on 1st April 2020 (worst case 30th June 2020). Even in the best case scenario the
proposed publication schedule would not allow sufficient time for implementing the
rules, train all staff and implement and the necessary changes to systems before 5th
November 2020. The need for training and systems changes would not only affect
airport  operators but also ATC, airlines, pilots and  others.
ACI EUROPE suggest to either expedite the adoption of implementing rules by the EC
and the ED Decision to before the winter operations begin in 2019 or the Agency
should develop transition measures for runway condition assessment and reporting
in collaboration with stakeholders in order to avoid traffic disruptions due to
inadequate staff training or lack of system upgrades.
The Agency should develop transition measures for RWY condition assessment and
reporting in collaboration with stakeholders in order to avoid traffic disruptions due
to inadequate staff training or lack of system upgrades.

response | Noted
In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

comment | 1354 comment by: Wideroe Flyveselskap AS
Widerge's Flyveselskap AS supports the proposition for introduction of new
requirements for runway surface condition assessment and reporting.
Harmonization with a global standard is most welcome, and will reduce the risk for
misunderstanding that meay lead to runway excursions.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 1732 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Frangais)
UAF support ACI E comment #700

response | Noted
Please refer to the reply to comment No 700.

Timeline p.1
comment | 701 comment by: ACl Europe

**

*

*

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

ACl EUROPE supports the introduction of the Global Reporting Format (GRF) as
mandated by ICAO into European law. However, NPA 2018-14 envisages the
adoption of the IRs by the European Commission and the ED Decision for CS, AMC
and GM only in Q2/20120. In the best case this would mean that rules are published
on 1st April 2020 (worst case 30th June 2020). Even in the best case scenario the
proposed publication schedule would not allow sufficient time for implementing the
rules, train all staff and implement and the necessary changes to systems before 5th
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November 2020. The need for training and systems changes would not only affect
airport  operators but also ATC, airlines, pilots and others.
ACI EUROPE suggest to either expedite the adoption of implementing rules by the EC
and the ED Decision to before the winter operations begin in 2019 or the Agency
should develop transition measures for runway condition assessment and reporting
in collaboration with stakeholders in order to avoid traffic disruptions due to
inadequate staff training or lack of system upgrades.
The Agency should develop transition measures for RWY condition assessment and
reporting in collaborations with stakeholders in order to avoid traffic disruptions due
to inadequate staff training or lack of system upgrades.

response | Noted

In regard to the timelines of RMT.0704, the timelines have been communicated
through the published ToR.

comment | 1733 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)
UAF support ACI E comment #701
response | Noted

Please refer to the reply to comment No 701.

2. In summary — why and what | 2.1. Why we need to change the rules — issue/r p.5-19

comment | 1694 comment by: ENAC Italy

The Graph1 should be removed, because it appears misleading, showing an increase
of the level of reporting, rather than an increase in the level of incidents

Justification

Graphl depicts a rather catastrophic situation, where this kind of events have
increased by fivefold in ten years.
However this graphic do not takes into consideration several factors:

1. This kind of info should always be presented as a rate, i.e. confronted with
movements, rather than absolute number;

2. The level of maturity of reporting has greatly increased in the last ten years.
Therefore it should be assessed how many states were reporting those kind
of events, and the related number of flights;

3. it is not clear if the runway incursions by persons includes those done
intentionally by people trying to escape from security forces or illegally enter
into the country.

response | Noted

The graph as stated in the relevant text presents absolute values and not rates, while
the occurrences may be the result of various factors. Presentation of the geographic

Rath TE.RPRO.00064-005 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 certified.
3 of Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 39 of 570

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union



European Union Aviation Safety Agency

Appendix to Opinion 03/2019 — CRD to NPA 2018-14

2. Individual comments and responses

comment

response

comment

response

comment

**

*

*
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locations of the occurrences and reporting level are not considered necessary for the
scope of this exercise.

1914 comment by: IATA

IATA / Delta comment - General on Vehicles

Vehicles should never hold/loiter in an ILS critical area; these are transit-only areas,
even during good weather conditions. ILS approaches are flown even when the
weather does not require protecting the ILS critical areas (especially after flying 10
hours through the night!).

Noted

This issue will be addressed in the context of RMT.0379 (all-weather operations).

1916 comment by: IATA

IATA / Delta comment:

Page 8

On: “temporary reduced declared distances” in par:

“Ensure robust procedures are in place for calculating temporary reduced declared
distances e.g.

- In the USA the ATCO will state “KLM 405 Heavy, cleared for takeoff Runway 13R
shortened” to remind the flight that full length is not available. EASA should
be encouraged to explore using this terminology.

Noted

The comment includes a proposal for air-ground phraseology for communication,
which is of rule-of-the-air nature and therefore is not addressed within the scope of
this RMT, which approaches the issue of runway safety from an aerodrome
operator’s perspective. EASA will carefully evaluate the comment under the activities
of RMT.0476 ‘Maintenance of SERA rules’, also in consideration of the relevant ICAO
provisions concerning air-ground phraseology.

1917 comment by: IATA

IATA / Delta comment:
Onpar3.7.1

A PIREP that is more recent than an aerodrome assessment will be given more
priority, particularly when precipitation is falling because these conditions will result
in changing braking action. For this reason, any RwyCC or other braking action report
will need to have an associated time (and aircraft type) in order for it to be useful.
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response | Noted
Par. 3.7.1 comes from the European Action Plan for the Prevention of Runway
Excursions; therefore, no change can be made by EASA into the content of the
recommendation.

comment | 1918 comment by: IATA
IATA / Fedex comment:
On establishment of standard taxi routes at the aerodrome...”
and
AMC1 ADR.OPS.B.030(b) Surface movement guidance and control system
(RMT.0703)
STANDARD TAXI ROUTES
- This is mostly a very good idea with one exception. It should be discouraged making
these mandatory for ATC clearances when Low Visibility Procedures are not in
effect. ATC should be permitted to use them or to tactically adjust taxi routes as
deemed appropriate by the ATCO for the particular situation. This flexibility is
necessary for efficiency

response | Accepted
The proposed AMC prescribes only the elements that the design/development of
these routes should take into account. This AMC does not affect their actual use by
the ATS personnel, as Air Traffic Services provision is governed by a different set of
Regulations.

2. In summary — why and what | 2.2. What we want to achieve — object p. 19-20

comment | 1939 comment by: European Cockpit Association
ECA suggests to add the following to the mentioned header:- ensure a standardized
method of reporting the runway surface condition ... "and ensure that this
information is made known in a regular and timely manner to personnel concerned
with flight operations"

response | Accepted

2. In summary — why and what | 2.4. What are the expected benefits and drawbacks 29
of the proposa P-
comment | 1888 comment by: ANAC

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

We will wait for the divulgation of the EASA workshops on the new requirements
explanation, in order to attend it.

Rath TE.RPRO.00064-005 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 certified.
3 of Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 41 of 570



European Union Aviation Safety Agency

Appendix to Opinion 03/2019 — CRD to NPA 2018-14

2. Individual comments and responses

response

Noted

3. Proposed amendments and rationale in detail | 3.1. Draft regulation (Draft EASA

opinion) p- 30

comment | 233 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No comment

response | Noted

comment | 234 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No Comment

response | Noted

comment | 1893 comment by: IATA
IATA strongly advocates a globally harmonized and synchronized introduction and
usage of the ICAO Global Reporting Format (GRF) which ensures a harmonized
assessment and report of runway surface conditions during all weather operations.
IATA also would like to stress that the introduction of the GRF requires a globally
supported common training from Airport personnel, including ATC organizations and
Airlines. This to ensure that pilots operating regionally and world wide will be
confronted with reported Runway Condition Codes that have been assessed by
knowledgeable and qualified airport personnel.

response | Noted

comment | 1927

IATA / United comments

IATA / Question raised on
United runway less than full
Airlines width

response | Noted

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

comment by: IATA

What defines when a runway will be
reported less than full width available
(bank size)?
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This refers to Item H in the SNOWTAM Form, where it is specified that it applies to

the width of the runway to which the runway conditions codes apply, if less than the
published width.

**

*

*

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

comment | 1928 comment by: IATA
IATA / United concerns
United  Question raised on When using special runway treatments what
Airlines  “special runway data and type of aircraft will be used to
treatments” support the stopping performance
calculations?
United Question raised on “what When will pilot report trigger a re-
Airlines  triggers a re-assessment assessment? Mandatory if the report is
of RWYCC?” worse than the reported RwyCC?
response | Noted
Concerning the first question, information is included in ADR.OPS.B.036 points (b)(2)
and (b)(3), as well as in AMC1 ADR.OPS.B.036(b)(2), GM1 ADR.OPS.B.036(b)(2),
AMC1 ADR.OPS.B.036(b)(3) and GM1 ADR.OPS.B.036(b)(3).
In regard to the second question, please refer to AMC1 ADR.OPS.B.037(c).
Annex | (Definitions) to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 p. 30-33
comment | 12 comment by: Aerodrome safety requlation departement

New definition number (24a) was already assigned in NPA 2018-06(D) as ‘(24a) ‘low-
visibility operations (LVOs)’

New definition number (34a) was already assigned in NPA 2018-06(D) as ‘(34a)
‘operation with operational credits’

(37a) : We suggest to use the same terminology than ICAO and thus replace
‘reliability of the lighting system’ by "Lighting system reliability".

The content of GM1 and GM2 (41a) Slippery wet runway should be transfered into
the definition of slippery wet runway itself because those elements are essential to
a full and correct understanding of the definition.
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

* *
* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

Accepted

The numbering of definitions was indicative, as this NPA had to take into account
their existing numbering. The final numbering of the definitions takes into account
the definitions and other changes contained in the NPA on AWO. The terminology of
definition 37a was changed to match the ICAO definition.

Concerning GM1 and GM2 to definition (41a) on slippery wet runway, they are based
on Notes in Annex 14, which are not part of the Standard, therefore not appropriate
to be placed in the Regulation.

235 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No Comment

Noted

337 comment by: Avinor AS

Definition (38f)

ADD: Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR) (REF 41c)
RATIONALE: The definition of “Specially prepared winter runway” should be included
as is a descriptor used in the RCAM and ADR.OPS.A.065

Not accepted

The definition is aligned with the definition in Opinion No 02/2019.

386 comment by: Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzerland

Comment FOCA on definition (24a):

Location indicator is primarily a four-letter code designating aerodromes. To avoid
confusion between location indicator (4-letter code) and Location Indicators (Doc
7910), we suggest to remove this definition and to refer directly to ICAO Doc 7910
when needed.

Proposed new text:

‘ . N . oy ‘

Partially accepted

Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 already contains the term ‘ICAO location indicator’
signifying the 4-letter code of an individual aerodrome. The direct reference to an
ICAO document using its number only in a legal text is not a normal practice, while a
definition of the document would still be needed for reasons of legal certainty. For
this reason, the text of the relevant provision has been revised.
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comment by: Federal Ministry of Transport Germany, Aerodrome

395 Department

“(24e) ‘Location Indicators’ [...]”

Im Text wird auf ICAO Doc 7910/169 verwiesen. Da der zweite Teil der Bezeichnung
(169) sich allem Anschein nach bei Aktualisierungen andert (aktuell

bereits 170), ist es unserer Meinung nach ausreichend, lediglich auf Doc

7910 zu verweisen.

“(41b) SNOWTAM' [...]”
Die Definition sollte sich mit der des Annex‘ 15 decken und auch “standing
water” beinhalten (,,standing water or water associated with snow*)

(41c) 'specially prepared winter Runway'

Der Betrieb auf 'pecially prepared winter Runways' wurde von Seiten der ICAO
derzeit noch nicht in die SARPs aufgenommen. Inhaltlich unterstiitzt Deutschland
grundsatzlich die vorgeschlagenen Regeln. Aus hiesiger Sicht sollte der
Regelungsinitiative eine umfassende Risikobewertung und Abwagung der
Auswirkungen auf die RegelmaRigkeit des internationalen Luftverkehrs
vorausgehen.

“(47) ‘terms of the certificate’ [...]”

Die Aufnahme von ,aeroplane operations on specially prepared winter runway(
s)“ sollte aus diversen Grinden nicht erfolgen (siehe Anmerkungen zu
ADR.OPS.B.036).

Partially accepted

The definition of Location Indicator has been amended. The definition of SNOWTAM
is in line with the relevant definition of SNOWTAM contained in PANS-AIM (ICAO Doc
10066) and Annex 15 which will be applicable as of November 2020. Finally, it is also
in line with the proposed definition of SNOWTAM contained in Opinion No 03/2018,
which deals with the AIS regulatory framework.

The definition of ‘specially prepared winter runway’ is not an ICAO definition but is
already contained in CS-25 and aligns with Opinion No 02/2019.

