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Summay of the outcome of the consultation

357 comments were received on NPA16-11 from 39 commentators from the following categories of
stakeholders:

Comments per category of commentators

OEM 102(28.6%)

Organisations (5 in total)

81(22.7%)

NAA 74(20.7%)

Individuals (10 in total) 50 (14%)

Operators (10 in total) 50(14%)

Several comments were repetititve and in those cases the response is simply referring to the original
comment.

Comments were submitted to all parts of the N&#d they were mixed in nature, rging flom support
to the proposals, to proposals for changes or improvetaeand, in some casgsxpressing
disagreement. fie majority of commatatorsfocused on the following topics:

Comments of the proposal for a global reporting format of runway surfamenditions and inflight
assessment of the landing distance atrte of arrival

On the overall proposal there were some general comments requesting consistahsyramronizatio
with the aerodrome rules, better harmonisation with the ICAO dgéins forthe terminology in use and
extension of the proposal to nanommercial operations.

Those type of commestvere generallyagreed byEASAand the review group

On the definitions, it was decided to adopt the exact ICAO definitions for the purpose of global
harmonisation. As regards consistency with the relevant aerodrome rules, which are an essential part of
this global effort, the review group worked in closeadination with the other EASA rulemaking group

of rulemaking task RMT.0704, by having cfpagicipation to both groups of certain members and
constantly updating each other on the respective work. The applicability date of both set ©ivillllee

keptin line with the ICAO target of November 2020. Also the need of extending the proposal-to non
commercial operations was acknowledged by EASA and agreed by the review group. The necessar
provisions will be added in a proportionate manner to the scopdio$é operations.

Several stakeholders highlighted the difficulty for certain categories of aircraft to comply with the new
proposed standards for landing performance at the time of arrival. Particularly smaller aircraft or older
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designs may not have theqaired performance data and may be too penalised by the use of the generic
corrective factors.

This was already envisaged at the level of the NPA by introducingatites for Performace Class B
and Class C aeroplanes butther to the comments, evenitinin Performance Class A aeroplanes some
allevations were introduced, along with the possibility to usker existing performance data.

As regads the generic factors they were developed by the TALPA ARC and endorsed in the ICAO Do
10064¢ Aeroplane Pdormance Manual, thesfore they will be kept as a baseline option.

Another issue that was raised by certain stakeholders, namelgnir those counties systematically
exposed tocold weather ad heavy contamination of the runwayis, the difficdty to comply with the
proposal in challenging environments (short runways, heavy runway contamination, steep approaches,
etc.) which may leadh some caseswith the use of the new runway condition codes (RCC), to stop
operations Those commenters are proposing teratduce the possibility, for those aerodrars having
sufficient capabilites, to upgrade the runway code under given conditions.

{ dzOK LINRP LR &It A& Y2NB &dzZAGFo6fS FT2NJ AyOf dzarazy
LINB LJ- NE R 4 A yilib teveldpey antl thel éefented to in the rules for air operations.

Furthermore steep approaches will be included in the airworthiness standards for landing performance
at the time of arrival.

Comments on the proposal for the use of a reduced requitadding distance (80% landing factor)

This proposal, while supported by a good number o stakeholders, attracted the most controversial
comments.

Particularly some stakeholders opposed the justificationtfe proposal and questioned the mass
threshold that defines its applicability.

The reasons for the proposal on reduced required landing distances are clearly explained in the RIA with
regards to business aviation operations and the need for harmonisation with the corresponding US rules.
Such gerationshave beerconducted in the US over the laBd years with a satisfactory safety record.
Considering that the conditions proposed by EASA to conduct the said operations are more restrictive
than those in the US, the safety level is expected to remain asdihee level or to improve.

As regards the aircraft eligibility for the said operations, the mass threshold will be chemgadAFM
eligibility statement.

Other comments requested to make mandatory the use of Flight Data Monitoring (FDM) in order to
obtainthe approval for such operations.

The aircraft categories for which FDM is mandatory are established in ORO.AOC.130 on the basis 0
general criteria which are not meant to be revised by this psgpoWhen FDM is available, it is
recommended tobe used ao for the purposes ofeduced required landing distance operations
Moreover it is recommended to be used on a voluntary basis also when it is not required by
ORO.AOC.130. Howevavhen FDM is not availablglternative means for data collection will be
considered.
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Statistics on the comments received

In summary, bthe 357 comments received, 129 were accepted, 60 were partially accepted, 96 were

noted and 72 were not accepted. The acceptance of comments in percentage is shown below:

Acceptance of comments

96, 27%
129, 36%

72,20%
60, 17%

m Accepted m Partially Accepted m Not Accepted m Noted
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Individualcommentsand responses

In responding to comments, a standard terminology has been applied to &#Si® position This
terminology is as follows:

(@) Acceptedt EASAgrees with the comment and any proposed amendment is wholly transferred

to the revised text.

(b) Partially acceptedt EAS/Aeither agrees parally with the commentor agrees with it but the
proposed amendment is only partially transferred to the revised text.

(c) Noted 1 EASAacknowledges the comment but no change to the existing text is considered

necessary.

(d) Not accepedt The comment or proposed amendment is not sharedEBEA

(General Comments) -

comment

response

comment

response

comment

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

20 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

The proposals in this NPA are of a horizontal nature since it affects OPS, Al
Airworthiness provisions. It is therefore essential that provisions in all domains ente
force at the same time with synchronised applicable dates. Expected opiniset ito
Q3/2017 and publication date of EA8@Acision is set to Q3/2018 while expected publicat
of decision of ADR provisions in RMT.0704 is set to Q2/2020. Acceptable means of Cor
and Guidance Material for ADR operations on how to deal with rynsiaface conditior
assessment and reporting issues is absolutely essential and should be develo
collaboration with the Rulemaking group responsible for NPA 2016

Accepted.

The twoEASAulemaking tasks RMT.0296 and RMT.0704 are conducted in close coord
and, regardless the date of publication of the deliveraldégach taskthe apppli@bility date
of the amended provisions in the various domains wiltbasistent

32 comment by:Austro Control

Dear all,

AustroControl explicitly welcomes this NPA and has no objections or any other commi
best regards

Franz Graser

Noted.

165 comment by Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
The LBA has no comments on NFAG11.
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response

comment

response

comment

Noted

167 comment by UK CAA

Page No:Whole document
Paragraph No:Whole document

Comment: Dates for Applicability and ImplementatioThe dates for the applicability ar
implementation of the proposals have nbeen addressed in the NPRecognising that th
implementation of the ICAO State Letters 2016/12 and 2016/29 provisiondl@/&mber
2020, and also that the reduced required landing distance factors proposals aredlatd
with them, it is vital thaEASA works within the ICAO timetable for both of these provisi

Justification: This is a global change of processes and procedures that will affect ai
ANSPs and aerodromes, coordination with ICAO and its planned timescale is vital so &
have individual States or regions developing new procedures early or late.

Accepted.

The date of applicability will be specified in the Amending Regulation and it will be in lin
the ICAO implementation timelines, not only for thie operations provisions but also acrc
the other domains concerned.

168 comment by:UK CAA

Page No:Various
Paragraph No:Those relating to reduced required landing distance proposals.

Comment: In Chapter 3 of the NLR Safety Assessment, it is stated that unstal
approaches are far more prevalent for business operators compared to commercial ope
- there are significantly more overspeed events at the threshold during uns
approaches.The flight data also shows that for business aircraft the speed deviations
threshold are much higher than with landings of commercial airlifé8A AC No: 979A
(Mitigating the Risks of a Runway Overrun Upon Landing) states that a 10 perceasenn
final approach speed results in a 20 percent increase in landing distaficK)dza A
surprising that the same flight data from business operators also shows that compa
commercial operators; long landings occur more often within the inmss aircraf
operations.

Justification:If the mitigating measures related to these parameters only have the effe
enabling business operators to achieve the same landing accuracy as commercial op
then it would seem that this is not suffigit to justify the former being able to take credit f
any reduction in landing distance factors due to those parameters, compared to the

who do not. The proposals would benefit from further explanation of this aspect.

response Noted.

*
*
*
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*
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Businesget operators as intended by Pa@ATand the proposal for reduced required landi
distance in CAT.POL.A.255 are commercial operators that normally have to obssamty
landing disancethat apply to all commercial operators as prescribed by CATAPZ3O. (i.e.
60% of the LDA for jets antD% of the LDAor turbo-props) The proposed mitigatin
measures are intended to achieve, when using 80% of the LDA, the same level of s
when using the traditional factors. This apply only to those air@madt operators eligible t
be approved foreduced required landing distan@ad not to all commercial operators.

comment | 169 comment by UK CAA

Page No:Various

Paragraph No:Those relating to proposals to align with the ICAO SARPRemminmendec
Practices for the new Global Runway Condition Reporting Format.

Comment: As the proposed alignment with the new ICAO SARPS and Recomn
Practices for the Global Runway Condition Reporting Format will affect runway cor
reports to allaircraft, the introduction of similar proposals to the operating regulations
non-commercial air operations needs to be considered

Justification:Consistency.

response| Accepted.

The new provisions on the Global Runway Condition Reporting Favithdtte extended tc
non-commercial operations.

comment | 190 comment by:DassauHlAviation

DassauHlAviation

General comment:

The main concern is the EASA depoynudiihe TALPA arc through operational requireme
which make it mandatory not only for new TC but also feservice aircraft. This NPA
creating a different appraoch between FAA (current use of the TALPA is on a vo
manner from the operator whatver commercial or not) and EASA (use of the new CS 15
is mandatory retroactively through AMC1 CAT OP 303 reserve to CAT operators.

response| Partially accepted

The approach followed by EASA in the implementatiothef TALPA ARC recommendatit
is in line with ICAO. It is however recognised the difficulty for certain airyadisto be
provided with performance data compliant with the new proposed standard of CS 25.
Alternatives will be developed for those case

comment | 191 comment by:DassauHlAviation
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DassauHlAviation

General comment:
The way that EASA propose to introduce the TALPAnhfs negative effects for Busine
aviation manufacturers and operators:

71 Introduction of the new table of coefficient (AMC CAT OP 303) will prohibit the
of nontnegligible quantities of corporate aurfield used mainly by corporate oper
(impact non correctly evaluated ine the corresponding RIA)

1 Creates a gap in performaa capabilities between FAA and EASA CAT operatc
airpalne not having this new operational performance data approved in their
EASA CAT operators will have to use a new table with conservative coefficient
FAA operators may continue to usgrent operational data from their manufacture
including material already approved by JAA or EASA (A garagraph 11)

1 Creates a confused situation for EASA CAT operators -kerice airplanes o
contaminated runway using:

o current CS25.1591 (ord#r regulation) for preflight assessment at taf#
and landing
o new CS 25.1592 (or coefficient table) foifflight assessment

hence, for the same reported runway condition, they will have to use different assumy
between preflight and iflight assessment.

Accepted.

EASA acknowledgéhe difficulty for certain aircraftypesto be provided with performanc:
data compliant with the new proposed standard of CS 25.1592. Alternatives will be devt
for those cases.

192 comment by DassaulAviation

DassaullAviation

General comment:

Introduction of "reducedrequired landing distance operation” includes requirement
approval and training. The large number of requirements for EASA operators compe
FAA operators for the same type of operation will bring excessive burden to EAS
operators.

Noted.
In general terms mapproval is also required by the FAA for eligible on demand ojers
under Partl35 and 91K

The specificraining requirementgproposed by EAS#e considered an important eleme
to achieve an equivalent level of safety mstkind of operations.

217 comment by:Federation of Norwegian Aviation Industri
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The Federation of Norwegian Aviation Industries fully supports the comments submitt
our Norwegian member airlines and by the Norwegian Civil Aviation Authority. W
concerned that some of the proposed changes may have as a result that winter ioperit
Norway in many cases will be very difficult to carry out causing a large number of ¢
cancellations and diversions. Both Norwegian air carriers and airport operators have
experience conducting winter operations in all types of weatherthe propsal a15C
threshold value is proposed for friction coefficients, RwyCC 4. We ask that this tempe
threshold is reevaluated and raised accordingly.

Noted.

The concerns expressed in this comment will be addressed in the rulemaking task RN
by introducing the concept of operations 68pS OA I £ £ & LINB LI NIBHReh bilk
be referenced appropriately ithe Regulation for aioperations.

222 comment by ERAA
GENERAL COMMENTS

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS support the notion that alignment of EU rules and ICAO SA
harmonization between EU and US rules can increase safety for operators operating ¢
sides of the Atlantic.

However, the NPA in its current form is imposing restrictions that are both too consery
and for some runway conditions, not sufficiently restrictive, resulting in a negative ecol
impact as well as degraded safety.

The objections are expressed aomments to the relevant section and/or paragraph of
NPA.

2 ARSNDBQa ctegSasStallLl !{ 2LISNIGSa Ay
prevail for more than half of the year.Teeather is characterized by frequent low pressi
systems with associated frontal activity. Transportation of mild moist air gives rise to fre
showers of snow.

2 ARSNDBQa cCcfegSasStaillLl !'{ 2LISNriSa 2y
with 35 ft screen height using Da8HL00/200, and much of the material in the NPA is
applicable for this type of operation. Widerge operates a Public Service Obligation ne
with clear public interest.

2 ARSNDB Q& CfegSasSt & atltheJproapdsedNRA r@a¥ havekh® effedt
making winter landing operations impossible. The proposed regulation may very w
prohibitive.

We are concerned that it will be difficult to have revised performance document:
developed. The cost may Ipeohibitively high, especially if a new test flight campaign ne
to be carried out. The proposed landing distance factors that may be used in i
manufacturer data are prohibitive.
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We believe that the proposed changes should be coordinated witbratgulatory material
e.g. new AMC and GM to ADR. We expect that material for aerodrome personnel woul
to be revised.

response| Noted.

See response to comment 285.

comment | 268 comment by FNAM

¢KS Cb!a 0CSRSNI (A 2 WardhdndepithelFrersh ARi&tiontIrdust
Federation / Trade Association for Air Transport, gathering the following members:

CSTA: French Airlines Professional Union (incl. Air France)
SNEH: French Helicopters Operators Professional Union

CSAE: FrenchaHdling Operators Professional Union

GIPAG: French General Aviation Operators Professional Union
GPMA: French Ground Operations Operators Professional Union
EBAA France: French Business Airlines Professional Union

And the following associated members:

= =4 -8 —a —a -9

1 FPDC: French Drone Professional Union
1 UAF: French Airports Professional Union

Introduction:

The comments hereafter shall be considered as an identification of some of the majc
issues the French industry asks EASA to discuss witkpénitieés before ay publication of
the proposed regulation. In consequence, the following comments shall not be consi

1 As arecognition of the thirgarties consultation process carried out by the
European Parliament and of the Council;

1 As an acceptance or an acknedfiement of the proposed regulation, as a who
or of any part of it;

1 As exhaustive: the fact that some articles (or any part of them) are not comm
does not mean FNAM has (or may have) no comments about them, neither F
accepts or acknowledges themll the following comments are thus limited to o
understanding of the effectively published proposed regulation, notwithstandi
their consistency with any other pieces of regulation.

General comments :

Reduced required landing distance operations

The FNAM thanks the EASA for listening to the industry by introducingrdtiged requirec
landing distance operations possibility.

In-flight check of the landing distance at the time of arrivaéroplanes
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However, the FNAM is strongly against ttmplementation of the IR CAT.OP.MPA.303 an
AMC & GM. Indeed, there are a lot of inconsistencies between the IR CAT.OP.MPA
AMC & GM and the spirit of the Air Ops regulation. This requirement is far too col
because it is not consistent witthe logic described in the IR CAT.POL.A.230. This
measure may appear dangerous to implement since it is introducing additional worklo
pilots at a critical phase of flight. This additional period of consultation would allow:

1 A simplification of he methodology described in the AMC1 so that it can
applicable in the cockpit

71 A reevaluation of the Landing Distance Factors (LDF) which seem pulled out
hat (contrary to what was stipulated in the explanatory note of this NPA, the fa
definedin the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) and (b)(1) and (c)(1) are not explic
the FAA Advisory Circular (AC}Z3.

Furthermore, this measure creates discrepancies between European operators and the
ones without knowing what will happen for ©olders.

Partially accepted.

The support of the proposal aeduced required landing distance operations is noted.
The introduction of a requirement for an-flight check of the landing distance at the time
of arrival is part of globaleffort at ICAO level carquent to the new standard for
assessing and reporting runway surface conditleor this reason it needs to be
implemented at EU level.
On the specific issues raised by the comment:
1 Consistency with existing rules such as CATARZBQ will be ensured.
1 The methodology and timing for theflight-assessment will be betteexplained at
AMC and GM level
1 The factors have been established during the work of the TALPA ARC as the r
a Monte Carlo statistical analysis of operatiolading distances on different
runway surfaces, based on the use of:
o0 5 sample FAR 25 turbojet types (in 6 landing configurations)
o0 3 sample FAR 25 turboprop types (in 8 landing configurations), and
0 12 sample flight conditions
The resulting factors beingdise with a 99% reliability.
Though not explicitly mentioned in the AC-23, they are proposed for use in the
FAA order 8900 when OEM data developed in accordance with 8¢ &% not
available. They are also recommended by the ICAO Aeroplane Perforiviancel
(Doc. 10064). EAS%knowledges the difficulty for certain aircraft types to be
provided with performance data compliant with the new proposed standard of (
25.1592 and the fact the in certain cases the generic factors may be too penali
For sich cases alternatives to the generic factors will be offered.
See also the response to comment 270 for more detailed explanations.