524 comment by: EUROCONTROL

Annex | (Definitions) to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014

Regarding the inclusion of definition “(17a) ‘data set’ means an identifiable collection
of data.” it is not clear the purpose for inclusion of this definition in NPA, if nowhere
in the text of the NPA ‘data set’ is mentioned. The Aerodrome Mapping Data Set, as
per ICAO Annex 15, could have been an interesting solution for some of the identified
issues.
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response | Noted
The definition is indeed not used in the actual text of the proposed Regulation;
however, it has been considered appropriate to include it and maintain it, as it is a
term which is already contained in another definition. A separate RMT related to
aerodrome data has been included in EPAS.

comment | 596 comment by: CAA Norway
General
Definitions need to be coordinated with the outcome of RMT.0397 (AWO)
Note that there might be follow-on changes to GM1 ADR.AR.C.035(e) and CS-ADR-
DSN

response | Accepted
The numbering of definitions was indicative, as this NPA had to take into account
their existing numbering. The final numbering of the definitions takes into account
the definitions contained in the NPA of AWO, as well as other changes.

comment | 597 comment by: CAA Norway
(38f) ‘runway surface condition descriptors’ —
COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR) (REF 41c)
RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM
and ADR.OPS.A.065. As such, it need to be incorporated in the list. Even if it has its
own definition in 41(c), so has several of the other runway surface condition
descriptors. (38f) lists the legal runway surface condition descriptors, and
consequently, it needs to be complete.

response | Not accepted
The definition is aligned with the definition in Opinion No 02/2019.

comment | 598 comment by: CAA Norway
(41c) Specially Prepared winter runway
QUESTION: Would it be practical to introduce the acronym SPWR?
Rationale: Whereas acronyms are generally avoided in the RCR and SNOWTAM, the
information string will be very long if the full text shall be repeated three times pr
runway.
May have consequences for Opinion 2/2019.

response | Not accepted
Although the information string will be very long, the information is clearer to the
flight crews if the full term is used instead of an abbreviation.
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comment | 599 comment by: CAA Norway
(47) Terms of the Certificate
COMMENT: Must be coordinated with the outcome of NPA 2018-6 (D) and possibly
the result of other changes to GM1 ADR.AR.C.035(e)
RATIONALE: Several changes to GM1 ADR.AR.C.035(e) are proposed in NPA 2018 — 6
(D) and in this NPA

response | Accepted
The numbering of definitions, as well as of other proposed changes like this, was
indicative, as this NPA had to take into account their existing numbering. The final
numbering of the definitions as well of all other affected text takes into account the
definitions contained in the NPA on AWO, as well as other changes.

comment | 705 comment by: ACl Europe
(37a) The word “reliability” is not necessary the same as “operationally usable”. Ref.
comment no. 44 to ADR.OPS.C.015 (b).
RATIONALE: By revising the provision ADR.OPS.C.015 (b) the definition of this term
can be avoided, as it is unclear.
(38b) Suggestion is to use the words ‘single digit’ instead of ‘number’, hence only the
codes 0 to 6 are used. In point (b)(4) of GM2 ADR.OPS.A.065(a) the term ‘one-digit
number’ is used. It is suggested to align the definition for RWYCC with the associated
GM.
(41a) The definition for ‘slippery wet runway’ only mentions a situation where
slipperiness has been ‘determined’; it should also include the situation where it is
suspected that the runway is slippery.

response | Not accepted
With regard to the comment on definition (37a), please note that this is the
universally agreed definition, contained in Annex 14.
For definition (38b), EASA does not see a point in differentiating from the ICAO
definition.
In regard to the definition (41a), the runway is declared slippery wet following
assessment; therefore, the term ‘suspected’ is not appropriate.

comment | 731 comment by: SAS
Suggest to introduce the acronym SPWR

response | Not accepted
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Although the information string will be very long, the information is clearer to the
flight crews if the full term is used instead of an abbreviation.

796 comment by: ENAIRE

e Definitions 38c. Development of phraseology on ATC to provide pilots the
runway condition reports is required.

Accepted

Please refer to the relevant AMC for SERA (AMC1 SERA.14001).

797 comment by: ENAIRE

e Definitions 38d. Procedures need to be adapted on ATM to ensure that
runway strips are protected, in particular SMGCS systems supported by
SMR/MLAT systems to ensure that mobiles can be surveyed on maps and
these maps include the RWY strips.

Noted

The definition of runway strip has been included in Annex 14 for many years, and
was already transposed at EU level through the adoption of the aerodrome design
certification specifications in 2014. EASA will carefully evaluate it under the ongoing
activities of RMT.0464 ‘Requirements for ATS’, for a possible inclusion in the ED
Decision.

825 comment by: Aleksandar llkovski

The definition of a contaminated runway is clear. However, the definition does not
describe the use of high-speed-exits from runways. Incidents have occurred due to
poor friction on high-speed-exits as they are believed to be part of the runway high-
speed-area.

A definition or description of high-speed-exits, and the reporting procedure in the
RCR would be preferable in association with the definition of “contaminated runway”
and RCR.

Noted

The information on rapid exit taxiways should be included in the situational
awareness section.

954 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

Definitions need to be coordinated with the outcome of RMT.0397 (AWO).
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Accepted

The numbering of definitions, as well as of other proposed changes like this, in this
NPA had to take into account their existing numbering. The final numbering of the
definitions as well of all other affected text takes into account the definitions
contained in the NPA on AWO, as well as other changes.

974 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
Support CAA Norway
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

975 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

(38f) ‘runway surface condition descriptors’ —

COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR) (REF 41c)

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in
the RCAM and ADR.OPS.A.065. As such, it need to be incorporated in the list. Even if
it has its own definition in 41(c), so has several of the other runway surface condition
descriptors. (38f) lists the legal runway surface condition descriptors, and
consequently, it needs to be complete.

Not accepted

The definition is aligned with the definition in Opinion No 02/2019.

976 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

(41c) Specially Prepared winter runway

COMMENT: It would be practical to introduce the acronym SPWR.

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: Whereas acronyms are generally avoided in the RCR and
SNOWTAM, the information string will be very long if the full text shall be repeated
three times pr runway. May have consequences for Opinion 2/2019.

Not accepted

Although the information string will be very long, the information is clearer to the
flight crews if the full term is used instead of an abbreviation.

1009 comment by: Flughafen Berlin Brandenburg GmbH

The definition of a runway strip is already included within “CS ADR-DSN.A.002
Definitions”. Furthermore, this NPA proposes additional definitions that will be
included either in Annex | of Regulation No 139/2014 or in CS ADR-DSN.A.002
Definitions. From our perspective it might be beneficial to have a single section with
definitions instead of two sections.
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Noted

EASA is aware of this duplication of definitions in the various texts and it is quite
important that all definitions used in various texts are kept up to date. However, from
a legal point of view, the Regulation needs to contain the definitions of the terms
which are used in its text.

1046 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti

NPA Content:

(15a) ‘contaminated runway’ means a runway of which a significant portion of the
runway surface area (whether in isolated areas or not) within the length and width
being used is covered by one or more of the substances listed under the runway
surface condition descriptors;

Comment:
the terminology “Significant portion” is too general, it's might be specified better.

Noted
The definition of the ‘contaminated runway’ is in accordance with ICAO Annex 14.

The method for the assessment of runway surface condition and assignment of
runway condition code is described in ADR.OPS.B.037 and the related AMC.

1047 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti

NPA Content:

(38a) ‘runway condition assessment matrix (RCAM)’ means a matrix allowing the
assessment of the runway condition code (RWYCC), using associated procedures,
from a set of observed runway surface conditions and pilot report of braking action;

Comment:

The "pilot report of braking action" should be made mandatory to produce the RCAM
and establish the RWYCC. It is necessary to integrate the text by giving pilots the
obligation to report to the ATS authority on the braking action whenever they land
on airport runway. It is also important that the ATS authority transmits the braking
action to the aerodrome operator in a short time.

Noted
This is already covered in CAT.OP.MPA.311 in Opinion No 02/2019.

1463 comment by: Atle Vivas

(38f) ‘runway surface condition descriptors’ —

COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR) (REF 41c)
RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM
and ADR.OPS.A.065. As such, it need to be incorporated in the list. Even if it has its
own definition in 41(c), so has several of the other runway surface condition
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descriptors. (38f) lists the legal runway surface condition descriptors, and
consequently, it needs to be complete.

response | Not accepted
The definition is aligned with the definition in Opinion No 02/2019.

comment | 1472 comment by: Atle Vivas
(41c) Specially Prepared winter runway
QUESTION: Would it be practical to introduce the acronym SPWR?
RATIONALE:  Whereas acronyms are generally avoided in the RCR and SNOWTAM,
the information string will be very long if the full text shall be repeated three times
pr runway.
May have consequences for Opinion 2/2019.
(47) Terms of the Certificate
COMMENT: Must be coordinated with the outcome of NPA 2018-6 (D) and
possibly the result of other changes to GM1 ADR.AR.C.035(e)
RATIONALE:  Several changes to GM1 ADR.AR.C.035(e) are proposed in NPA 2018
—6 (D) and in this NPA

response | Partially accepted
In regard to the introduction of the acronym ‘SPWR’, EASA considers that the
information is clearer to the flight crews if the full term is used instead of the
proposed abbreviation.
Concerning the comment for the definition of terms of the certificate, this should be
taken into account.

comment | 1690 comment by: Copenhagen Airports A/S
Subject: New definition
Proposal: The term 'patchy'
Justification: Apply the term to taxiway(s) and aprons condition. Not to describe
runway contaminants. Can be used for taxiways or aprons with 25 percent or less
covarage of a particular contaminant, and where the depth is not reported.
Copenhagen Airports uses the term under item t) for situation awareness.

response | Not accepted
The term ‘patchy’ is not an ICAO defined term. Taxiways and aprons are part of the
situational awareness section, which is a free text.

comment | 1735 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)
UAF support ACI E comment#705
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Noted

Please refer to the reply to comment No 705.

1926 comment by: IATA
IATA / Question raised on Will the SNOWTAM be used to report
United SNOWTAM (general) frozen contaminates in a standardized
Airlines format to ensure that airline flight
concerns planning and communication systems can

display the data?

Noted

The SNOWTAM will be used to disseminate the runway condition reports (RCRs) in
a structured and standardised manner.

1940 comment by: European Cockpit Association

(15a) ECA's comment: the definition of ‘contaminated runways’ should be congruent
with ICAO definition.

(41c) ECA's comment: Definition to be used in local procedures. Rationale see page
57.

(47) — aeroplane operations on specially prepared winter runway(s),
ECA's comment: What does this mean in practice? Does an operator need a
certificate to operate there? What changes does this bring to flight operations?

‘wet runway’ means a runway whose surface is covered by any visible dampness or
water up to and including 3 mm deep within the area intended to be used.

ECA's comment: a damp runway is now considered wet. Need to ensure this is part
of the training syllabus for personnel concerned with flight operations.

Noted

Definition 15a is the same as in ICAO.

For definition 41c, please refer to the response to comment #1938.
Definition (47) applies to the aerodrome operator.

In regard to the difference between the wet and the damp runway, the comment is
noted.

TE.RPRO.00064-005 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 52 of 570



European Union Aviation Safety Agency Appendix to Opinion 03/2019 — CRD to NPA 2018-14

2. Individual comments and responses

Annex IV (Part-ADR.OPS) to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 p. 33

comment

response

comment

response

236 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No Comment

Noted

732 comment by: SAS
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

ADR.OPS.A.057 Origination of NOTAM p. 33-37

comment

* *

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

14 comment by: Aerodrome safety regulation departement

(( (a)(2) this new provision deals with the training of the personnel generating
NOTAM and could thus be made redundant with provisions expressed in OR or
AMC.1 OR.D.007 as well as D.017. For better readability, there is a need to reorganize
implementing rules regarding aeronautical information training requirements as a
whole.

(b)(2) and (c)(3) An aerodrome operator has neither competency nor responsibility
with regards to communication and navigation services. CNS providers represent
official entities responsible for communication, navigation and surveillance
services, specifiquely regulated following regulation (EU) 373/2017. The origination
of NOTAMs relating to radionavigation aids is the responsibility of the navigation
service provider operating the aid and it is the same with the communication
facilities.

Moreover, opinion 2018-02 provides a new requirement on any ATM/ANS provider

“(a) A service provider shall ensure that aeronautical data related to its services is
provided in due time to the AIS provider."

We thus suggest to modify points b)2) and c) 3) to limit the responsibility to a
coordination of the aerodrome operator with the reponsible operator or to displace
these two points towards ATM/ANS.

(c)(7) The aerodrome operator can only provide NOTAM for the procedures he is
responsible for, which de facto excludes at least SID, STARs and ATS routes (all of
those are established for ATS purpose and are the responsibility of the ATS provider).
On AFIS aerodromes, or on aerodromes without ATS, the aerodrome operator may
be responsible for the establishment of procedures such as instrument approaches
but regarding ATM/FPD requirements. In that case only can the AD operator be
responsible to originate a NOTAM regarding NA procedures.

Rewording proposal :
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" (7) establishment of, withdrawal of, or significant changes to procedures for air
navigation services the aerodrome operator is responsible for; "

(c)(11)(12) Both ATS providers or in some very specific cases the civil aviation
territorially competent authority could originate NOTAM for those types of events
outside the aerodrome boundary. Some flexibility could be adjusted to allow
coordinations with those entities when they provide the origination of NOTAM.

(d)(3) For consistency with opinion 2018-02, it is necessary to add the following
possibility :
"If necessary for domestic users, NOTAM may additionally be issued in national
language."

(d)(6) (7) These provisions are part of the responsibility of the AIS provider. We
suggest to remove them from the NPA.

(g) Initially, these provisions where part of the GM OR.D.017. Moreover equivalent
requirements for RFFS are dealt with at an AMC level. We see no reason to be more
restrictive on NOTAM training than on any other matter. Intervals between
proficiency cheks and reccurent training should be defined at an AMC level to give
more flexibility in the the aerodrome operator organization.

Appendix 2 : The template of SNOWTAM presented in Appendix 2 has not been
coordinated with RMT 704. Indeed, it doesn’t consider the differences with ICAO
provisions on descriptors and report of friction measures: SLIPPERY WET
DESCRIPTOR and SPECIALLY PREPARED WINTER RUNWAY have been forgotten (Item
G). In addition, Item S still allows publication of friction measures despite the
prohibition carried by ADR.OPS.A.065 (d).

Moreover, consistency with ATM/AIS provisions should be checked about the frame
of the SNOWTAM on both these items.

To the question raised in the rational, we agree with the proposition to amend
OR.D.017 to include all genaral training provisions and describe detailed
requirements in specific IR. Moreover, it would be consistant with ICAO current
updating process of PANS-ADR.

Partially accepted

Point (b)(2) focuses on the provision of the estimated unserviceability period, while
it covers all types of navigation aids. Therefore, it should be read in conjunction with
point (c) which defines the cases for which an aerodrome operator needs to originate
a NOTAM.