285 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A

mmma
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\Widerge's Flyveselskas support the notion that alignment of EU rules and ICAO SAR
harmonization between EU and US rules can increase safety for operators operating
sides of the Atlanti

However, the NPA in its current form is imposing restrictions thabath too conservativg
and for some runway conditions, not sufficiently restrictive, resulting in a negative ecg
impact as well as degraded saf§

The objections are expressed as comments to the relevant section and/or paragrap
NPA

WideNDB Qa CfegSasStaillLl !'{ 2LSNIGSa Ay
prevail for more than half of the year.The weather is characterized by frequent low pr
systems with associated frontal activity. Transportation of mild moigjia#s rise to freque
showers of sno

> ARSNDBS Qa cCcftegpgSasStailLl '{ 2LISNriSa 2y
with 35 ft screen height using DaSHL00/200, and much of the material in the NPA is
applicable for this type of operatioWiderge operates a Public Service Obligation net
with clear public intereg

> ARSNDSQa cfepgSasStailLl !{ A& 2F (KS 2
making winter landing operations impossible. The proposed regulation may venbe
prohibitive

We are concerned that it will be difficult to have revised performance documen
developed. The cost may be prohibitively high, especially if a new test flight campaig
to be carried out. The proposed landing distance factorat tmay be used in lieu
manufacturer data are prohibiti

We believe that the proposed changes should be coordinated with other regulatory m{
e.g. new AMC and GM to ADR. We expect that material for aerodrome personnel wo
to be revised

Accepted.

The concerns expressed in this comment will be addressed by adsingations to derive
landing distances in case of steep approaches aridtbyducing the concept of operatior
2y GALISOALFT & LINBLI NBR beddfeyencBNappapritély id &h
Regulation for air operations.

326 NetJets Europe
NetJets supports this NPA and would like to thank the RMT for the NPA produced.

Noted.

Executive summary, Applicability Processnap p.1
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comment | 29 comment by:Horst Nentwich

Comment 1. General

Short Landing Operation using a reduced Factor should beeleme®r CAT Operator ar
Part NCC Operatavithout any difference. The focus should be the Busines
Aviationhavingan Aircraft in Operation with a MOPSC 19 or less, a MTOM of 45.360
less.

Comment 2. General

The exclusion of "holiday charter" is not justifiable. It should be no difference if a Bu
Aviation Aircraft (e.a. MOPSC 19 or less, MTOM 45.360%kgsked for Transportation ¢
Passengers doing Business or going on Holi&YSA shall make a clear difference in reg
of Short Landing Operation between commercial Scheduled/Non Scheduled Airline Ind
vs commercial antiCBusiness Aviation Opator.

Comment 3. Risk Assessment or Criteria for CAT POL A 255

Explain moren details what EASA expects to be included in the risk assessment and als
it more detailed what criteria accordinGAT POL A 255 (b)(2) shall be considered.
Maybe acombination of both is also a solution in order to combine steep approaches
short Landing Operations

Comment 4CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(i)

The exclusion of steep approaches in generaiush too restrictive because some airpo
in the Alps have aombination of a steep approach and a short runway (like Lugano
Since these airports are amongst those for which this type of operation is very much re
it would be very helpful to increadhis limit according to the approved AFM / AF
Supplenental Databy the Manufacturer (most of the Business Aircraft are certified for s
approach of 4.%up to 6.0 degrees).

Comment 5. AMC1 CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)@gcurrent Training and Checking (c)(4):

Since a reduced required landing distance mapien is not allowed to be performed with
defect that affects the landing performance, the Recurrent Training/Checking should be
focused on the specialities of such an operation. A more detailed description wot
neceassary.

Comment 6 ALAP
What does EASA require from an ALAP. A more precise Rule should be established

Comment 7Recency vs. AMC1 CAT.POL.A.255(b)(@Rexurrent Training and Checking
The Rule should include the possibility to keep recency when a real landing took lpli&
latest every three yeara Simulator Recurrent should be performed.

Comment 8: FDM
FDM is required if the MTOM is 27.000 kgs or more, this should be considered also fc
Landing Operation.

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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Regards
Horst Nentwich

Partiallyaccepted.

Comment 1

PartNCC does not require any factor

Comment 2

The definition of holyday charter +ealled in this GM is already existing and used in Reg.
965/2012 and it does not apply to business jet operators.

Comment 3 and 4

Steep approdt operations, as well as other special approach procedures outside of stal
approach criteria, are not intended to be combined with reduced required landing dis'
operations. Each one of these options, under the conditons prescribed by the releNay
may be used by an operator to benefit of some flexibility under appropriate mitig:
conditions, but they are naheantto be combined.

GComment 5

An adequate training description will be provided at AMC and GM level.

Comment 6

Clarifications orthe intent and the content of the ALAP will be provided

Comment 7:

It will be included.

Comment 8:

FDM for aircraft having a MCTOM below 27 000 kg will be recommended.

166 comment by:CAA Norway

General:

The main threat to safe operation omontaminated runways is the presence
contamination. Consequently, the main focus for aerodrome operators will always have
removal, so as to provide runway surface conditions equal to runway surface conditiot
6 or 5, i.e. Dry or Wet conditions

CAA Norway has decided to focus on the part of the NPA concerning operation on oth
dry runways. On the aspect of allowing an 80 % rule for some landing operations, the
only a couple of comments to the AMC/GM material.

Noted.

206 comment by:CAA Norway

Relationship with other regulatory tasks

CAAN is of the opinion that the rulemaking task in hand must be seen in conjunctior
the rulemaking task on the same subject related to other Parts relevant to the introdu
of the new reporting format and caused by changes to ICAO Annex 3, aAhd1¥s. (MET
ATS, ADR, AIS).
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response

Rationale:

The chain from runway preparation and condition assessment through the condition r
promulgation via AIS (strategically) and ATIS / ATC Voice for tactical purpose, and sub
use of the information by opators and flightcrew for performance calculation/assessm
and reporting of perceived braking performance is long. It is seen as vital that the inte
are properly managed, and that the possibility of errors or misunderstandings is kept
as posible and must not leave anything to chance.

Accepted.
The two EASAllemaking taskRMT.0296 and RMT.0704 are conducted in close coordin
to ensure consistency of the new prawiss proposed in each domain.

Table of contents p. 2

comment

response

265 comment by Tom Wike

The proposed perfomandeanitations are applicable to CAT operations only. NCC opera
should be included as well. In reality, NCC operators are often direct competitors t
operators. They even might appear to customers as CAT operators, but with less res
performance limits. That isa flight safety issue.

Accepted.

The new provisions on the Global Runway Condition Reporting Favithdtte extended tc
non-commercid operations in line with ICACnAex 6 Part Il.

2. Explanatory Note p. 518

comment

response

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

10 comment by:Aliparma/FOPh

Usually "on demand" operations do not allow enough time for such approval process
competent autority .

Furthermore, considering the purpose of this flightsnay be impossible to have determint
the "public interest" by some States, specially out of Europe.

Noted

It should be noted that two typeof approvabf reduced required landindistance operation:
are being proposed.

The first, proposed under CAT.POL.A.255, appliesnescheduled ordemand commercia
air transport (CAT) operatioref Performance Class A aeroplanes oiiljis approvais not
aerodrome specifi@and isgiven to thke operator in generalTheoperator maythen choose
where to exercise it.

The second, proposkunder CAT.POL.A.355, applies to Performance Class B aeroplant
This approval is aerodromgpecific is valid only for aerodromes where tlgeis a public
interest, but applies to all CAT operationse( scheduled and noscheduled)onducted at
that aerodrome
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comment | 26 comment by:Gabriel Arroyo

Regarding the method of calculation of crosswind limits by aircraft manufacturers,
when itis accepted that is out of the scope of this NPA, we suggest to ask them to refel
limits to a certain runway widthUnlike runway slope limits, minimum runway width do r
use to appear on the AFM limitations. Therefore, some limits that have besmpin a 45
width runway could not be equally acceptable for 30 m.

response| Noted.

This is being done on recently certified aircraft types.

comment | 102 comment by:Stefan

The reduction to 80% is a good idea to harmonize EU to US.

Someone woulgbrobably see this as an example of "decrementalism" allowed by regule
operators, that are under high commercial pressure, will be approved based ol
assessments evaluated by national CAA that has (probably) no guidelines on how e
such a rik assessment and sometimes no specific knowledge on the aircraft 1
operations, etc.

It is interesting.

Statistics will be provided in the future at EU level about the effects of such a change, 1
will be therefore updated based on the data oerisus incidents, accidents vs approv
accepted? The very well done study of NLR, full of interesting information, will be
updated in few years?

response| Noted.

Evaluation of the rules will be performed systematically by EASA in the futuresiNdigs
may be conducted on the same subject when the need arises

comment 108 comment by:Conrad

Reference:

2. Explanatory Note

2.4.4. Annex \Y (Pa@AT) to the Air OPS Regulat
AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303(a);(b)(1);(c)@hdht check of the landingistance at the time o
arrival- aeroplanes

Suggested Change:

A new AMC is proposed, based on the FAA Advisory Circular (A82) 5 the use o
corrective

factors for the inflight check of the landing distance at the time of arrival when
manufacttNB NI &

data are providedrthe-AEMfor performance class A aeroplanes.

Rationale:
The main point is that manufacturers provide the required data. However, the data nee
be provided in the AFM.
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This is actually in contradiction to the AMCIAT.OP.MPA.303(a), where we fi
"(a) Performance information for landing distance assessment at the time of arrival sho
developed in accordance

with AMC 25.1592, or equivalent, and includadhe operations manual (OM) (Emphasic
is mine)

I Olidzl f £ & L g2 dz Ryme-of-arfival dada initile ARM, @3ongiak ey |
different from the dispatch

data, since that would leave us with two sets of contaminated landing data in the
(certified) document,
The operations manual sgood place for the aime-of-arrival data.

Accepted.

121 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 5

Paragraph 2.2 Objectives

Assuming these objectives are in order of importance, the prime objective is to redut
number of accidents and serious incidents where aeroplane performance is a
factor. However, in the case of the third objective, the proposal isetduce safety factors
This is in direct opposition to the first objective.

It may be argued that private opators have not been required to adhere to the current C
safety factors in the past, but those factors are currently the standard published by the
authority. Aircraft insurers may have required private operators to adhere to the CAT fi
as a ondition of their insurance cover. Changing the rule to allow reduced multiplying fe
will restrict insurers from requiring the use of higher safety factors, because the lower rt
length safety factors would be specified in the Implementing Rulesul8 there be overrur
incidents in the future that would have not occurred had the current rules remained in f
there may be some difficult postccident discussions with respect to liability for the los
incurred.

The proposed reduction in the fedy factors will expose all operators in this category
aeroplane (19 passengers, 45,360kg) to reduced runway distance safety factors. Th
increase the risk of runway excursions, regardless of enhanced crew training and
proposed mitigationsThe crew can still get it wrong, no matter how wedlined they are;
but the additional 67% of Landing Distance Available currently set out in the CAT 1
always there whatever may happen during a particular landing. It is the expectatior
passéger that the paying of money should ensure the same level of safety for theil
arrival as if with a large commercial airline. Operators taking advantage of the reduced
will not include in their advertising the fact that reduced safety margnesbeing used.

It is claimed in this document that the mitigations added by the proposed rule chang
compensate for the reduction in the multiplying factors for landing distance and so the
of safety will beB0

equivalentto the existing CAT rules. If the Agency truly believes this, why is the use
new rules restricted to aeroplanes with no more than 19 passengers and a Max
Certificated Take Off Mass not exceeding 45,360kg?
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Many of the major airlines would bable to demonstrate greater consistency and accut
in landing operations and better assurance of quality of crew training than the operat:
these smaller aircraft. If a major airline could show compliance with all of the mitigation
asked for therules to be amended to remove the passenger and mass restrictions (a
allow the Airbus A380 and other airliners to operate to factors based on 80% / 1.25 ir
of 60% / 1.67) how would the Agency refuse to do so, given that the NPA claims thateal
of safety is the same™ there were to be universal use of the proposed lower factors
overall safety record would undoubtedly be affected adversely.

The Agency should not risk misleading the public and the Commission on this poit
Agencyshould be open and honest about the proposal and state in the NPA/Opinion th
change is being made to harmonise with the reduced safety margins that are permit
FARs, which, so far, have not led to an accident rate that is unacceptable in th& 0&#
also be stated that harmonisation with FARs will avoid putting European operators
commercial disadvantage when competing with similar operators who are complying
FARs. But the Agency should not claim that the new rules will provideleolesafety that is
eguivalent to the current rules.

response Partially accepted.

The reasons for the proposal on reduced required landing distances are clearly expla
the RIAwith regards to lisiness aviation operations and the need Farmonisation with the
corresponding US rules. The RIA figures will be also updated with data gatheres
operations conducted in the US over the last years with a satisfactory safety record.
Considering that the conditions proposed by EASA to condecsdid operations are mot
restrictive than those in the US, the safety level is expected to remain at the same leve
improve.

As regards the aircraft eligibility for the said operations, the mass threshold will be ch
to an AFM eligibility stataent.

comment | 122 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 6
Paragraph 2.8 Summary of the RIAReduced Landing Distance

¢KS LI N} INILK GKFG RSHfAa gA0K WwSRdAzOSF
YR . FTSNRLIIFYS 2LISNIGA2ya¢d Aa 020K O2
It is confusing because it does not define the options cleatthis is a public consultatio
NPA, nba discussion document between specialists).

It is misleading because it states that the reduction in landing distance factors wit
specified mitigations will provide the same level of safety as the current ridesv can &
reduction in the minimumLanding Distance Available (a 25% reduction for Class
aeroplanes) offer the same level of safety? (See also comment made against paragra|

This paragraph 2.3 claims social and economic benefits that are difficult to understanc
that the proposal is to reduce the multiplying factors for landing distance. The passeng
these smaller aircraft are likely to be paying considerably more for their journey com
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with airline passengers over a similar route; potentially many times more.ddavit be more
proportionate to allow reduced runway safety factors for aeroplanes carrying passengel
are paying the highest fares?

The requirement for these operations to be approved by the competent authority o
operator is of limited valueAny competent authority within EASA who refuses approval
0S | 00dzaSR 2F a32ftR LXFdAy3ae GKS NMzZ S
compared with other Member State authorities.

The supporting safety assessment produced by NLR pressmdence that there are
AAAYATFAOlLIyGte Y2NB af2y3a fFyRAYyIaéE |yl
WodzaAySaa GelIS | ANDNIFOGW 2LISNIFriGA2ya O2
sense that this is presented as evidence fthowing smaller landing distance multiplyii
factors for business aircraft operators. Surely this evidence is a clear justification for k
the existing 60% / 1.67 factors for business operators?

The NPA is proposing to introduce reduced runway distafactors without presenting ar
evidence that the proposed mitigations will be effective. What evidence is there to su
the claim that these mitigations will compensate for the reduced landing distance factc

response| Not accepted.

Paragraph & is a short summary of the RIA. Ti# details are given in the RIA chapter
the NPA. As regards the options they are only two: Option 0O i.e. do nothing (the be
option) and option 1, which is the regulatory proposal for reduced landing dist
operations.

The mentioned social benefits are inteadimostly for performance class B aeroplanes wh
reduced landing distance operations will be allowed only for aerodromes where a |
interest exists.

The economic benefit will be for the potential traffic increase at certain aerodromtese
thoseoperationsmay be conducted.

As regards competent authority approvals, already today special limitations may be im
at aerodromes where a specific safetyncern exist

The NLR study, after highlighting certain rigskgposedthe measures to mitigate those ris
to a level comparable to that of the traditional landing factors.

comment | 123 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 1%

AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA. 311,

¢CKS dzaS 2F ¢2NRa tA1S wakz2dAZ R O2yaARSN
in an operational environment when things go wronbhere is a known case (an overr
incident in January 2016) leading to a dispute between an operator and adraete as to
whether the runway state report reflected the actual conditions. It is believed that this m
is being referred to the local legal courts. Whilst it is understood that AMC material ¢
dzaS GSN¥&a &adzOK | & WY dziatiafthe AN Weéidikd be $tréngtheie
where possible and that definitions are made more precise.

To take arexample- if a runway is cleared, but there are ice patches on the runway that
less than 25% of one third die runway, is this really tbe considered DRY?

response Noted.
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a8 O2NNBOGfe YSyGA2ySR GKS dzasS 2F (KS
AMCs. However, while more precise information may be provided at GM level, further
are also provided in the aerodronregulation which is being concurrently and consistel
amended in regard to these matters by the rulemaking task RMT.0704.

124 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 13
CAT.POL.A.255 Approval of reduced required landing distance operations.