Points (c)((3), (c)(7) and (d)(3) have been amended in the suggested direction.

With regard to the comments regarding points (c)(11) and (c)(12), please note that
relevant aerodrome essential requirements are contained in Annex VII and that
Article 38 of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 delineates the responsibilities of the various
actors with respect to the surroundings of the aerodrome. Therefore, we consider
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that the responsibility for origination of such NOTAMs may not be with the relevant
ANSP. Competent authorities can always request the aerodrome operator to
originate a NOTAM or originate one themselves. In addition, the relevant AMC
foresees that the cases where consultation/coordination with the competent
authority is needed should be specified in the relevant procedures established by the
aerodrome operator.

With regard to the comment on point (d)(6), please note that it is the NOTAM
originator’s responsibility to provide the information (series and number that had
been previously attributed by the AIS provider) of the NOTAM that needs to be
cancelled or replaced, so that the AIS provider is enabled to issue a NOTAM that
cancels or replaces the correct NOTAM. However, the term ‘series’ in (d)(6)(ii) has
been removed from the text. With regard to the comment on point (d)(7), please
note that its intent is to ensure that the aerodrome operator will not originate more
than one NOTAMs in order to request the cancelation or replacement of a single
NOTAM, since only one NOTAM may be issued by the AIS provider cancelling or
replacing one NOTAM.

With regard to the Appendix to the SNOWTAM, its content has been amended. A
consistency check with the relevant provisions contained in Opinion No 02/2018 has
also been performed.

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view with regard to the proposed
structure of the rules on training. The relevant provisions have been amended to
avoid repetitions and overlaps; however, EASA considers that the training intervals
need to be specified at rule level, given also the content of the supportive material
(AMC/GM).

215 comment by: GdF

It should be made clear, that a NOTAM has to be originated on short notice only for
unforeseeable unserviceability — not e.g. planned constructions.

(1) NOTAM is originated with sufficient lead time for the affected parties to take
any required action, except in the case of unforeseeable unserviceability, release of
radioactive material, toxic chemicals and other events that cannot be foreseen;

Not accepted

Cases of unserviceability are already classified as ‘events that cannot be foreseen’ in
the proposed text.

237 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No Comment

Noted
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comment | 308 comment by: European Powered Flying Union
ADR.OPS.A.057
Origination of NOTAM
p 35/207
(d)(3)
"a NOTAM is originated in the English language" we read.
Question: in all cases? Please clarify.

response | Accepted
Point (d)(3) has been amended to accommodate also the use of other languages in
NOTAM origination.

comment | 314 comment by: AEROPORTI DI ROMA
Referring to point (12) "erecting or removal of, changes to, obstacles..."
A clarification is needed to determine if the mentioned obstacles are fixed obstacles
(like trees, buildings), or removable (like cranes).

response | Noted
The term ‘obstacle’ covers, by definition, both fixed and mobile obstacles. Please
refer to Article 2 of Regulation (EU) No 139/2014.

comment | 318 comment by: John Hamshare (Heathrow)
Question re ADR.OR.D.017 —no it does not need amending — it already makes a broad
requirement and there is no benefit of specifying particular points of detail — a high
level “catch all” is better than trying to identify every individual item, which brings
with it a risk of missing something.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view with regard to the proposed
structure of the rules.

comment 396 comment by: Federal Ministry of Transport Germany, Aerodrome

Department
Die Regelungen aus Unterpunkt (f) beziglich des zu schulenden Personals und die
damit zu erfiillenden
Anforderungen aus den Unterpunkt (g) und (h) erfordern die Einrichtung eines
umfangreichen Schulungs-/
Qualifikationserhaltungsprogramms, welches fiir die Erstellung von NOTAMs absolut
unangemessen ist. Dies betrifft insbesondere die Regelungen des Buchst. g) zu den
alle 2 Jahre durchzufihrenden Befdhigungsiberprifungen und die
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Auffrischungsschulungen nach einer 3-monatigen  Abwesenheit. Diese
Schulungsanforderungen sind nicht nur fir die Tatigkeit der Erstellung von NOTAMs
unverhaltnismaRig, sondern auch im Vergleich zu den Schulungsanforderungen an
andere Personalgruppen (z.B. RFFS) nicht nachvollziehbar. Fir kleinere Flughafen ist
die Umsetzung aufgrund des betroffenen Personalkreises und der damit
verbundenen Komplexitat kaum darstellbar.

Unterpunkt f) — Nicht nur Mitarbeiter des Flugplatzbetreibers, die NOTAM initiieren,
miissen gesondert geschult werden, sondern auch diejenigen, welche
NOTAM nutzen. Uns ist unklar, welcher Personenkreis damit gemeint

sein soll. NOTAM sind ausdrticklich zur Information von Luftfahrzeugfihrern
gedacht. Eine Rickfrage bei Flugplatzen in unserem Zustandigkeitsbereich
ergab, dass es am Flugplatz selbst keine Nutzer von NOTAM gibt. Wir bitten
daher um Klarstellung und nochmalige Uberpriifung der Sinnhaftigkeit
dahingehend.

Es ist auch fraglich ob und ggf. welche Gefahrdung von diesem

Nutzerkreis ausgehen kann (z.B. bei keiner oder mangelnder Ausbildung)
und ob dies den immens hohen Schulungsbedarf wirklich rechtfertigt.

Unterpunkt g) (Training) sind Befahigungsiberprifungen gefordert, fiir

die Personen, die NOTAM initiieren in einem Turnus von 24 Monaten. Siehe
hierzu allgemeine Hinweise bzgl. Befahigungsiberprifungen.

Zudem wird gefordert, dass Mitarbeiter, die mehr als 3 Monate nicht gearbeitet
haben, ein sogenanntes Refresher Training absolvieren missen. Dies

bedeutet einen immens hohen Arbeits- und Ressourcenaufwand auf Seiten
der Flugplatze bei einem unseres Erachtens fraglichen Ergebnis. Zum Teil
missten z.B. Flugplatzmitarbeiter bereits nach einem ldangeren Urlaub wieder
geschult werden (obwohl diese ggf. frequent NOTAM initiieren), wogegen

es sicherlich kleinere Flugplatze gibt, die innerhalb von 3 Monaten (oder
mehr) nicht ein einziges NOTAM aufgeben. Wir stellen die Sinnhaftigkeit sowie
den Nutzen fiir die Sicherheit dieser Vorgabe in Frage und bitten um eine
Streichung oder Erhéhung der geforderten Fristen. Je komplexer ein System
ist, desto anfélliger ist es flr Fehler. Krafte die fir Refresher Trainings
gebunden werden, fehlen unter Umstdnden bei der Durchfiihrung wirklich
sicherheitsrelevanter

Tatigkeiten. Gerade in Bezug auf die Veroffentlichung

von NOTAM sollte dies im Rahmen der Gesetzgebung zwingend vermieden
werden.

"Do you consider that ADR.OR.D.017 needs to be amended to incorporate all general
training provisions, in order to avoid repetition of requirements and ensure legal
certainty?”

Eine Zusammenfiihrung der Vorgaben hinsichtlich der Schulung hatte zwar den
Vorteil,

dass eine Bilindelung stattfindet, birgt jedoch den Nachteil, dass man sich, wenn
man

z.B. die relevanten Vorgaben fiir RFFS sucht, erst durch eine Reihe von nicht
zutreffenden

Punkten arbeiten muss. Die zusammengefassten Punkte dirften auch sehr
umfangreich

und wenig lbersichtlich werden. EASA sollte daher grundsatzlich prifen, ob

**

*

*

* *
* ok

TE.RPRO.00064-005 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 57 of 570

An agency of the European Union



European Union Aviation Safety Agency

Appendix to Opinion 03/2019 — CRD to NPA 2018-14

2. Individual comments and responses

response

comment

response

comment

**

*

*

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

wirklich die Notwendigkeit besteht, fir jede Aufgabe und jeden Teilbereich andere
Schulungsvorgaben und Fristen festzulegen. Denn je komplexer ein System ist und
je

unubersichtlicher, desto groRer ist die Gefahr, dass bei der Ausfihrung /
Umsetzung

sicherheitskritische Fehler entstehen. Hinsichtlich der Anmerkungen zu
Befahigungsiiberprifung

und der Festlegung von Schulungsintervallen siehe oben.

Partially accepted

With regard to point (f), please note that there is a need for personnel who need to
originate or understand the content of a NOTAM to be in a position to do so.
Therefore, there is a training need, while the areas of the training are defined in the
relevant AMC. A new AMC has been provided for other personnel whose tasks
involve the understanding of the content of a NOTAM regarding the refresher
training. The recurrent training period has been amended and relevant parts have
been incorporated in ADR.OR.D.017. EASA would like to thank you for sharing your
view with regard to the proposed structure of the rules.

489 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 33/34
Paragraph No: ADR.OPS.A.057 (b)
Comment: Sub sections (b) (1) to (5) are considered too detailed for IR level

Justification: There has always been an overriding principle in the Aerodrome
regulations that the IR would be a high level requirement and any specific detail
would be AMC or GM.

Noted

The particular provisions contain specific actions, which are to be performed by the
aerodrome operator, within a predetermined period of time, in order to prevent
potential impact on the air navigation system.

Thus, there is no possibility for an alternative action to be taken by an aerodrome
operator in relation to the content of these provisions, a fact that is reflected in the
chosen rule structure, in order to ensure clarity and legal certainty.

Please also note that similar provisions are contained in EASA Opinion No 02/2018,
which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with regard to the issuance
of NOTAMs.

491 comment by: UK CAA
Page No: 34/35
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Paragraph No: ADR.OPS.A.057 (c)
Comment: Sub sections (c) (1) to (16) are considered too detailed for IR level

Justification: There has always been an overriding principle in the Aerodrome
regulations that the IR would be a high level requirement and any specific detail
would be AMC or GM.

Noted

The particular provisions, which transpose Annex 15 standards, specify the cases
where a NOTAM must be originated by the aerodrome operator. Thus, there is no
possibility for an alternative action to be taken by an aerodrome operator in relation
to the content of these provisions, a fact that is reflected in the chosen rule structure,
in order to ensure clarity and legal certainty.

Please also note that similar provisions are contained in EASA Opinion No 02/2018,
which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with regard to the issuance
of NOTAMs.

492 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 35
Paragraph No: ADR.OPS.A.057 (d)
Comment: Sub sections (d) (1) to (11) are considered too detailed for IR level

Justification: There has always been an overriding principle in the Aerodrome
regulations that the IR would be a high level requirement and any specific detail
would be AMC or GM.

Noted

The particular provisions, which are based on the content of Annex 15 standards,
contain specific actions which are to be performed by the aerodrome operator, in
order to prevent potential impact on the air navigation system. Thus, there is no
possibility for an alternative action to be taken by an aerodrome operator in relation
to the content of these provisions, a fact that is reflected in the chosen rule structure,
in order to ensure clarity and legal certainty.

Please also note that similar provisions are contained in EASA Opinion No 02/2018,
which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with regard to the issuance
of NOTAMs.

526 comment by: EUROCONTROL
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Annex IV (Part-ADR.OPS) to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014
ADR.OPS.A.057 Origination of NOTAM (RMT.0703)

With regard to the text below:
(b) The aerodrome operator shall ensure that:

(3) within three months from the issuance of a permanent NOTAM, the information
contained in the NOTAM is included in the aeronautical information products
affected;

(4) within three months from the issuance of a temporary NOTAM of long duration,
the information contained in the NOTAM is included in an AIP supplement; and

(5) when a NOTAM with an estimated end of validity unexpectedly exceeds the three-
month period, a replacement NOTAM is originated unless the condition is expected
to last for a further period of more than three months; in that case, the aerodrome
operator shall ensure that the information is published in an AIP supplement.

the aerodrome operator cannot ensure these tasks alone, as they belong to the AISP.
The text should be adjusted to reflect the need to request/verify with the AISP that
the above tasks were performed.

Noted

The intent of the proposed provisions is that the aerodrome operator takes the
necessary actions for esnuring the correct publication of the information,
irrespective of the responsibilities of the AIS provider. The verb ‘ensure’ is used to
convey this intent.

527 comment by: EUROCONTROL

Annex IV (Part-ADR.OPS) to Regulation (EU) No 139/2014
ADR.OPS.A.057 Origination of NOTAM (RMT.0703)

With regard to the text below:
(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to provide
the following information:

(2) establishment of, withdrawal of, and significant changes in the operation of the
aerodrome services;

It is understood that the text was rewritten for aerodrome operators, however
looking at the original ICAO text for (2) ” ..., and significant changes in operation of
aeronautical services (aerodromes, AlS, ATS, communications, navigation and
surveillance (CNS), meteorology (MET), search and rescue (SAR), etc.);” a question is
asked whether the aerodrome services and aeronautical services (aerodromes...)
mean the same services. In our understanding, ICAO text ‘aeronautical services
(aerodromes...)” means ARO (ATS Reporting Office) eqg. combined AIS/ARO offices,
whereas aerodrome services could mean a multitude of other existing aerodrome
services (e.g. wild life control etc.). This potential ambiguity could lead to an increase
of NOTAM proliferation.

Noted
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The text refers to the aerodrome services. Given that Annex 15 foresees when a
NOTAM is not meant to be issued, and given also that these provisions are already
included in EASA Opinion No 02/2018 which addresses the case of AIS providers, we
do not share the view that this may lead to a NOTAM proliferation.

555 comment by: Finavia Oyj

The current and very detailed regulation should be changed to read as follows:

The aerodrome operator shall:

(1) agree upon necessary arrangements with appropriate ANS/AIS provider

(2) transfer raw information to AIS (clearly and unambiguously) whenever necessary
(3) train the appropriate aerodrome operator’s personnel

(4) maintain training records.

Rationale:

The implementing rules shall be kept at a very high and generic level and more
accurate instructions should be published on AMC or (preferably) GM level
instead. This gives enough room for necessary national arrangements between
aerodrome operator and ANS/AIS provider.