Theproposal to change the landing distance factors for smaller aeroplanes (not more tf
passengers and 45,360 kg MTOM) is presented in a very confusing way. We believe
description in the NPA makes the proposal difficult to understand even byrtsxpehis
dzy RSNX¥YAYyS&a GKS LlzN1Jl2asS 2F GKS bt! X gKA

The use of percentages and multipliers to refer to the same limitations is extremely cont
especially if the reader is not a performance specialist. For example thefaatoe appears
as the multiplier 1.43 and as 70% particular, the use of percentages whereinoreased
percentage means@ducedrunway length available is very confusing. It is accepted thal
is how the FAA expresses distances, but we recomrttextdEASA does not do this. Using |
WONIYRAGAZ2YIFEQ GSNXYa&a W[IFyRAYy3 5 A aunampigudus)
and Wgnding Distance RS |j dzA NB R @an éitheK heOudfactored or expressed with
multiplying factor) gives much greatdadty.

Always expressing the safety landing distance factors as multipliers, so that factors tl
greater than 1 increase the distance required, is logical and may be understood more
It is recommended that the entire NPA, Opinion and raioh text should be adjusted to d
this.

We also recommend that a clearly written statement explaining the proposed changes
runway distance factors should be included when this proposal is published again, whe¢
is publishedasarevised NEANJ & |y WhLAYA2YQO®

It is suggested that the following text could be inserted just after the list of four mitig:
measures to provide a clearer explanatipparticularly for a norspecialist reader

Explanation of the rules for aeroplane landing distances.

Aircraft/Actual Landing Distances (AlD)

For each aircraft type the manufacturer will provide performance data in the Aircraft |
Manual (AFM). This should include the Aircraft/Actual Lan@iiggances (ALD) for the fu
range of landing conditions that may be encountered in seniiee ALD values are providt
for the appropriate range of values of aircraft operating mass, runway altitude, wind ¢
and direction etc.

The ALD is the disfaOS FNBY (G(KS Ll2aAiridrazy 2F (KS
coming to a full stopon a DRY runway.

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through theife®&t/internet. Page20of 224



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix 4 to Opinion N62/20191 CRD to NPA 20161
2. Individuacomments and response

The calculation of ALD assumes that the landing is performed precisely in accordan
the procedures set out in the AFM, meaning that: theciaft crosses the runway scree
height position at the correct altitude and speed; it touches down at the correct point o
runway; and maximum braking is used to bring the aircraft to a stop.

Landing Distance Available (LIRA)

The Landing Distand@gvailable is the length of the runway at the destination aerodrome
is available to be used safely. It is measured from the position of the screen height
opposite end of the runway.

The operating rules recognise that any particular landing may be different to the la
technique that is assumed in the AFM performance calculations. The aircraft may ap|
the runway faster and/or higher than assumed; the aircraft may touchdowéuralong the
runway than the optimum point; the actual winds and other weather factors may be diffe
to those assumed in the calculation of ALD; and maximum braking may not be achieva
this reason the Landing Distance Available (LDA) must alveagseater than the predicte
Aircraft/Actual Landing Distance (ALD) that is provided in the AFM performance dat
amount by which the LDA must exceed the ALD is defined in the Operating Rules.

For aeroplanes operating for Commercial Air Transgi@tcurrent rules for landing distanc
factors may be found in CAT.POL.A.225, CAT.POL.230 and CAT.POL.235.

For a turbgjet powered aeroplane in Performance Class A that is to land on a dry runw.
current CAT.POL.A.230 requires that the ALD mustxustexi 60% of the LDA.

This means that the Landing Distance Available must be at least 1.67¢x ALD

(i.e. 1.67 times the distance that will be used by the aircraft according to the AFM date
landing is precisely in accordance with the calculatiGuagtions).

The crew will look up the ALD in the AFM for the aircraft weight and for the altitude,
etc. that is forecast at the destination aerodrome and then multiply this by 1.67 to obtai
minimum permitted runway length that must be available at the destination, (the Lan
Distance Available).

If the runway isvet, CAT.POL.A235 requires that a further factor of 1.15 must be applie
So for a turbget powered aeroplane landing on a wet runwiig
Landing Distance Available (LDA) must be at least 1.67 x 1.15 x ALD =1.92 x ALD.

For a turbepropeller powered aeroplane in Performance Class A the ALD must not €
70% of the LDASo the equivalent factors for a turlropeller powered aeropine are 1.4
x ALD for a dry runway and 1.64 x ALD for a wet runway.

The proposed amendment to the rules

The amendment that is proposed in this document would allow the operators of !
Performance Class A aeroplanes (with more than 19assengrs and Maximum Take C
Mass not exceeding 45,360kg) to use smaller landing distance factors. The rule chang
permit these aeroplanes to land on shorter runways. The new factors for these si
aircraft are based on the dry ALD not exceeding 8D#teol DA, for both turbget and turbo
propeller powered aeroplanes.
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The resulting multiplying factors for Performance Class A aeroplanes are compared w
existing factors as follows:

Landing Distance Factors Percentage reduction in
LDA must be at least [factor] minimum LDA at

ALD destination
Aeroplane Runway Existing Proposed rules for
condition  rules smaller aeroplanes
Turbojet Dry 1.67 1.25 25%
powered Wet 1.92 1.44 25%
Turbopropeller Dry 1.43 1.25 12.5%
powered Wet 1.64 1.44 12.5%

This means that, under the proposed new rules, small turbpgatered aeroplanes will b
allowed to land on runways that are 25% shorter than currently; and small {oiroeller
powered aeroplanes will be allowed to land on runways that are 12Hs8iter.

To give an example:

Assume that the crew of a turbet powered aeroplane look up the aircraft/actual landi
distance in the Aircraft Flight Manual for the aircraft mass and other conditions expec
the destination and they find that thealue of ALD is 1000 metres.

Under the existing rules for turbt powered aeroplanes, the minimum landing distar
available at the destination must be 1,670m if the runway is dry or 1,920m if the runv
wet.

If the aeroplane can carry fewer than 19sgangers and its maximum certificated tedd®
mass does not exceed 45,350kg, the proposed new rules will reduce the minimum .
distance that must be available at the destination to 1,250m if the runway is dry or 1,4«
the runway is wet. (i.e. Aeduction of 420m for dry conditions and 480m for wet conditiol

It is recommended that a clear explanation, similar to the above, be included in any r
NPA and in an@pinion on this subjectt is further recommended that any revised NPA ¢
the Opinion should refer throughout to the factors 1.67, 1.92, 1.25 and I A# should ther
I g2AR Ol dzaAy3d lye O2yFdzaAz2y o0& (KS dnil
WRSONBIFasSQ Siodo

Accepted.

The text proposed in the comment will be used as a basis to provide more explanations
AMC/GM to the relevant rules

125 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 13;
Paragraph 2.4.4¢ CAT.POL.A.25%\pproval of Reduced Required Landing Diste
Operations.
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LG Aad RAFFAOdAA G G2 dzy RSNBR Ul YR K24 NBRdz
Nbzt S& T2 NJ 0dza Ay SWhat idbgidglproposed/is a2ldwér Ndfety atanBagd
Busiress Aviation relative to that required for other forms of Commercial Air Tran:
(CAT).The supporting NLR report shows that Business Aviation Operators currently
short of the standards achieved by Commercial Air Transport Operators for towal
dispersal accuracy and the target approach speeds. To compensate for the reduced
the mitigation measures must improve the performance of the flight crews to a standart
is better than that currently achieved by the airlines operating to (LB,

It is considered that the proposed mitigation measures will not achieve this for the follc
reasons:

Operational Conditionssee CAT.POL.A.230 (a)(3) and CAT.POL.A.235 (a).

The current dry landing distance factor is 1.67 (land wi60% of the distance available) 1
turbojet powered aircraft and 1.43 (land within 70% of the distance available) for 41
propeller powered aeroplanesk-or turbojet powered aircraft, an additional 15% factor
wet gives an overall factor of 1.92 igh means that the specific increase for a wet runwe
25% of the urfactored landing distancelf the proposed landing distance factor (80%
used, this corresponds to a 25% factor and an additional 15% factor for wet giving an
factor of 43.86. This means that the specific increase in landing distance for a wet sl
reduces from 25% to 18.8% and the overall factor for a wet surface is considerably le
that originally applied to a dry surface for turbojet powered machines.

Flight Crew

The same crew complement is proposed as was previously required for turbojet po
aircraft. Additional training on simulators is unlikely to enhance the crew skills signific
as business jet simulators rarely have limiting runways rhede(The European certifie
airfields for many of these simulation devices include Heathrow, Gatwick and Amstel
Also, the contaminated runway modelling in these simulators is generally not consister
the TALPA ARC matrix.

The wheel brake sysin characteristics for the smaller business jets are generally n
effective as those for the larger aircraft and for the flight crew there is also a greater em,
on smooth landings and moderate braking for executive customers.

AerodromeConditions
The proposed change is targeted at business operations, which are likely to be flyir
smaller aerodromes that are less wetjuipped. Compared with airline operations the
operations are likely to be landing at aerodromes with: shortenways; less equipmer
available (i.e. a laclof precision approach aids); runway surfaces that are not as
maintained and monitored; and less frequent aircraft movements resulting in runway st
reporting that is less up to date.
In addition, thesurrounding environment including terrain and obstacles can be r
challenging at these smaller airportReliance on external visual cues would limit operati
to good VMC and daylight!

Aeroplane Characteristics and Performance
The small bsiness aircraft in question tend to be less capable in marginal cond
compared with large transport aeroplane3hey have fewer supporting systems suct
autobrake and autdghrottle and many do not have thrust reverser®r because of thei
configuation they have reversers that are less effective. In addition, speed control ¢
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more challenging in these smaller aircrafeven the more sophisticated autopilots of lar
transport aircraft use an approach speed @M 5 knots to address speedriation).

The NPA proposes to change the Operating Rules significantly, but only to mod
Airworthiness Certification rules with respect to operations from Contaminated Run
and to make changes in the AMC to the details for deriving Landgtgrnide information ir
flight. The NPA does not modify the Airworthiness Certification Rules for the landing dit
determination made before departure This will lead to inconsistences as will how
illustrated.

The following assessment uses the Affdtha for a real migdange business jet.

For this aircraft type the certification tests for dispatch data used the parametric methoc
a 3%° approach atr¥; a touchdown rate of 8 ft/sec and maximum manual braking. In
operations the techniqueshat were used to establish the scheduled landing distance
unlikely to be reproduced.

For normal operations (where passenger comfort is a significant factor) a 3° approagh
+ 7 knots, a touchdown rate of-4 ft/sec (see the last line of page 44AMC 25.159:
paragraph 6.1) and autobraking would be typical.

A calculation of the total effect of these deviations from the certification technique (act
using 6 ft/sec touchdown due to software constraints) gives an expected landing distal
a dy runway that is 25.9% greater than the AFM value. This means that a typical r
landing would use all of the landing distance available based upon the proposed 25%
with no margin. These assumptions may be optimistic if other factors are presgch as
lack of precision approach guidance.

This calculation used AFM data for a standard ISA day. Current operating rules allow s
conditions to be used for landing distance calculations, because the pressure/densi
temperature variationgre considered to be covered by the existing 1.67 factor.

For this aircraft type we have calculated that a warm summer temperature of 35°C (IS
would result in the 25.9% factor derived above increasing to 31.8%. This would clearly
the Landing Btance Available based on the proposed 1.25 factor.

Even though the existing landing distance factors are in place to cover these variabil
technique and weather conditions, runway excursions are one of the most frequent ki
accident or sedus incident. A casual look at the accident statistics suggests that busine
have a much poorer record than other commercial aircraft in this respect. Therefor
proposal goes against the stated objective of reducing the number of performandedt
accidents and we recommend that the reduced factors are not permitted for any
operations.

response| Not accepted.

The issues mentioned in the comment have been considered in the NLR study, and the
indicate that, the current averagetandard of lisinessaviation operators is certainly lowe
than that of traditional large CAT operators. However, enhanced flight crew training, |
same standard of CAT options and a number of additional mitigating measures (suc
no operations orcontaminated runways, plus others included in the conditions requirec
the approval) will allow to attain an equivalent levelsaffety.

comment | 126 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark
Page 1&;
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CAT.POL.A.355, Paragraph 3

This paragraph states:

& ¢ K8nt of the rule is to achieve proportionality of the rules for small CAT operators
a set of conditions that, as explained in Chapter 4 (RIA) of this NPA, are considered t
I £t S@St 2F alFSae SldAglrtSyd G2 GKFG A

If it is considered to be an equivalent level of safety why is the use of the reduced f
restricted to aircraft with 19 passengers and a mass of 45,360 kg?

If the level of safety will be unchanged or will even be increased with the new rule, it mi
acceptable to operate larger/heavier aeroplanes to the factors based on 80% of le
distance available. The application of the passenger and mass limitations is a clear ad
by the Agency that the level of protection provided by the proposed ryngiistance factor:
for the smaller aeroplanes will be lower than is provided by the current rules. This sho
made clear in the NPA and any Opinion to the Commission.

Partially accepted.

The mass threshold will be replaced by an aircdiv eligibility statement.

127 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 16

Paragraph 2.4.4¢ CAT.POL.A.355 Approval of Reduced Required Landing Di
Operations. (Performance Class B aeroplanes)

Our comments made against CAT.POL.A.255 (Class A Aeroplanes) also apply here,
additional concerns because it is stated that the training will be simplified compared witl
provided for the pilots of Class A aeroplanes.

What are the furtherlim G A2y a LINRPLIZASR F2N 4KS wO

Noted.
The control of the touchdown area should be identified by references on the runway \

from the flight deck. Adequate garound and balked landing instructions should be :
provided in case touchdown in the designated area is not achieved.

170 comment by:UK CAA
Page No:5

Paragraph No:Explanatory note

Comment: The UK CAA appreciates the considerable amount of effort that has obv

gone intoproviding such a comprehensive explanatory notéis helped considerably
understanding rationale and principles intended with the proposed changes.

Noted.

171 comment by:UK CAA
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Page No:6 et seq.
Paragraph No:Thoserelating to reduced required landing distance proposals.

Comment: Before approval can be given for use of required landing distance it is ess
that there is a measurable demonstration that all the enhanced mitigating measures
had an effect orachieved landing parameters cited in the NLR justificatiéspecially fo
those relating to crew performance, there needs to be some demonstration that they
had some measurable effect on the improvement in accurate approach and la
criteria. FCR evidence would be the best method of assessment criteria that shou
introduced into the rule proposal.

Justification: The NLR Safety Study highlights in Table 2 on page 16 that only two of tt
types studied would meet theoretically the equieat level of safety for the normaly
factored dry case cases, and this assumes that all the enhanced mitigation measure
their intended effect. In the case of the measures relating to crew performance,
enhanced training, accuracy of approachddanding speed control) these are not direc
measurable quantities and are difficult to assess.

wSO023yAaAryd GKIFEGZ a4 GKS b[w {FFSde {i
compared to commercial operators a larger percentage of Wiksed approaches ar
O2yAYydzSRET YR Ftaz2 GKIFEG F2N) odzaAySaa
higher than for commercial airlines, it would appear that FDR evidence would be thi
method of assessment criteria.

response| Partially accepted.

The aircraft categories for which FDM is mandatory are established in ORO.AOC tha(
basis of more general criteria which are not meant to be revised by this proposal. Whe
is available, it should be used also for the purposes of CAT.POL.A.255. Moreov
recommended to be used on a voluntary basis also when it is not etjby ORO.AOC.13
However, alternative means for data collection will be considered and the analy
2LISNI 02NRa LISNF2NXIFYyOS Ay NBf I (A 2y indugled
in the risk assessment.

comment | 188 comment by DassauklAviation
DassauHAviation
Page 6: Reduced required landing distance
Comment:

Dassaulsupports this evolution but profusion of requirements for approval and training
dissuade operators. Requirements should be harmonized with Part 91K and part 135 |

response Noted.
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The training requirementsalong withthe other conditions required for the approval of tt
kind of operationsare an essential part of the balanced approach enabling an equiv
level of safety

comment | 189 comment by:DassaulAviation

DassauHAviation
Page 10: In flight cheak the landing distance at the time of arrival.

Comment:

This evolution is a necessary step in the way of providing and using performance dat.
flight assessment. Dassault position is to support these evolutions in parallel to the ac
inpro0Saa 2F GKS acCfAIKIE DINRadiaLIldk NYR yarA dzt (R
that the introduction of this proposal concerning the certified data should be delayec
AYGNRRAzZOSR aAyYdzZ GFyS2dzate 6AGK {KSngGBup
"for consistency of the full package related to preflight and in flight performance assess

response| Noted.
Though the work of the FTHWG has been followed and acknowledged during thishieh’
is not yet a final decision andszhedule on the implemsation at regulatory level of its
proposals orlanding performance fowet runways Therefore theymay only be considere
at a general level by reording the EASAules on wet runways in performance-based

manner that can host théuture availability of nev landing performance standards for w
runways.

comment | 223 comment by ERAA

CAT.OP.MPA.303 p. 10:
Performance class A: Is the 15% margin applicable to the unfactored landing distance

response| Noted.

See response toomment 286.
comment | 224 comment by ERAA

AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311 Runway braking action reporting

Pilot advisory report
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The NPA is stating that pilot advisory report of braking action should be used for downg
a braking action categorWiderge's Flyveselskap AS is questioning how this is envisior
this concept introduces challenges related to pilot evaluation and standardization.

Experience, being an airline operating turbo prop aircraft, with mass betwe&® 16nnes,
is thatpilots of medium weight jet aircrafts, typically Boeing 737, are reporting braking &
that are more slippery than the values observed by our flight crew.