Not accepted

The particular provisions, which are based on the content of Annex 15 standards,
specify the cases where a NOTAM must be originated by the aerodrome operator
and contain actions to be performed by the aerodrome operator in order to prevent
potential impact on the air navigation system. Thus, there is no possibility for an
alternative action to be taken by an aerodrome operator in relation to the content
of these provisions, a fact that is reflected in the chosen rule structure, in order to
ensure clarity and legal certainty.

Please also note that similar provisions are contained in EASA Opinion No 02/2018,
which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with regard to the issuance
of NOTAMs.

556 comment by: Finavia Oyj

(b), (c) Instead of detailed listing the reference should be made to Annex 15. If this
can not be avoided, the list shall be corrected because some of the information listed
are not under the responsibility of aerodrome operator (i.e. (b) (2), (c) (3, 7, partly
12)).

Partially accepted

A reference to Annex 15 is not an acceptable solution. Please note that similar
provisions are also contained in EASA Opinion No 02/2018, which addresses the
responsibilities of the AlS providers with regard to the issuance of NOTAMs.

The text of (c)(3) and (c)(7) has been amended to cover additional cases.
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comment | 557 comment by: Finavia Oyj
(d)(1)
Appendix 1 (p. 40)
It should be clarified, which fields of NOTAM Format shall be filled in by aerodrome
operator.
Rationale:
NOTAM Format shown in Appendix 1 contains many fields (priority, address, date
and time of filing, operator’s indicator, message series and numbers, qualifiers (raw
Q)) which are under the control of appropriate AIS service provider, not an
aerodrome operator.

response | Noted

comment | 558 comment by: Finavia Oyj
(d) (3) The requirement that a NOTAM shall be originated in the English language is
disproportionate and unnecessary.
Rationale:
There are no such a requirement in our organisation that the personnel in question
can express themselves in English language. On the other hand, in national level all
NOTAMs are published first in Finnish language before they are converted into
English versions (by NOF). If this kind of requirement has to be included in regulation,
it shall be included in GM.

response | Accepted
Point (d)(3) has been amended to accommodate also the use of other languages in
NOTAM origination.

comment | 559 comment by: Finavia Oyj
(e) The requirement to disseminate the NOTAM to the aerodrome user community
is strange and should be withdrawn.
Rationale:
NOTAM itself is a coded format message meant for the systems only, not for the
users. It is the plain language format which needs to be disseminated to the users.

response | Not accepted
The proposed provision does not require the dissemination of the NOTAM to the
aerodrome community, but simply the dissemination of the information it contains,
to ensure that they are aware of it, as it may affect safety.
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comment | 564 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association
(b) (2)

Revise Text:

a NOTAM notifying unserviceability of aids to air navigation, facilities or
communication services operated by the arodrome operator provides
an estimate of the unserviceability period or of the time at which restoration
of service is expected;

Rationale: At least some of those aids and facilities are not operated and owned and
maintained by the aerodrome operator.

response | Not accepted

It is point (c) that defines when an aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM.
Point (b)(2) is only about ensuring that an estimate of the unserviceability period or
of the time at which restoration of service is expected.

comme

nt 565 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association

(e)

Revise Text:
The aerodrome operator shall, following the publication of a NOTAM that it has o
riginated, review its content to ensure its accuracy,and-ensure-the-dissemination-ofthe

Rationale:

It is an essential task for AlS to disseminate NOTAMs. All parties in aviation should be
aware and should use that as the common source of information.

respons | Not accepted

€ The proposed provision does not require the dissemination of the NOTAM to the
aerodrome community, but simply the dissemination of the information it contains, to
ensure that they are aware of it, as it may affect safety.
comment | 566 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association
(g) and (h)
IR should provide a high level Requirement. Move detailed provisions to GM to allow
flexibility and proportionality.
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Noted

EASA has reviewed the proposed text and has the view that it is already at the
appropriate level to ensure legal certainty without being prescriptive, in order to
transpose internationally agreed minimum standards.

600 comment by: CAA Norway
ADR.OPS.057

COMMENT: Supported, However, see comments to GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4)
Origination of NOTAM to see whether this impacts on ADR.OPS.057 as well.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

638 comment by: CAA-NL
ADR.OPS.A.057 - Origination of NOTAM

CAA Netherlands proposes to remove the specific requirements for the training
programme for aerodrome personnel with respect of NOTAMS from ADR.OPS.A.057
(), (), (h) and (i). The repetition of training requirements is not necessary and CAA
Netherlands proposes to allocate them to the general training provisions of
ADR.OR.D.017 by amending this implementing rule to contain all training provisions.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view with regard to the proposed
structure of the rules.

697 comment by: Aena Aeropuertos, S.A.

* (b)(1) It is specified that the NOTAM must be generated with enough time for the
affected parties to take the necessary measures, leaving to the operator's criteria
how much time is enough. We think that a minimum time must be defined

* (c)(12) It is considered that the general requirement to originate a NOTAM when
removing the obstacles of take-off/climb, missed approach, approach areas, as well
as in the runway strip generates an excess of information that contributes an
unnecessary alert in the pilot. We consider that the new obstacles should be
published, but the elimination of them only under certain conditions, such as:
shielded obstacles, isolated obstacles. Also, should the NOTAM be maintained until
Iltem 10 of the AIP (AD2) is updated?
* (d)(1) Erratum. The reference is made to a section, but it would be referenced the
full section, is it (c)(4)?

* (d)(3) The airport only generates a NOTAM Project, it is the NOF Office of the AlS

Rath TE.RPRO.00064-005 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 certified.
3 of Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 64 of 570



European Union Aviation Safety Agency

Appendix to Opinion 03/2019 — CRD to NPA 2018-14

2. Individual comments and responses

response

comment

**

*

*

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

who distributes the NOTAM publication in English. So this musn’t be an obligation of
the AD operator.

* (g)(2) It is considered convenient to develop everything related to training and
testing of the competence in point ADR.OR.D.017 Training and proficiency check
programmes, instead of extrapolating for each group of work.
In addition, at this point (ADR.OR.D.017) everything concerning training periods is
currently included as GM and not as Cs.
Currently, recurrent training at intervals does exceed 12 months. In general, the
itinerary is marked "whenever there is a new procedure or an update thereof".

Partially accepted

It is not considered appropriate to introduce criteria regarding lead time for the
affected parties to take action, as the time depends on the event/situation each
NOTAM refers to.

Moreover, a NOTAM needs to be originated in all circumstances when it comes to
obstacle erection or removal. Generally, a NOTAM needs to be maintained until the
relevant entries of the AIP are updated, in order to keep the aviation community
informed about the obstacle. Point (d)(3) has been amended to accommodate also
the use of other languages in NOTAM origination. The reference to (d)(4) has been
updated.

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
regarding training.

703 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority

The IAA believes that it would be appropriate to review ADR.OR.D.017 and ensure
consistency and harmonisation of provisions through the Implementing Rules for
Aerodromes. The general appropriate durations of validity for initial and
recurrent training should be clearly set out for all types of training — e.g.
Procedural — NOTAM Origination, etc.; General Skill Based — Airside Driving, Radio
Telephony, etc., and Specialist Skill Based / On-The-Job Currency / Professional
Development — e.g. RFFS Training / Follow Me, etc. EASA should endeavour to
create as much clarity as possible as to when a recurrent training check is
required and when a proficiency check is required and illustrate how these
requirements differ.

Revising ADR.OR.D.017 would also be an opportunity to create greater clarity
around the requirements for the utilisation of: “Instructors” and “Assessors”.
EASA could set out clearly, in relation to the various types of training referenced
above, perhaps by an example illustration, when it is appropriate for an instructor
to review candidate testing, i.e. simple Yes / No or True / False theory questions
or whether an assessor is required in all instances, irrespective of the size and
scale of the operation or the numbers of personnel receiving training.

This is increasingly important in the light of the new reference within the NPA to
ADR.OR.B.040 to include the prior approval by the Competent Authority of the
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training of drivers conducted by other organisations as required by
ADR.OPS.B.025 (d)(1) Authorisation of vehicle drivers. With respect to large scale
aerodrome operators, frequently the training of general airside driving / safety
awareness is devolved to groundhandling companies for their own staff. If
authorisation of these companies, or the processes adopted by the Aerodrome
Operator to devolve training to those entities is required, absolute clarity around
the utilisation of instructors vs. assessors and the appropriate validity periods for
initial and recurrent training and proficiency checks is required and will greatly
enhance oversight activities in this area.

Currently, it is known that there is a large degree of variability across aerodromes
and member states with regard to the implementation of GM1 ADR.OR.D.017:
“The initial training should be valid for a period not exceeding 12 month:s.
Thereafter, the aerodrome operator should ensure that the persons mentioned
under paragraph (a) of AMC1 ADR.OR.D.017(a);(b) complete recurrent training at
intervals not exceeding 12 months since the initial completion of their training
programme.”

Clarification of expectations in this regard, particularly given the interface with
national requirements for aviation security and vetting of personnel would be
welcomed.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
on training.

706 comment by: ACI Europe

General comments:
The provisions in the IR are too detailed resembling a procedure. The IR should be
high level with details at AMC/GM level. A closer alignment with provisions in ICAO
Annex 15 is recommended by ACI EUROPE.

ACl Europe would like to draw EASA’s attention to the fact that the aerodrome
operator is not always in possession of all relevant information: Especially in cases
mentioned in section (c), points (3) and (7) NOTAM might be originated without any
contribution or knowledge of the aerodrome operator.

Hence, ACI Europe advocates for a transfer of section (c) to AMC-level and for a
clarification that the local ANSP is the responsible entity for NOTAM publication.
The regulation also needs to allow more place for national arrangements between
aerodrome operator and ANS/AIS provider as many of the requirements in this
regulations are the responsibility not of the ADR in several EASA member states but
of other organisations (e.g. ANSP or AIS Service Providers). For this reason, the
regulation should stick to basic principles and consider the airport operator’s
responsibilities as follows:
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- to agree upon necessary arrangements with appropriate ANS/AIS provider
- to transfer raw information to AIS (clearly and unambiguously) whenever necessary
- to train the appropriate personnel
- to maintain training records.

Detailed provisions should be shifted to preferably GM.
Partially accepted

The text is aligned with the provisions of Annex 15, and proposed provisions already
foresee in point (a)(1) that a NOTAM is to be issued by the AIS provider.

The proposed provisions of (c)(3 and (c)(7) have been amended in the suggested
direction.

However, the proposed solution for the structure of the relevant rules does not take
into account that the proposed provisions address internationally agreed minimum
standards, which need to be transposed in a manner that ensures legal certainty and
enforceability. Please also note that similar provisions are contained in EASA Opinion
No 02/2018, which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with regard to
the issuance of NOTAMs.

708 comment by: ACl Europe

Points (c)(1) - (16)

ACl Europe would like to draw EASA’s attention to the fact that the aerodrome
operator is not always in possession of all relevant information: Especially in cases
mentioned in section (c), points (3) and (7) NOTAM might be originated without any
contribution or knowledge of the aerodrome operator.

Although this is important information to which ADR operators must adhere, the
level of detail included in this IR should be reserved for AMC/GM. Points (c)(1) to
(c)(16) as well as (g) of this Implementing Rule should be moved to AMC / GM level.

Specific Comments:
(c)(11) Please calrify the term 'surroundings' in more detail, for instance, distances.

(c)(12) Are other OLS excluded?

(d)(1) What is meant with ‘except as provided for in (4)..”? Which point (4) is referred
to? Suggestion is to change ‘(4)’ into ‘..point (d)(4)..’

(d)(3) (d)(3) By using the word ‘originated’, it is suggested that the aerodrome
operator (being a data originator) has to provide the NOTAM text in English. This is
an unnecessary requirement as the objective is that the NOTAM is published in
English (and thus the AIS provider issues the NOTAM in English); therefore the
NOTAM text provided by the aerodrome operator can (theoretically) be in another
(local) language. This matter should be part of the required agreement between the
aerodrome operator and the AlS provider.
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(d)(6)(i) & (ii) as well as (d)(7) The issuance of these required elements is the
responsibility of the AIS provider. Therefore provision of these requirements in
Regulation (EU) 139/2014 seems not applicable to the aerodrome operator. It is
suggested to delete points (d)(6)(i) and (ii) from this Implementing Rule and/or put
them in GM.

Partially accepted

The proposed provisions of (c)(3 and (c)(7), (d)(1), and (d)(3) and have been amended
in the suggested direction. With regard to point (c)(12), please note the content of
the corresponding provision of Annex 15.

With regard to the comment on point (d)(6), please note that it is the NOTAM
originator’s responsibility to provide the information (series and number that had
been previously attributed by the AIS provider) of the NOTAM that needs to be
cancelled or replaced, so that the AIS provider is enabled to issue a NOTAM that
cancels or replaces the correct NOTAM. However, the term ‘series’ in (d)(6)(ii) has
been removed. With regard to the comment on point (d)(7), please note that its
intent is to ensure that the aerodrome operator will not originate more than one
NOTAMs in order to request the cancelation or replacement of a single NOTAM, since
only one NOTAM may be issued by the AIS provider cancelling or replacing one
NOTAM.

Please note that the term ‘surroundings’ is already used in the Basic Regulation and
Regulation (EU) No 139/2014. In case of need, EASA will consider addressing the
request in the context of a more relevant task, in a global manner.

Please also note that the proposed solution for the structure of the relevant rules
does not take into account that the draft provisions address internationally agreed
minimum standards, which need to be transposed in a manner that ensures legal
certainty and enforceability. Moreover, similar provisions are contained in EASA
Opinion No 02/2018, which addresses the responsibilities of the AIS providers with
regard to the issuance of NOTAMs.

733 comment by: SAS
Supported. (see comment: GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) ).
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

798 comment by: ENAIRE

e ADR.OPS.A.057. Regarding the origination of NOTAM there is nothing to
add. But it is advisable that more robust procedures on airlines ensure that
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all relevant NOTAMs are delivered to the crews and the information is
understood by them.