The difference in observed braking action is likely related to the aircraft characterigtie
jet, which is 24 times heavier than the turbo prop in question, also has a touchdown s
which is approximately 3@0 knots higher. The resulting kinetic energy that has tc
dissipated for the jet is thereby 3,5 to 8 times higher for the jet tfarthe turbo prop.

A jet aircraft is mainly relying on wheel brakes for stopping, whereas a turboprop el
much more effective aerodynamic braking by propellers in disc or reverse. Flight
operating jets will likely observe activation of the isiid function of the brakes when au
brake is selected before landing, while flight crew of turbo prop will not use brakes othe
for management of taxi speed and setting of parking brake.

The NPA does not indicate means for standardized g@lodrts, neither within an airline nc
between different aircraft types. This may be difficult to achieve and most likely some k
standardized aircraft system is required to obtain reliable and consistent data.

Hence, too much reliance on pileports can have two important consequences that shc
be considered:

1. 1. Pilot report issued from a turbo prop can confirm that the braking action is better
it really is, which may introduce stopping and/or control problems for a jet

2.2. Pilot report issued from a jet aircraft may downgrade the RWYCC so that the ri

must be closed for treatment, leading to unnecessary holding and possible diversion a
fuel scenario for turbo prop aircraft

Runway Friction Measurements (Mu)
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¢KS bt! ljdz2iSa GKS ¢! [t! 1w/ GKIFEGT aNB
G2 LAE20aZIXXP dd CAdzNIKSNY¥Y2NB>X |y L/!h
gAYUSN O2yRAGAZ2Yy &S SEOSLII T2 N KIiddRyuir@ zhy
such practice may benefit flight crew not accustomed to winter operation as it rec
possible confusion, but it definitively has a negative impact on the total situational awar
for experienced flight crew operating in the same eomiment.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is operating 130000 flights per year in Norway, Scandin:
UK, to aerodromes that in 2012/2013 produced a total of 34000 SNOWTAMS. This mei
our flight crew has considerable knowledge of, and experienceinter operation and a:
such can anticipate what the runway condition should be based on weather re|
precipitation, temperature, forecast etc. In our view presentation of the measured frit
coefficient and type of measuring device in the remarldfaf the Runway Condition Repo
RCR; will enhance the possibility for an experienced flight crew to increase his
situational awareness when evaluating the runway conditions. The flight crew will then
if the reporter has upgraded or downgred the RWYCC both from the RCAM and in rele
to the measured value.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is suggesting that friction measurements performed by con
personnel may be presented in the remark field of the RCR. The presented data is an
used for increased situational awareness, not performance calculation.

Noted.

See response to comment 289.

247 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes the NPA's reference to the Takewifl Landing Performance Assessm
Aviation Rulemaking Committee (TALPA ARC) which met inZB@®and in which the
agency directly participated together with all the turbine aeroplane OEMs.

GAMA is providing several specific comments about areas WREre 2016l1 seems ftc
diverge from FAA generated guidance material which causes concern for div
requirements being established between the two regulators.

GAMA recommends that the agency work closely with its t#attantic partners at the U.$
FAAto achieve a harmonised set of requirements for runway performance, because div
standards that are not harmonised will significantly increase cost on manufacturers and
confusion in the operator community.

Noted.

Harmonisation wilbe pursued to the maximum possible extent.
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272 comment byIlATA

2.2 Objectives

WX 8

& contribute to the harmonisation of FAA and EU operational requirements on aero
LISNF2NXYIFYyOS F2NJ /!¢ 2LISNIiGA2yas

IATA Commentst is proposed thaHarmonization should be mentioned as follows:
GO02yiNROdzGS G2 GKS 3Jft261f RAANNRZBUAOpdraiioh
NBIjdANBYSyGa 2y FSNRLIX FYS LISNF2NXYIyOS
Accepted.

It will be mentioned in the Opinion.

273 comment byIlATA
EAPPRE Ref 3.7.2

EASA reply

GCEtAIKG ¢S&G IFNXY2YyATIFGA2Yy 22NJAy3 DNR

IATA Comments: It is proposed to mention under which governance this Group is wor
should then be read as follows:...

& Awiés recognised that the issue is currently being addressed by the [???] Fligt
| I NY¥2yAT FGA2Yy 22N]JAy3 DNRdzZJ 6C¢l 2Dz §

Acceted.

The Opinion will specify that the FTHWG is a working group which answerdRaAhiviatior
RulemakingAdvisory Committee

286 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A
CAT.OP.MPA.303 p. 10:

Question to EASA:

Performance class A: Is the 15% margin applicable to the unfactored landing distance

Noted.

Yes the 1% margin is applicable to the unfactored landing distance calculated u
performance data for the time of arrival.

289 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A

P11 AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311 Runway braking action reporting
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Pilot advisory report

The NPA is stating that pilot advisory report of braking action should be used for downg
a braking action category. Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is questioning how this is envis
this concept introduces challenges related to pilot evaluation staddardization.

Experience, being an airline operating turbo prop aircraft, with mass betwe&® 16nnes,
is that pilots of medium weight jet aircrafts, typically Boeing 737, are reporting braking ¢
that are more slippery than the values obseuvay our flight crew.

The difference in observed braking action is likely related to the aircraft characteristic
jet, which is 24 times heavier than the turbo prop in question, also has a touchdown s
which is approximately 380 knots higher.The resulting kinetic energy that has to

dissipated for the jet is thereby 3,5 to 8 times higher for the jet than for the turbo prop.

A jet aircraft is mainly relying on wheel brakes for stopping, whereas a turboprop el
much more effective aerodyamic braking by propellers in disc or reverse. Flight ¢
operating jets will likely observe activation of the anti skid function of the brakes when
brake is selected before landing, while flight crew of turbo prop will not use brakes othe
for management of taxi speed and setting of parking brake.

The NPA does not indicate means for standardized pilot reports, neither within an airlii
between different aircraft types. This may be difficult to achieve and most likely some k
standadized aircraft system is required to obtain reliable and consistent data.

Hence, too much reliance on pilot reports can have two important consequences that ¢
be considered:

1. Pilot report issued from a turbo prop can confirm that the brakaction is better that
it really is, which may introduce stopping and/or control problems for a jet

2. Pilot report issued from a jet aircraft may downgrade the RWYCC so that the rt
must be closed for treatment, leading to unnecessary holdirdy@ossible diversion and lo
fuel scenario for turbo prop aircraft

Runway Friction Measurements (Mu)

¢KS bt! ljdz23Sa GKS ¢! [t! 1w/ OGKFEGT aNB
G2 LAE20AaIXXP dd CdzNI K S NI 2 ddsrer friglionlrdadings i
GAYGSNI O2yRAGAZ2Yy &S SEOSLII T2N KIFENR O2y
such practice may benefit flight crew not accustomed to winter operation as it rec
possible confusion, but it definitively has egative impact on the total situational awarene
for experienced flight crew operating in the same environment.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is operating 130000 flights per year in Norway, Scandin:
UK, to aerodromes that in 2012/2013 produced ataif 34000 SNOWTAMS. This means
our flight crew has considerable knowledge of, and experience in winter operation g
such can anticipate what the runway condition should be based on weather rej
precipitation, temperature, forecast etc. In puiew presentation of the measured frictic
coefficient and type of measuring device in the remark field of the Runway Condition R
RCR; will enhance the possibility for an experienced flight crew to increase his
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situational awareness when aluating the runway conditions. The flight crew will then kn
if the reporter has upgraded or downgraded the RWYCC both from the RCAM and in 1
to the measured value.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is suggesting that friction measurements performmeah bgtent
personnel may be presented in the remark field of the RCR. The presented data is on
used for increased situational awareness, not performance calculation.

Partially accepted.

The remark filed of the RCR can be always ts@dovide additional information to increas
the flight crew situational awarenesBart of the concerns expressed in the comment wil
also addresseith the rulemaking task RMT.0704 by introducing the concept of operatiot
GAaLISOALFffe NINBAN NBRS 6AKACRI 6ATE 06S NBTF
for air operations.

333 comment by NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the iflight check of landing distance at the time of arrival and
harmonisation with the FAA.

Noted.

343 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the increased safety due to more accurate assumptions and suppc
accompanying reduction from 60% to 80% of the LDA.

Noted.

344 comment by NetJetEurope

NetJets suports teh objectives. The Accident Investigation Board Norway and UK Civil
Authority highlight risks of operating on contaminated and slippery runways. This
address these highlighted risks

Noted.

345 comment by US FAA
AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311

Comment summary

Sentence:Runway condition codes are to be reported for each third of the runway v
more than 25% of one third of the runway surface is contaminated.

FAA implementation of TALPA ARQuires RCC to be reported when 25% of the er
runway is contaminated.
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EASA (and ICAO) recommended practice may greatly increase the number of occu
when airplane performance will be affected adversely without a commiserate incree
safety.