Noted

Regulation (EU) No 965/2012 already addresses this issue.

807 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti

NPA Content:
(12) erecting or removal of, or changes to, obstacles to air navigation in the take-
off/climb, missed approach, approach areas as well as on the runway strip;

Comment:
A clarification is needed to determine if the mentioned obstacles are fixed obstacles
like trees, buildings, or removable like cranes.

Noted

The term ‘obstacle’ covers, by definition, both fixed and mobile obstacles. Please
refer to Article 2 of Regulation (EU) No 139/2014.

881 comment by: Aleksandar llkovski

ADR.OPS.A.057(c)(11).
Explain the term ‘surroundings’ in more detail, for instance, distances.

Noted

Please note that the term surroundings is already used in the Basic Regulation and
Regulation (EU) No 139/2014. In case of need, EASA will consider addressing the
request in the context of a more relevant task, in a global manner.

884 comment by: Aleksandar llkovski

ADR.OPS.A.057(c)(11).
Are other obstacle limitation surfaces excluded?

Noted

With regard to point (c)(12) which refers to the obstacles, please note the content of
the corresponding provision of Annex 15. Please also note the proposed point (c)(15).

887 comment by: Aleksandar Ilkovski

ADR.OPS.A.057 Rationale:
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ADR.OR.D.017 should cover all generic training requirements common for all types
of training. The specific for each requirement can be listed in respective area.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
regarding training.

978 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency
Supported.
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1004 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority

ADR.OPS.A.057(c)(13) - changes in aerodrome/heliport rescue and firefighting
category

Question: How is this to be understood.

Rationale: To day AMC2.ADR.OPS.B.010(a)(2)(b) gives the aerodrome the
opportunity to adjustthe "Level of Protection" during the day.Is the new
requirement to be understood like a NOTAM is to be issued each time there is
a reduction in the RFSS-personnel. And if not, when is there to be issued a NOTAM
- this is not quite clear in the NPA.

Accepted

Annex 15 foresees that a NOTAM should be originated and issued, amongst others,
for ‘s) changes in aerodrome/heliport rescue and firefighting category provided (see
Annex 14, Volume |, Chapter 9, and Attachment A, Section 17);’.

On the other hand, Annex 14 foresees in paragraph 2.11.2 that ‘The level of
protection normally available at an aerodrome should be expressed in terms of the

7’

category of the rescue and firefighting services as described in 9.2 .., while
paragraph 2.11.3 that ‘Changes in the level of protection normally available at an
aerodrome for rescue and firefighting shall be notified to the appropriate air traffic
services units and aeronautical information services units to enable those units to
provide the necessary information to arriving and departing aircraft. When such a

change has been corrected, the above units shall be advised accordingly.’.

Point (b) of AMC.ADR.OPS.B.010(a)(2) foresees that ‘... Notwithstanding (a), the
aerodrome operator may, during anticipated periods of reduced activity (e.g. specific
periods of the year or day), reduce the rescue and firefighting level of protection
available at the aerodrome. In this case:
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(1) the level of protection should be no less than that needed for the highest category
of aeroplane planned to use the aerodrome during that time, irrespective of the
number of movements; and

(2) the periods of aerodrome operation with reduced rescue and firefighting level of
protection should be published in the aeronautical information publication (AIP) or
through notice to airmen (NOTAM).

Therefore, the content of the above-mentioned AMC amplifies the content of a
NOTAM that would be originated under the proposed requirement for NOTAM
origination with regard to changes to the RFFS category. A reduction in the level of
personnel may lead to the issuance of such a NOTAM, to the extent that the
reduction affects the capability of the aerodrome operator to deliver the required
RFFS service [see also AMC3 ADR.OPS.B.010(a)(2), AMC6 ADR.OPS.B.010(a)(2)]. A
task and resource analysis would provide the required number of personnel for the
corresponding level of protection.

1012 comment by: Flughafen Berlin Brandenburg GmbH
First of all, we support the idea to avoid repetition within the regulatory documents.
Especially in the given example of training it would be helpful to “centralize” general

(formal) requirements at a single point while describing other “decentral” aspects
(e.g. training content) at the relevant sections of part-OPS and part-OR.

However, such an amendment “to ensure legal certainty” should not result in a
transfer of training requirements from relevant AMC & GM of ADR.OR.D.017 to
regulation level.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
on training.

1014 comment by: Fraport AG

Fraport sees no need for general provisions and requirements. The current training
provisions are appropriate and feasible as they cover the necessary topics. For
aerodromes which my not have to deal high frequently with NOTAMs it might be
helpful to have a guide line for orientation. So it's proposed to bring all this out of
ADR.OPS.A.057 to GM.

Noted

1050 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti

NPA Content:
(a) The aerodrome operator shall:
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2) designate aerodrome personnel, who have received training and demonstrated
their competence in accordance with (f), to originate a NOTAM and provide relevant
information to the aeronautical information service providers with which it has
arrangements.

Comment:

It is necessary that the text specifies that the personnel with proven experience in
the publication of NOTAMs is subject only to a periodic update, because the
personnel is already formed.

response | Noted
The intent of point (f) is to ensure that personnel are trained in accordance with a
certain training programme. It is the aerodrome operator’s responsibility to ensure
that each person meets the requirements of the training programme and acts
accordingly.

comment | 1051 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti
NPA Content:
(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to provide
the following information:
Comment:
It is necessary to specify (as required by Italian AlIP) that the NOTAMs that refer to an
airport can be also admitted by the National Regulatory Authority and the ATS service
provider and not only by the aerodrome operator.

response | Partially accepted
The intent of these provisions is to define the responsibilities of the aerodrome
operator, which are different from these of the ANSP. The text of point (c)(3) and
(c)(7) has been adjusted in the suggested direction. Nothing in these provisions
prevents the competent authority from originating a NOTAM.

comment | 1052 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti
NPA content:
(e) The aerodrome operator shall, following the publication of a NOTAM that it has
originated, review its content to ensure its accuracy, and ensure the dissemination
of the information to all relevant aerodrome personnel and organisations at the
aerodrome.
Rationale. Point (e) intends to make sure that a NOTAM is reviewed after its
publication, to ensure the correctness of its content and that the relevant
information is disseminated to the persons and organisations concerned.
Comment:
Given that the Control of the NOTAM by the Operator:
1. happens at compile time
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2. It occurs only for NOTAMs of which emission was requested by the same Operator
(we cannot control the correctness of the NOTAM text whose publication request
was made by other Entities)

It is revealed that a further check of the NOTAM after its publication by the ATS entity
is not recommended since:

1. The control would still occur at a time when the NOTAM is already issued

2. The added control would force the aerodrome Operator to prepare a garrison of
qualified personnel that awaits the publication of the NOTAM (whose times are not
absolutely certain) to then be able to double check it.

Not accepted

The aerodrome operator needs to review the NOTAM it has originated to ensure that
its content is correct. This requirement is similar to the one already in place in
ADR.OPS.A.010 (b)(1).

1053 comment by: Assaeroporti - Associazione Italiana Gestori Aeroporti

NPA Content:

The aerodrome operator shall ensure that aerodrome personnel mentioned in (f): (1)
undergo proficiency checks at intervals not exceeding 24 months, since the
completion of their initial training;

(2) receive recurrent training at intervals not exceeding 12 months since the
completion of their initial training; and

Comment:
It is proposed to decrease the frequency of proficiency checks and recurrent training
for personnel who have more than 5 years of experience in completing NOTAMs.

Partially accepted

The concept of the proficiency check is to ensure the continuing competence of a
person at regular intervals. The fact that a person has previous experience does not
mean that he or she does not need to undergo proficiency checks or recurrent
training. The text has been amended with regard to the intervals for recurrent
training.

1362 comment by: Andreas Herndler, CAA Austria

Origination of a NOTAM in case of (c)(3), (7), (11) or (15) is the responsibility of the
ANSP. Therefore whole (c) should be widened with when applicable.
Publication of a NOTAM is the responsibility of AIS in alignment with Regulation (EU)
1035/2011.

Therefore following adjustments are suggested:

(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to provide
the following information when applicable:
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(i) The aerodrome operator shall maintain records:

2) lina the imol 0oL 1f) andLa).

response | Partially accepted

This draft provision specifies the cases when an aerodrome operator has to originate
a NOTAM. The issuance of the originated NOTAM is the next step and is indeed the
responsibility of the AIP provider. The text of points (c)(3), (c)(6) and (c)(7) has been
amended, while certain parts of the text have been removed to avoid overlaps.

comment | 1388 comment by: Graz Airport

(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to
provide the following information when applicable:
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(i) The aerodrome operator shall maintain records:

{2}regarding the-implementationof (fland{g})-

Origination of a NOTAM in case of (c)(3), (7), (11) or (15) is the responsibility of
the ANSP. Therefore whole (c) should be widened with when applicable.
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response | Partially accepted

This draft provision specifies the cases when an aerodrome operator has to originate
a NOTAM. The issuance of the originated NOTAM is the next step and is indeed the
responsibility of the AIP provider. The text of points (c)(3), (c)(6) and (c)(7) has been
amended, while certain parts of the text have been removed to avoid overlaps.

comment | 1460 comment by: F. Ehmoser

(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to provide
the following information when applicable:
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(i) The aerodrome operator shall maintain records:

2) line the irap] ionof Lf) and La)

Origination of a NOTAM in case of (c)(3), (7), (11) or (15) is the responsibility of the
ANSP. Therefore whole (c) should be widened with when applicable.
Publication of a NOTAM is the responsibility of AlS in alignment with Regulation (EU)
1035/2011.

response | Partially accepted
This draft provision specifies the cases when an aerodrome operator has to originate
a NOTAM. The issuance of the originated NOTAM is the next step and is indeed the
responsibility of the AIP provider. The text of points (c)(3), (c)(6) and (c)(7) has been
amended, while certain parts of the text have been removed to avoid overlaps.

comment | 1469 comment by: Brussels Airport Company
Point (c) element (16) 'operation of aircraft' is too general. Proposal to delete.
Proposal to stick to Annex 15 (reference 6.3.2.3) in the spirit of worldwide uniformity
when issueing NOTAMs.

response | Accepted
This text has been amended.

comment | 1475 comment by: Atle Vivas
ADR.OPS.057
COMMENT: Supported, However, see comments to GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4)
Origination of NOTAM to see whether this impacts on ADR.OPS.057 as well.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 1715 comment by: ENAC Italy
ADR.OPS.A.057 Origination of NOTAM variation to aeronautical information
products
(a) The aerodrome operator shall:
(1) establish and implement procedures to originate a NOTAM variation to
aeronautical information products to be issued by the relevant aeronautical
information services provider:
(i) containing information on the establishment, condition, or change of any
aeronautical facility, service, procedure or hazard, the timely knowledge of which is
essential to personnel involved with flight operations;
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(ii) whenever the information to be distributed is of a temporary nature and of short
duration or when operationally significant permanent changes or temporary changes
of long duration are made at short notice, except for extensive text and/or graphics.
(2) designate aerodrome personnel, who have received training and demonstrated
their competence in accordance with (f), to originate a NOTAM variation to
aeronautical information products and provide relevant information to the
aeronautical information service providers with which it has arrangements.

(b) The aerodrome operator shall ensure that:

(c) The aerodrome operator shall originate a NOTAM when it is necessary to provide
the following information:

(d) The aerodrome operator shall ensure that:

(e b) The aerodrome operator shall, following the publication of a NOTAM variation
to aeronautical information products that it has originated, review its content to
ensure its accuracy, and ensure the dissemination of the information to all relevant
aerodrome personnel and organisations at the aerodrome.

(f c) The aerodrome operator shall ensure that the training programme for
aerodrome personnel to be designated as NOTAM variation to aeronautical
information products originators, and for other personnel whose duties involve the
use of a NOTAM aeronautical information product:

(1) includes:

(i) theoretical and on-the-job training of adequate duration, including performance
assessment, at least in the following areas:

(A) regulatory framework;

(B) aerodrome operational procedures;

(i) competency assessment of the personnel; and

(2) is supported by adequate and suitable training facilities and means.

(g d) The aerodrome operator shall ensure that aerodrome personnel mentioned in
(f c):

(1) undergo proficiency checks at intervals not exceeding 24 months, since the
completion of their initial training;

(2) receive recurrent training at intervals not exceeding 12 months since the
completion of their initial training; and

(3) receive refresher training when absent from their duties for a period not less than
3 and not more than 12 consecutive months. In case of absence beyond 12
consecutive months aerodrome personnel shall undergo initial training.

(h e) The training foreseen in (f c)(1) shall be provided by instructors, and the
assessments and proficiency checks foreseen in (f c)(1) and (g d)(1) shall be
conducted by assessors.

(i f) The aerodrome operator shall maintain records:

(1) of the NOTAM variation to aeronautical information products it originated and
those that were issued; and

(2) regarding the implementation of (f c) and (g d).

Justification:
To extend the requirements set up for NOTAMS to all aviation information products
as per definition 6g. NOTAMs are only an item in the list of aeronautical information
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products, other products are as important as NOTAMs for the safety of flight
operations.

Specific occasion for issuing NOTAMSs can be moved in AMC or GM, because they
could not be exhaustive.
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response | Noted
This proposal concerns only the cases of NOTAM origination by the aerodrome
operator.
Please note that point (a)(1)(i) defines broadly the cases when a NOTAM needs to be
originated. Indeed, NOTAMSs may indeed be issued for a variety of reasons; however,
the intent of the draft point (c) is to ensure that a NOTAM will be originated in the
prescribed occasions.

comment | 1736 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)
UAF support ACI E comment#706

response | Noted
Please refer to the reply to comment No 706.

comment | 1798 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
The Danish CAAs answer to EASAs question on page 37, section 6 - The Danish
CAA thinks it's fine that the training requirements are located in the various relevant
annexes.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
on training.

comment | 1941 comment by: European Cockpit Association
ADR.OPS.A.057 Origination of NOTAM (RMT.0703)
ECA's comment: NOTAMs should also be published if RWY is “Slippery when wet” as
this is a condition for RWY maintenance in the new system rather than a RWY
condition to be reported by RWYCC.

response | Accepted
The text has been amended to explicitly address this case.

ADR.OPS.A.060 Reporting of surface contaminants p. 37-38
comment | 238 comment by: Gatwick Airport
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No Comment

Noted

601 comment by: CAA Norway
ADR.OPS.A.060 Reporting of surface contaminants

COMMENT:  Supported

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
734 comment by: SAS
Supported

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
979 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency
Supported.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
1005 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
Supported

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
1357 comment by: Wideroe Flyveselskap AS
Supported.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
1383 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Frangais)

This rule is not enought clear, and criterion to provide a report need to be define
with an AMC.
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Not accepted

The rule specifies which surface contaminants need to be reported. The rule should
be read in conjunction with ADR.OPS.A.65, ADR.OPS.B.035, ADR.OPS.B.036 and
ADR.OPS.B.037.

1497 comment by: Atle Vivas
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1579 comment by: Avinor AS

Question in NPA:

‘Do you consider that ADR.OR.D.017 needs to be amended to incorporate all general
training provisions, in order to avoid repetition of requirements and ensure legal
certainty?’

Avinor response:

Yes, the training requirements are easier to locate and assess in full when they are
all in one provision.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
on training.

1890 comment by: ANAC

We would like to propose the inclusion of reference to further possible contaminants
on the runway and that have an impact on operation and therefor shoud be
reported: rubber and mud (e.g. concentrated polen on spring).

Noted

Rubber is related to slippery wet runway, and for mud, there are no aeroplane
performance data associated.

1942 comment by: European Cockpit Association

Question by EASA:

"Do you consider that ADR.OR.D.017 needs to be amended to incorporate all general
training provisions, in order to avoid repetition of requirements and ensure legal
certainty?"
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response

ECA supports a target driven approach where the regulation to be put into place is
tested to ensure that the desired standards are achieved. The result of such a test
would inform the format in which to legislate.

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for sharing your view regarding the structure of rules
on training.

ADR.OPS.A.065 Reporting of the runway surface condition p. 38-41

comment

response

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

16 comment by: Aerodrome safety regulation departement

Point (a) : The descriptors (8) SLIPPERY WET is different from ICAO descriptor WET
in the same runway conditions and (10) SPECIALLY PREPARED WINTER RUNWAY has
been added. Thus, those descriptors haven't been modified, nor in R UE 965/2012
which still refers to Doc 9981 PANS-ADR (for example in AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311),
nor in SERA AMCL1. 15001 amendments on phraseology which refers to ESTIMATED
SURFACE FRICTION (in 1.1.1 a) 5.).

Point (c) : The runway conditions until which the RCR should be issued need to be
clarified in the AMC or in a GM so that the context of the last issuance of a RCR could
be harmonized between aerodromes (WET or DRY).

Point (d) : we suggest to add the elements developped in the corresponding rationale
to a GM because this requirement will represent a change in aerodrome operators
current practices and it will be helpful for them to be given guidance material on the
objective of this change.

Point (e) does not transpose faithfully and with the same level of details, the
philosophy of provisions 2.9.9 and 2.9.10 of ICAO in case the runway or part of it is
SLIPPERY WET. Indeed, the link between the friction level coefficient and the report
of a slippery wet runway made by ICAO gave substancial indications about when to
inform the aerodrome users. The rational also explains that information to
communicate result from maintenance actions out of any situation of contamination
of the runway.

It would also be useful to re-insert the part of the ICAO provision that has been
removed and suggest the following wording closer to ICAO philosophy :

(e) When a paved runway or portion thereof is slippery wet, the aerodrome operator
shall make such information available to the relevant aerodrome users. This shall be
done by issuing a NOTAM when the friction level is less than the minimum friction
level, as measured during maintenance checks of the runway, and shall describe the
location of the affected portion.

Noted

For point (a), the slippery wet runway is added because in this case, RWYCC 3 should
be assigned. For the inclusion of SPECIALLY PREPARED WINTER RUNWAY, please
refer to the rationale of the introduction of ADR.OPS.B.036
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For point (c), the comment is noted. Both conditions are acceptable.
(d) Accepted

Point (e) refers to reporting only, therefore the maintenance partis not included. The
maintenance issues are included in ADR.OPS.C.010.

205 comment by: Per Ove Torsteinsson

The list of descriptions should be expanded to include:
DRY SNOW ON 10 PCT ICE
DRY SNOW ON 25 PCT ICE
DRY SNOW ON 50 PCT ICE
WET SNOW ON 10 PCT ICE
WET SNOW ON 25 PCT ICE
WET SNOW ON 50 PCT ICE

These terms will provide pilots with a better understanding of the prevailing runway
surface condition when there are combinations of dry or wet snow (normally
covering the runway) and a smaller percentage of ice below.

Note:

The percentage of ice below dry/wet snow will normally be identical to the
percentage of ice reported prior to the last snow fall, and will therefore in most cases
already be known to the aerodrome operator.

Not accepted

The information is not usable by the flight crews for performance calculations.

222 comment by: GdF
We agree explicitly with this provision.
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

239 comment by: Gatwick Airport
Support
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

319 comment by: John Hamshare (Heathrow)
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Page 39 new ADR.OPS.A.065 (d)

“Friction measurements shall not be reported” contradicts GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057
(d)(4) SNOWTAM Format 3, Situational Awareness, Item S.

Accepted
GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) has been revised.

440 comment by: TopP Oy

Current Page 39 Paragraph c):

“... Reporting of the runway surface condition shall continue to reflect significant
changes until the runway is no longer contaminated. When this situation occurs, the
aerodrome operator shall issue an RCR that states that the runway is wet or dry as
appropriate ...”

Proposed change:

We propose to add text to paragraph c), which will allow temporary “closing” of
runway so, that last SNOWTAM message will not remain incorrectly effective 8 hours
without update.

“... Reporting of the runway surface condition shall continue to reflect significant
changes until the runway is no longer contaminated. When this situation occurs, the
aerodrome operator shall issue an RCR that states that the runway is wet or dry as
appropriate. However, runway may be reported to be closed, if runway is not
temporarily under maintenance ...”

Rationale:

In Finland we have many AFIS type regional airports, which have regular traffic only
in the morning and in the evening. Due to economic reasons, outside regular traffic
hours runway is not maintained and runway condition is not reported. Airport
however is kept open, and if a flight plan is filed, necessary runway maintenance
actions will be carried out and SNOWTAM will be published.

During low traffic period, it is not safe to leave potentially incorrect SNOWTAM
message to hang out for 8 hours. It would be better to indicate, that runway is not
under maintenance.

Noted

As it is understood, this is a standard practice; therefore, the information is of
permanent nature. In this case, it is more appropriate to disseminate this information
through the AIP.
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441 comment by: TopP Oy

Current Page 39 Paragraph d):

“... (d) Friction measurements shall not be reported ...”

Proposed change:

“.. (d) Friction measurements may be reported in discretion by the aerodrome
operator, if friction measuring device meets the established standards, friction
measurement device is properly operated, aerodrome operator provides sufficient
evidence of the friction ratio to RWYCC and method is agreed by the state ...”

Rationale:

To deny the reporting of measured friction coefficient values conflicts with the
SNOWTAM format, which contains element S) to report measured friction coefficient
values. However, friction values should not be reported, if the measurement process
is not proper. Proper in this context means:

e device meeting the established standards

e proper initial user training

e annual user refreshment training

e weekly calibration program of each device

e annual overhaul program of each device

e respect of the device operational envelope eq. hard contaminants (wet,
frost, compacted snow and ice) and maximum depth per each thick
contaminant (water, slush, wet snow and dry snow)

e method is agreed by the state

Not accepted

Friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance data;
therefore, it is decided that measurements shall not be reported.

482 comment by: AIRBUS

This paragraph describes the start and end conditions for reporting of runway
conditions referring to a single runway. On many airports there are several physical
runways, and in most cases they will be affected similarly by contamination. The case
may arise however, where one runway is bare and dry and another runway is
contaminated. Feedback from the FAA implementation shows that pilots have
requested to land on a contaminated runway for which data was reported rather
than landing on one for which no report was available, thus refusing the better
runway. As a consequence, in the US it is mandatory to include all runways into the
SNOWTAM, even those not affected by Ice and Snow and for which only codes 6/6/6
are reported. It is recommended that a paragraph is added to this rule to mandate
reporting of runway conditions for all runways of an aerodrome for as long as reports
are generated for at least one runway due to contamination.
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Accepted
A new GM4 ADR.OPS.A065(a) is proposed.

529 comment by: ISAVIA ohf.

Proposed changes to item (d):

Friction measurements based on a state approved device can be reported in field (S)
of the situational awareness section of the SNOWTAM format.
This also harmonizes with, and eliminates contradiction in the NPA to:

“GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) Origination of NOTAM / SNOWTAM FORMAT / 3.
Situational awareness section / Item S — Measured friction coefficient. Where
reported, the measured friction coefficient and friction measuring device should be
inserted.”

Noted

Friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance data;
therefore, it is decided that measurements shall not be reported. Furthermore, ltem
S in GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) has been revised.

538 comment by: Finavia Oyj

Current Page 39 Paragraph c):

“... Reporting of the runway surface condition shall continue to reflect significant
changes until the runway is no longer contaminated. When this situation occurs, the
aerodrome operator shall issue an RCR that states that the runway is wet or dry as
appropriate ...”

Proposed change:

We propose to add text to paragraph c), which will allow temporary “closing” of
runway so, that last SNOWTAM message will not remain incorrectly effective 8 hours
without update.

“... Reporting of the runway surface condition shall continue to reflect significant
changes until the runway is no longer contaminated. When this situation occurs, the
aerodrome operator shall issue an RCR that states that the runway is wet or dry as
appropriate. However, runway may be reported to be closed, if runway is not
temporarily under maintenance ...”

Rationale:

In Finland we have many AFIS type regional airports, which have regular traffic only
in the morning and in the evening. Due to economic reasons, outside regular traffic
hours runway is not maintained and runway condition is not reported. Airport
however is kept open, and if a flight plan is filed, necessary runway maintenance
actions will be carried out and SNOWTAM will be published.

During low traffic period, it is not safe to leave potentially incorrect SNOWTAM
message to hang out for 8 hours. It would be better to indicate, that runway is not
under maintenance.
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response | Noted

As it is understood, this is a standard practice; therefore, the information is of
permanent nature. In this case, it is more appropriate to disseminate this information
through the AIP.

comment | 539 comment by: Finavia Oyj

Current Page 39 Paragraph d):
“... (d) Friction measurements shall not be reported ...”

Proposed change:

“.. (d) Friction measurements may be reported in discretion by the aerodrome
operator, if friction measuring device meets the established standards, friction
measurement device is properly operated, aerodrome operator provides sufficient
evidence of the friction ratio to RWYCC and method is agreed by the state ...”

Rationale:

To deny the reporting of measured friction coefficient values conflicts with the
SNOWTAM format, which contains element S) to report measured friction coefficient
values. However, friction values should not be reported, if the measurement process
is not proper. Proper in this context means:

- device meeting the established standards

- proper initial user training

- annual user refreshment training

- weekly calibration program of each device

- annual overhaul program of each device

- respect of the device operational envelope eq. hard contaminants (wet, frost,
compacted snow and ice) and maximum depth per each thick contaminant (water,
slush, wet snow and dry snow)

- method is agreed by the state

response | Noted

Friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance data;
therefore, it is decided that measurements shall not be reported. Furthermore, Item
Sin GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) has been revised.

comment | 602 comment by: CAA Norway

ADR.OPS.A.065 Reporting of the runway surface condition
COMMENT:  Supported

response | Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 604 comment by: CAA Norway
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APPENDIX 2 SNOWTAM FORMAT
CONDITION DESCRIPTION OVER TOTAL RUNWAY LENGTH

COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR)
RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM
and ADR.OPS.A.065.

NOTE: Changes to the NOTAM Format will affect Regulation 2017/373 with
associated Annexes. May also affect 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019)

NOTE: Reference 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019). It might be useful to explain that
pilots will receive the content of the RCR as a SNOWTAM for preflight planning and
through the ATIS or by Voice for operational consideration (last minute update for
take-off performance calculations and for landing performance at the time of landing
calculations, AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300(a) Approach and landing conditions —
aeroplanes

response | Accepted

comment | 698 comment by: Aena Aeropuertos, S.A.
* (d) Acoording to Annex 14 friction measurements mustn’t be reported in runways
contaminated with wet snow, slush or wet ice, but can be reported in runways
contaminated with compact snow or ice should (Attachment A. 6)

response | Noted
Currently there are no criteria established for friction measurement devices.
Additionally, friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance
data; therefore, reporting them is not considered appropriate.

comment | 709 comment by: ACl Europe
APPENDIX 2 SNOWTAM FORMAT
CONDITION DESCRIPTION OVER TOTAL RUNWAY LENGTH
COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR)
RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM and
ADR.OPS.A.065.
Proposed new text to (d):
Friction measurements shall not be reported, unless Member States have an
established programme of runway friction measurement using a Member-State-
approved friction measuring device.
RATIONALE: In order to make the text consistent between the SNOWTAM format
and the RCR, the same text as is in GM1.ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) 2. ITEM S should be
included in ADR.OPS.A.065 (d)
In Point S) of the SNOWTAM format (Appendix 2) it is still possible to report
measured friction coefficient. This is inconsistent as Point (d) of ADR.OPS.A.065
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prohibits the reporting of friction measurements. It also GM1 ADR.OPS.A.057 (d)(4)
SNOWTAM Format 3, Situational Awareness, Item S.

Accepted

710 comment by: ACl Europe

In point (a) is it suggested to change the sequence of words into: ‘...shall include a
runway condition code (RWYCC) using numbers 0 to 6, the contaminant coverage
and depth, and a description using the following terms:..’
This sequence of words aligns the Implementing Rule with the sequence of the
elements of the RCR required in the proposed SNOWTAM format under items E and
F respectively.

Point (a)(10) Specially prepared winter runway is not contained in point G) of the
proposed SNOWTAM format. (Appendix 2)
Points (18) and (19) are part of the situational awareness section of the proposed
SNOWTAM format — these points as part of item G of the proposed SNOWTAM
format can be discussed — the respective conditions seem not to be of any influence
on aeroplane performance. See also GM1 38e.

Noted
The comment on point (a) is accepted and the text has been revised as proposed.

The comment on point (a)(10) is accepted and ‘specially prepared winter runway’ has
been included in Item G of the SNOWTAM Form.

Points (a)(18) and (a)(19) are included for consistency but are not part of the
aeroplane performance section.

711 comment by: ACl Europe

Can page 87 of the regulation be interpreted, that when a regional airport is
temporarily closed outside regular traffic hours and runway maintenance is not
active, this airport would publish a SNOWTAM with D)- and G) elements reported as
‘NR’? Note: It is dangerous, if pilots are planning a flight, and old outdated runway
information is available.

Example: A regional airport has two 30 minutes regular traffic periods twice a day:
13:00-10:30 (UTC) and 21:00-21:30 (UTC). ATC nor maintenance are not present from
13:30 (UTC) to 20:00 (UTC). Is it correct to publish SNOWTAM as follows?
EADD

Please calrify if a SNOTAM can be cancelled / time limited in the new format?

Noted
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As it is understood, this is a standard practice; therefore, the information is of
permanent nature. In this case, it is more appropriate to disseminate this information
through the AIP.

comment | 735 comment by: SAS
Supported
response | Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 968 comment by: Rafael Pecos

1. When the 3 thirds of the RWY would have the same 3 RWYCC it must be
permitted to report it as a hole RWY condition, considering ATCO-pilot
communications and ATIS broadcasting and fields lenght of D-ATIS.

2. In those cases when RCR information should be only disseminated via ATS
services, the rule should permit that it is enough to inform the crew with
RWYCC information; except if the crew request for the complete RCR
information.

3. In those cases when RCR information is disseminated via ATS services, and
the airport has Voice-ATIS and D-ATIS, the rule should allow different
messages: 3.1. Voice ATIS disseminates only RWYCC (in calculation
performance section) and situational awareness section; and 3.2. D-ATIS
disseminates the complete RCR information.

4. In those cases when RCR information is disseminated by ATS services, and
the only available resource is the radiofrequency operated by the ATCO, the
rule should allow that in the calculation performance section just be
reported the RWYCC, except if the crew request more detailed information.

response | Not accepted

The objective is to maintain a standardised method of reporting.

comment | 980 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency
Supported.
response | Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 981 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency

APPENDIX 2 SNOWTAM FORMAT

CONDITION DESCRIPTION OVER TOTAL RUNWAY LENGTH
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COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR)

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in
the RCAM and ADR.OPS.A.065.

NOTE: Changes to the NOTAM Format will affect Regulation 2017/373 with
associated Annexes. May also affect 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019).

NOTE: Reference 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019). It might be useful to explain that
pilots will receive the content of the RCR as a SNOWTAM for preflight planning and
through the ATIS or by Voice for operational consideration (last minute update for
take-off performance calculations and for landing performance at the time of landing
calculations, AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300(a) Approach and landing conditions —
aeroplanes.

Accepted

1006 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority

Comment to (a): The conditions types “CHEMICALLY TREATED” and “LOOSE SAND”
are listed along with the standardized terms to be used in the aeroplane performance
section of the RCR and SNOWTAM item G). Since these two terms/types are NOT to
be used in the Aeroplane performance section among the rest of the runway surface
condition descriptors, but rather in the Situational awareness section of the RCR and
SNOWTAM (using items K) and L) ) this should be indicated much clearer in this text.
Reporting should be standardized globally and follow ICAO for safety reasons.

Comment to (d): Elsewhere in the NPA and in the definition of the SNOWTAM
format, it is allowed under certain circumstances to report friction values.

It is suggested to either disallow completely the reporting of friction values OR allow
the reporting under certain circumstances in BOTH the RCR and SNOWTAM formats.
Reporting should be standardized globally and follow ICAO for safety reasons.

The comment on point (a) is accepted. GM is added to clarify that items (a)(18) and
(a)(19) are reported in the situational awareness section.

The comment on point (d) is accepted and Item S in the SNOWTAM Form has been
revised.

1044 comment by: Fraport AG

Situational awareness section: in SNOWTAM message string, is it mandatory to
respect the order of element as per reference letters (elements from I... to ...T)?
Inside SNOWTAM situational awareness section the referred order of elements jump
back and forth between logical airport areas: runway (RWY), taxiway (TWY) and
apron (APRON). This leads to unnecessary repetition of area designators in the
beginning of each element. This also leads to confusing structure of the message
string.

It would be clearer and shorter to publish the situational awareness message string
in such a manner, that in the beginning of each logical area would have fixed string
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representing area type, space and area designator. Information elements for each
logical area would be published in following order (area colours added for

demonstration purposes):
- Runway specific elements: 1), J), K), L), M), 0), S), T
- Taxiway specific elements: N), P), T

- Apron specific elements: R), T)

response | Not accepted
The order of the presentation of information in the SNOWTAM is standardised to
allow pilots to interpret the information in a consistent way, irrespective of the
aerodrome or the State they are flying. Any change in the order may lead to
misinterpretation, which could create a safety issue.
comment | 1358 comment by: Wideroe Flyveselskap AS
Supported.
response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
comment | 1399 comment by: European Transport Workers Federation - ETF
Reporting of surface contaminants The ETF thinks it is important for
(RMT.0704) The aerodrome operator shall timely information of flight crew that
report to the aeronautical information the ATS unit(s) are kept up-to-date
services and without delay to the air without having to wait for formalised
traffic services units on matters of reports : an information about the
operational significance affecting aircraft following should be made via
and aerodrome operations on the radiotelephony as soon as possible so

movement area, particularly in respect of that it is relayed to the pilots.
the presence of the following:

(a) water;

(b) snow;

(c) slush;

(d) ice;

(e) frost;

(f) anti-icing or de-icing liquid chemicals or
other contaminants; and

(g) snow banks or drifts.

(h) FOD on the runway or taxiway

response | Noted

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union
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The proposed text is in accordance with ICAO Annex 14. FODs are beyond the scope

of the rule.
1405 comment by: Norwegian Air (Norwegian Air Norway, Norwegian Air
International, Norwegian Air UK and Norwegian Air Shuttle)
Supported.
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment by: Norwegian Air (Norwegian Air Norway, Norwegian Air

1406 International, Norwegian Air UK and Norwegian Air Shuttle)
ADD Specially prepared winter runway.

Accepted

1495 comment by: Atle Vivas
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1614 comment by: Ruth (Spanish CAA)

ADR.OPS.A.065 (a)
We have identified a small contradiction between the proposed text and Annex 14,
amendment 13B: "Friction measurements shall not be reported" is indicated, but the
amendment allows "notification of the data as auxiliary information, except as
provided in 2.9.8.".

Noted

Currently there are no criteria established for friction measurement devices.
Additionally, friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance
data; therefore, reporting them is not considered appropriate.

1737 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)
UAF support ACI E comment#710 and #711
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response | Noted

comment | 1792 comment by: SinaJobstHAM
Wir empfehlen einen anderen Einflihrungszeitraum fiir das neue SNOWTAM Format.
Zum geplanten Datum im November 2020 hat die Wintersaison bereits begonnen
und in der laufenden Saison sollte nicht auf ein neues Format umgestellt werden.
Besser ware eine Einfiihrung VOR der Winter-Ops Saison in 2021.

response | Noted

comment | 1820 comment by: Copenhagen Airports A/S
Subject: (d) Friction measurements
Proposal: Refrase to : Reporting of measured friction coefficient shall be approved
by the Competent Authority.
Justification:
Reporting friction measurements should be agreed by the Member State
(Competent Authority). Friction coefficients should be available (optionel) under the
section of situational awareness in the “SNOWTAM”, broadcast on the ATIS or R/T
by ATS. As an aerodrome operator we experience a high demand by pilots on
receiving friction coefficients. The friction coefficients are values that pilots are
familiar with and can be used inoverall decision making, especially during a
transition period.

response | Noted
Friction measurements are not correlated with aeroplane performance data;
therefore, measurements are not reported. Furthermore, Item S in GM1
ADR.OPS.A.057(d)(4) has been revised.

comment | 1894 comment by: IATA
IATA / FEDEX comment: Concern over the differences of this provision and the US
TALPA.

response | Noted

comment | 1943 comment by: European Cockpit Association
8) SLIPPERY WET
ECA's comment: Remove. This should be reported via NOTAM
Note that p. 41 (SNOWTAM format) does not include “slippery when wet” or
“Specially prepared winter RWY”
10) SPECIALLY PREPARED WINTER RUNWAY
ECA's comment: Remove.
Rationale: See page 57
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response | Noted
For point (8), a NOTAM is always required when a runway is slippery wet.
Nevertheless, in the case where such a NOTAM is in force, RWYCC 3 should be
reported for the respective part.
For point (10), please see the response to the similar comment.

ADR.OPS.B.003 Handover of activities p. 41-42

comment | 223 comment by: GdF
We agree explicitly with this provision.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 240 comment by: Gatwick Airport
Supported

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 320 comment by: John Hamshare (Heathrow)
Page 42, new “ADR.OPS.B.016 FOD control programme
“shall require organisation” — debated this in RMG — the aerodrome operator can
only “request” organisations — you cannot require them — to participate in this
programme.
(4) the ADR OPR shall... “provide all relevant means necessary” — who is to say what
means are necessary? Some airports have more FOD than others and some have no
FOD bins —encouraging users to take care of their own FOD. This prescribes providing
means. This should be a performance based objective to have little FOD on the
airport — howsoever achieved.
Leave it.

response | Not accepted

**

*

*

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

Please refer to paragraph 2.1(a) of the essential requirements for aerodromes
(Annex VII to Regulation (EU) 2018/1139). What exactly would be the necessary
means is left to the aerodrome operator to decide and demonstrate their adequacy,
taking into account the particulars of its aerodrome.

With regard to the participation of third parties to the programmes of the aerodrome
operator, please refer to the ICAO aerodrome certification manual (ICAO Doc 9774)
and the essential requirements for aerodromes (paragraph 2.1.(f) of Annex VIl to
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Regulation (EU) 2018/1139. For such cases, the aerodrome operator may always
coordinate with its competent authority.

comment by: Federal Ministry of Transport Germany, Aerodrome

397
Department

ADR.OPS.B.003 Handover of activities (RMT.0703)

Der Begriff betriebliches Personal (“operational personnel”) kann sehr weitreichend
interpretiert/gefasst werden. Auch Personen, die nicht im Sicherheitsbereich
eines Flugplatzes tatig sind (Check-In etc.) oder Personen die

z.B. Koffer in einer Gepacksortieranlage umschichten, sind betrieblich tatig.

Es ist jedoch nicht sicherheitskritisch, ob in diesen Bereichen eine schriftlich
dokumentierte Tatigkeitslibergabe stattfindet. Zudem sollte bewusst sein,
dass von dieser Vorgabe nicht nur Personal des Flugplatzbetreibers selbst,
sondern auch externe Stellen (z.B. Tankdienstleister,
Bodenabfertigungsdienstleister,

Cateringunternehmen etc.) je nach Auslegung dieser Regelung

betroffen waren. Sowohl fiir den Flugplatzbetreiber als auch fiir die tiberprifende
Behorde ist dies eine nicht zufriedenstellende Situation aufgrund des

groflen Anwendungs- und Interpretationsspielraumes. Um eine einheitliche
Umsetzung zu gewahrleisten, ist eine Konkretisierung des Begriffs ,,operational
personnel” (z.B. RFFS, Personal das Pistenkontrollfahrten durchfihrt

etc.) zwingend erforderlich. Die Definition sollte nur so weit gefasst werden,
wie es fir die Betriebssicherheit erforderlich ist. Des Weiteren kénnte noch
beriicksichtigt werden, dass die Information bzw. tagliche Einweisung der
Beschaftigten zum Teil nicht von Mitarbeiter zu Mitarbeiter (face-to-face)
sondern von Vorgesetzten fir Gruppen von Mitarbeitern erfolgen kann.

Accepted

The text has been amended to clarify the intent of the requirement. In any case, the
relevant implementing rule does not specify the way that the handover of activities
should take place, but it does require ensuring the provision of the necessary
information, while the same approach is followed in the AMC.

605 comment by: CAA Norway

ADR.OPS.B.003 Handover of activities
COMMENT:  Supported

Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

712 comment by: ACl Europe

ACI Europe would welcome a clarification if the aerodrome operator’s responsibility
relates to handover activities of own staff. Otherwise the term “aerodrome
operational staff” might be interpreted as having a (very) broad scope that includes
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all operational staff working at the aerodrome — irrespective if employed by third
parties or the aerodrome operator.
Revised term: The aerodrome operator shall establish and implement procedures for
the handover of aerodrome operational activities contained within ADR.OPS.B.001

response | Partially accepted
The intent of the requirement is to ensure that the incoming aerodrome operator’s
operational personnel (as opposed to non-operational), receive the necessary
briefing. Such personnel, include the so-called operations and maintenance
personnel, an expression which is already used in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 and
in the related AMC & GM. Moreover, the proposal does not cover the case of
personnel of other organisations (e.g. drivers of groundhandling companies which
may be allowed to operate unescorted on the manoeuvring area and may need
relevant information).
Thus, the proposal may not be accepted, for the additional reason that the proposed
deletion does not take into account the need to specify the reason for the handover
(provision of information) and to ensure that it actually takes place.
The relevant provision, as well as the relevant AMC, have been adopted to elaborate
the issue.

comment | 736 comment by: SAS
Supported

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 967 comment by: Aerodrome safety regulation departement
There is a need of clarification of the scope of applicability : to who and when is this
requirement applicable ?

response | Accepted
The text has been amended to clarify the intent of the requirement.

comment | 982 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency
Supported.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.
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1010 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1462 comment by: F. Ehmoser

Too detailed, the term “aerodrome operational staff” might be interpreted as
having a scope that includes all operational staff working at the aerodrome.
Revised term: The aerodrome operator shall establish and implement procedures
for the handover of aerodrome operational activities contained within
ADR.OPS.B.001

Partially accepted

The intent of the requirement is to ensure that the incoming aerodrome operator’s
operational personnel (as opposed to non-operational), receive the necessary
briefing. Such personnel, include the so-called operations and maintenance
personnel, an expression which is already used in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 and
in the related AMC & GM. Moreover, the proposal does not cover the case of
personnel of other organisations (e.g. drivers of groundhandling companies which
may be allowed to operate unescorted on the manoeuvring area and may need
relevant information).

Thus, the proposal may not be accepted, for the additional reason that the proposed
deletion does not take into account the need to specify the reason for the handover
(provision of information) and to ensure that it actually takes place.

The relevant provision, as well as the relevant AMC, have been adopted to elaborate
the issue.

1488 comment by: Atle Vivas
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1738 comment by: UAF (Union des Aéroports Francais)
UAF support ACI E comment#712
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response | Noted
Please refer to the reply to comment No 712.

comment | 1825 comment by: Groupe ADP
Groupe ADP think this point is a good example of the position expressed in comment
#1823 above. Apart of the clarification needed (cf. ACI-E comment #712), the real
performance based requirement at IR level should only be here: "Aerodrome
operational personnel should have the situational and operational awareness needed
for their tasks.", and the rest deleted. Because depending on the size and complexity
of the airport, the operations periods and the shift, this could be achieved by
handover procedures but it could also be insufficient or not appropriate at all...

response | Partially accepted
EASA does not share the view that there is no need to establish procedures for
ensuring that incoming personnel are provided with information, while their content
and length is not specified. Requiring the personnel to have situational and
operational awareness does not ensure that the aerodrome operator will take the
necessary actions to ensure this awareness. Both the proposed implementing rule
and the related AMC clarify what needs to be done and not how. The text has been
amended to enhance clarity. Please refer also to the replies to comments Nos 1823
and 712.

ADR.OPS.B.016 Foreign object debris control programme p. 42

comment | 241 comment by: Gatwick Airport
Support

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 398 comment by: Federal Ministry of Transport Germany, Aerodrome Department
ADR.OPS.B.016 Foreign object debris control programme (RMT.0703)
Beziiglich der Untersuchung von FOD ware es unserer Meinung nach
Hinsichtlich gefundener Teile, die von einem Luftfahrzeug selbst
stammen kdnnten, ware es unseres Erachtens sinnvoll, entsprechende
Verfahren zu etablieren (z.B. Verifizierung, Zuordnung zu bestimmtem
Luftfahrzeugmuster, sofortige Information betroffener Luftverkehrsgesellschaften
etc.), um sicher zu gehen, dass betroffene Luftfahrzeugfiihrer
schnellst moglichst tiber etwaige Priiferfordernisse informiert
werden.
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response | Accepted
The text has been amended in the suggested direction.

comment | 494 comment by: UK CAA
Page No: 42
Paragraph No: ADR.OPS.B.016
Comment: Sub sections (b) (1) to (5) are considered too detailed for IR level
Justification: There has always been an overriding principle in the Aerodrome
regulations that the IR would be a high level requirement and any specific detail
would be AMC or GM.

response | Noted
The text has been reviewed and it has been found that the particular provisions are
already at the appropriate level, as they simply define the objectives of the
procedures that the aerodrome operator needs to develop, as part of the required
FOD management programme, as well as the actions that are expected to be
performed.

comment | 573 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association
The proposed text is transposed from non-binding Manuals and should therefore by
moved to AMC / GM under ADR.OPS.B.015.

response | Noted
Please refer to the content of ICAQO State Letter 25 of 2018.

comment | 606 comment by: CAA Norway
ADR.OPS.B.016 Foreign object debris control programme
COMMENT:  Supported

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 713 comment by: ACl Europe
(b) (4) the ADR OPR shall... “provide all relevant means necessary” — who is to say
what means are necessary? Some airports have more FOD than others and some
have no FOD bins — encouraging users to take care of their own FOD. This prescribes
providing means. This should be a performance based objective to have little FOD on
the airport — howsoever achieved.
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Proposed wording: (b)(4) establish and implement procedures for the prompt

removal, containment and disposal of FOD,—and—previde—al—relevant—means
necessary;

Not accepted

Please refer to paragraph 2.1(a) of the essential requirements for aerodromes
(Annex VIl to Regulation (EU) 2018/1139).

What exactly would be the necessary means is left to the aerodrome operator to
decide and demonstrate their adequacy, taking into account the particulars of its
aerodrome.

737 comment by: SAS
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

799 comment by: ENAIRE

e ADR.OPS.B.016. Nothing regarding FOD programmes. It is advisable to
develop regulatory requirements on the robust management of animal
control on and around airports, specially to prevent bird strikes. Since a bird
strike can result in a FOD situation on the RWY, guidance on the impact on
operations and how to proceed would help in harmonising and would
increase awareness and ops predictability both for pilots and ATM.

Noted

The existing provisions of Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 already address the issue of
wildlife management. We therefore understand that this comment is a proposal to
develop further material regarding wildlife management, which will be further
assessed.

923 comment by: ADV - German Airports Association
(b) (1)-(5)

Too detailed. Move to AMC / GM.
Noted

The text has been reviewed and it has been found that the particular provisions are
already at the appropriate level, as they simply define the objective of the
procedures that the aerodrome operator needs to develop, as part of the required
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FOD management programme, as well as the actions that are expected to be
performed.

984 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency
Supported.
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1011 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1359 comment by: Wideroe Flyveselskap AS
Supported.
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

1490 comment by: Atle Vivas

Supported

APPENDIX 2 SNOWTAM FORMAT

CONDITION DESCRIPTION OVER TOTAL RUNWAY LENGTH

COMMENT: ADD Specially prepared winter runway (SPWR)

RATIONALE: Specially prepared winter runway is a descriptor used in the RCAM
and ADR.OPS.A.065.

NOTE: Changes to the NOTAM Format will affect Regulation 2017/373 with
associated Annexes. May also affect 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019)

NOTE: Reference 965/2012 (Opinion No 2/2019). It might be useful to explain that
pilots will receive the content of the RCR as a SNOWTAM for preflight planning and
through the ATIS or by Voice for operational consideration (last minute update for
take-off performance calculations and for landing performance at the time of landing
calculations, AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300(a) Approach and landing conditions —
aeroplanes

Accepted

1795 comment by: SinaJobstHAM
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response

Grundsatzlich sehen wir die Implementierung eines FOD Programms als sinnvoll an.
Die Regelungen sind jedoch zu restriktiv und zu umfangreich. Wir empfehlen als IR
eine FOD control programm zu fordern, jedoch dem jeweiligen Airport den Freiraum
zu Uberlassen wie die Umsetzung aussehen soll. Mogliche Umsetzungen kénnten im
einem GM dargestellt werden. Dopplungen bitten wir grundsatzlich zu vermieden.

Zu Unterpunkt (b)(2):

Die Umsetzung der absoluten Formulierung ist nicht immer darstellbar und auch
nicht immer zielfihrend. Wir empfehlen die Formulierung auf "including the
identification of its sources if possible" oder "if necessary". Wichtiger ist, dass die
Mitarbeiter FOD beseitigen, als den Verursacher zu identifizieren. Sinnvoll ist eine
Ursachenforschung z.B. bei einer Haufung von FOD's.

Zu Unterpunkt (b)(5):

Die Sammlung und Analyse von Daten stellt einen sehr hohen personellen und
zeitlichen Aufwand dar, eine mogliche Umsetzung sehen wir als sehr grolle
Herausforderung.

In relevanten Fallen wird bereits ermittelt woher ein FOD stammt und
entsprechende MalRnahmen getroffen. Die geplanten Regularien erzeugen einen
dokumentarischen Mehraufwand.

Noted

The text has been reviewed and it has been found that the particular provisions are
already at the appropriate level, as they simply define the objective of the
procedures that the aerodrome operator needs to develop, as part of the required
FOD management programme, as well as the actions that are expected to be
performed. The identification of the sources of FOD, as well as the analysis of the
relevant data, are measures that help in preventing the recurrence.

ADR.OPS.B.025 Operation of vehicles p. 43

comment

response

* *

* *
* ok

An agency of the European Union

207 comment by: Jan Kristensen

Why is there no requirement for specific amount of practical training under real
winter/snow conditions for personell operating snow removal vehicles? Snow
blowers, sweepers, sand and chemical spreaders? Is there any training required for
driving those vehicles in groups from 2-6 sweepers for cleaning runways e.g? This
ekvipage system is widely used at Oslo airport.

What steps are taken to force major airports to train their personell to operate
their "winter vehicles" at e.g. Gatwick, Berlin, Istanbul where they shut down the
airports for several days due to small snow storms.(lack of equipment and training)
And what is the cost for those closings? Billions of Eur and and lot of angry
passengers.

In my mind this proposal is not taking care of this problems at all.

Noted
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The proposal already foresees that the training of drivers shall be appropriate for the
driver’'s functions and tasks to be performed, thus covering all cases. The
implementation of the training programme is the responsibility of the aerodrome
operator, which operates under the oversight of its competent authority.

comment | 208 comment by: Jan Kristensen
#7

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/travel/article-1335308/UK-snow-Shortage-
equipment-blamed-Gatwick-Airports-2-day-closure.html

response | Noted

comment | 224 comment by: GdF
We agree explicitly with this provision.

response | Noted
EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

comment | 242 comment by: Gatwick Airport
No Comment

response | Noted

comment | 309 comment by: European Powered Flying Union
ADR.OPS.B.025
Authorisation of vehicle drivers
p 45/207
(i)(2)
"maintain relevant records": our question: for how long? We propose a limited
duration, let'a state "5 years".
Rationale
Protection of personal data.

response | Noted
Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 already specifies in requirement ADR.OR.D.035 the
period that records shall be maintained, while the same requirement addresses the
issue of data protection.

comment | 532 comment by: ISAVIA ohf.

**
*
*

*
*
* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

* *

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

Theoretical training and assessments should allow for e-learning environment and
online assessments.
Many airports are already moving away from classroom facilities.

Accepted

The proposed rule and relevant AMC have been amended to allow this possibility.

738 comment by: SAS
Supported
Noted

EASA would like to thank you for your support regarding the proposed changes.

969 comment by: Aerodrome safety regulation departement

point e) : intervalls between training shouldn't be defined at an IR level, this far too
demanding and leaves no flexibility to the organisation of the aerodrome operator
(same comment as OPS.A.057).

we suggest to downgrade this part to a AMC or GM level.

Noted

The proposed provisions take into account the need to ensure harmonisation of the
requirements regarding the authorisation of drivers due to their importance in
ensuring runway safety, but also for the reasons elaborated in the rationale of the
NPA, including the need to ensure a level playing flied, as well as enforceability and
capability for standardisation. The necessary flexibility is, where needed, provided to
the concerned organisations e.g. by not defining the duration of the training, the
possibility for CBT, etc.

1018 comment by: Danish Transport, Construction and Housing Authority
Noted

1471 comment by: F. Ehmoser

Definition of "other operational areas" missing

The term “other operational areas”, which is contained in the NPA 2018-14, and
which is already contained in Regulation 139/2014, has its basis on the content of
essential requirements for aerodromes. To be more precise, the term is met twice in
Annex VIl of Regulation 2018/1139 (Section 2-Operations and management, point
2.1(d) and (l). The term is undefined, as it is also undefined in the context of Annex 14
where it is used too.
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

* *
* gk

An agency of the European Union

The term aims to cover all areas which serve an operational purpose (on the
“airside”), but which are not part of the manoeuvring area and the apron(s). An
example would be the service roads that exist between the terminal buildings and
aprons, or the perimeter roads that exist at an aerodrome, or even areas that are
used for the parking of vehicles and ground support equipment (GSE).

Noted

The term ‘other operational areas’ has been contained in the previous Basic
Regulation since 2008, and has also been part of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 (Annex
VIl, Section 2-Operations and management, point 2.1(d) and (l). It has also been
included in Regulation (EU) No 139/2014 without any reported difficulty in its
implementation.

Given the context where the term is introduced, it is meant to include areas which
serve an operational purpose (on the ‘airside’), but which are not part of the
manoeuvring area and the apron(s). Example cases would be the service roads that
exist between the terminal buildings and aprons, or the perimeter roads that exist at
an aerodrome, or even areas that are used for the parking of vehicles and ground
support equipment (GSE). Relevant guidance has been added.

1481 comment by: Andreas Herndler, CAA Austria

It is to be expected that drivers arriving with specialized vehicles (garbage collector,
food supplier, tanker...) from outside hold their relevant driving licenses and all
relevant special permits (like ADR licenses) when operating for an outside company.
If that driver managed to turn up safe and sound at the airport he will surely be
capable to be escorted by an airport-authorized vehicle driver.

Noted

Point (h), to which it is understood that the comment relates, simply sets the
conditions for allowing the operation of a vehicle which is driven by a non-authorised
driver to operate at an aerodrome. One of these conditions is to have a valid driving
licence.

1494 comment by: Atle Vivas
Supported
Noted

EA