Suggested resolution

wSO2YYSYR 9! {! I R2LJG C! ! FYR GNI RAGAZY
than 25% of the entire surface is contaminated.

Not accepted.

The reporting criteria are an important element agreed at ICAO léwelthe global
implementation of the new set of rules on runway condition assessment and reportin:
therefore are kept.

The new reporting format leads to an assumption of dry runway below the cove
threshold where previously the operator would hawalculated with a wet runwa
assumption. This reduces the margins available in operations. To ensure that the €
margins are sufficient for (unreported) worse case contamination of the runway
reporting threshold had to be reduced to 25% of oh&d.

346 comment by US FAA
AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311

Comment summary

{SYyGdSyOoSY ¢KS O2yOSLJi 2F NBLERZ2NIAY3 Nz
drops below themaintenance thresholgdwas previously recommended for enforcemdayt
the States in ICAO Annex 14, but no associated aeroplane performance was so far ¢
to allow flight crew to take this information into account in their performance assessme
the time of arrival.

ICAO Annex 14 Attachment A and FAA AG5B20:12C refer to reporting slippery we
Nbzy g6 @ O2yRAGAZ2YA 6KSYy GKS FTNRAOGAZ2Y ¥
WY I Ay (i SThib §hirésBdddis also called out in the draft version of the ICAO Air
Performance Manual being created to qgot TALPA.

Suggested resolution

- A 7

/ KFy3as GKS LIKNI}aS 46St2¢ YFIAYdaSylyos i

Noted.

The explanatory note of the NPA cannot beggued. However the correct terminology wi
be used in the Opinion.
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comment | 347 comment by US FAA

AMC 25.1591

Comment summary

Sentence: Information and explanatory material is amended in accordance with the °
ARC recommendations and FAA AG25taking into account ICAO standards for runy
condition codes and contaminant descriptors.

AMC 25.1591 refers ttakeoff only as dbes FAA AC 25l. Takeoff performance is on
referred to contaminant descriptors, type and deptiRunway condition codes are n
referred in AMC 25.1591 nor are they referred to in FAA AB125

Suggested resolution

55t SGSY & NHzy g ey R¥E2 yFRUR(IYA 20yK SO 2aR85/a0 Sy OS @

response, Not accepted.

The text in question is only a summary exglagnin general terms the bacland of the
changes. Runway condition codes do not agpe AMC 25.1591.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulatior{draft EASA Opinior) 3.1.1. Definitions p. 1921

comment | 4 comment by KLM

Definitions to be in line with Annex@l4
Contaminated / dry rwy and delete damp

response| Accepted.

Definitionswill be harmonised

comment | 11 comment by:Aliparma/FOPh

"Dry Runway" definition needs a more clear and observable state as the words "
moisture" concept is subject to personal interpretation.

"Damp Runway" definition is needed (and should not be deleted) the "shiny appare
concept wasappropriated

response Not accepted.

These definitions are kept in line with the relevant ICAO standards for the global repc
F2NXIFGP ¢KS RSTFAYAGAZ2Y 2F GRIFYL) Ndzy gt
RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F a6Si Nizygl eé o
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31 comment by saferunway.GmbH

omnol v Ywdzy ¢ | e O2yRAGAZ2Y laaSaavSyl )
assessment of the runway condition code, using associated procedures, from a
observedor measuredunway surface condition(g)nd pilot report of braking action.

MotivationY ! RRAY 3 &d2NJ YSI 8dz2NBSRé¢ 2LISya GKS
and innovations capable of providing and disseminating automated measurements of b
actions from e.g. aircraft.

Not accepted

The proposed definitiors in line with ICAO SARPs and does not preclude the introduct
future technologies.

a7 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Definition of RWYCC

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.1 Definitions
1.
OMnoov Wwdzysle O2yRAGAZ2Y O2RS ow2 /|

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Replace definition with:
& Y S layidmber that describes the effect of the runway surface condltlon(s) on aero|

RSOSt SNl GA2y LISNF2NXNIYyOS FyR I GSNIE O

Amend the Note to say:
GGKS LiJzN1J32aS 2F (GKS NYzysglk & O2yRA (A RBing
LISNF2NXYIFyOS OFfOdzA A2y o0& (GKS FfAIKIDG

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The definition taken from ICAO is misleading and does not define well what the R
Condition Code is. It does not as such describe the runway condition. Tehtased by the
Runway surface descriptors. It quantifies the effect of the runway condition on ava
braking action and lateral control of the aeroplane.

The change to the note is necessary to make clear that RWYCCs are not a direct inp
takedf computation, but can only used for landing.

Accepted

The Definition will be changed.

84 comment by AIRBUS

SUBJECT :  Slippery wet runway for Takeoff
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1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
General

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

The Definitions section correctly identifies that a Slippery wet runway is not a contam
but a runway state, just like dry or wet (smooth). As such, the performance for slipper
runways should not be described in &25.1591, which is for takeoff operations
contaminated runways only. Removing it from the scope of this AMC also ensure
slippery wet runways are appropriately deal with under the limitations set out in AMG:
5f. (1):

& 6 X 0-off§ utifisigreduced takeoff thrust settingsg

(1) Are not authorised on runways contaminated with standing water, snow, slush, or ic
are not authorised on wet runways unless suitable performance accountability is ma
the increased stopping distance ontheS G & dzZNF | OS v ¢

It is thus recommended to insert a new paragraph in CS25.109 before (e):

aThe slippery wet runway effective friction is defined as 0.16 for a fully modulatinglddi
system. The maximum tyre to ground wet runway friction must be aefluso take into
account other types of ankid systems. For quasiodulating systems, multiply the liste
braking coefficient by 0.625. For @ff systems, multiply the listed braking coefficient
0.375. For the classification of asskid systems, phse refer to AMC 25.109(c)(2). Aeropla
without anti-skid systems will need to be addressed separately on almasase basib €

Consequently, the following changes should be made to AMC 25.1591.
Remove definition 4.7 of Slippery Wet

Remove line forlppery Wet from Table 1

Remove line for Slippery Wet from Table 2

For clarification, amend AMC-@3 5 f. (1) to say:

G6PdPY NHzy 6l @& dzyf Sada adzaaidlofS LISNF2NY
distance on the weaind wet slippensurf | OS @ ¢

Since CS25.1592 and the associated AMC already considers both states and contam
is proposed to include slippery wet more explicitly into its scope, as detailed in a se|
comment.

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

ICAO clasifies Slippery Wet as a Runway State rather than a Contaminant. Including thi
into the Supplemental information would make the provision of data for takeoff optional
lack of this information carries the risk that operators and flight crewrerteappropriately
made aware that braking action on slippery wet conditions is degraded below the
assumed in CS 25.109(c). Additionally, including this state in CS 25.109 clarifi
operations with reduced thrust are permissible on slippery vagtditions when appropriate
performance data is furnished.

response Partially accepted.
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¢KS tAYS FT2NJ a{fALILISNE 2SG¢ oAttt 0S NE
G{fALILISNE 2SiG¢ Ay GKS &adzdL)x SYSy (wet runkdy
remains relatively vague from an aerodrome point of view.

85 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Harmonization of AMC 253

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
Out of current scope

2. PROPOSED TEXTOMMENT:

Change Definitions in AMC 28 5 d. and e.:

GR® | ¢S Wibeg suifate isicavergdybysany visible dampness or water up t
including 3mm deep within the intended area of use

e. A contaminated runway is ore which a significanportion of the runway surface are
(whether in isolated areas or not) within the length and width being used is covered b
or more of the following substances:

- Compacted Snow

- Dry Snow of a Depth of more than 3mm

- Heavy Frost

-Ice

- Slush of a Deap of more than 3mm

- Standing Water of a Depth of more than 3mm

- Wet Snow of a Depth of more than 3ram

l RR RSTFAYAGAZ2Y TF2NJ G2SG afALIISNE Nzy gl
of. A slippery runway is a wet runway where the surface friction characteristics of a sign
portion of the runway have been determined to be degraded

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

Harmonization with the definitions in AMC 25.1591 and AIROPS. The proposed definiti
slightly changed to make them selbntained. Definition of wet slippg is added in line witl
the comment to amend AMC 2B3 6 f.

Accepted.

86 comment by:Stefan

Defintion for "wet grooved" runways is at the moment missing even if it is cited in
CAT.OP.MPA.303

Not accepted.

TheeAd y2 RSTFAYAQGAbBofius®@ ENE 8 HS RANNBBSRE 0 :
been comstructed (by mechanically making grooves on its sutffacel it is independerfrom
the presence of water or contaminanisn it. A grooved runway may be dry, wet
contaminatedin accordancavith the existing definitions of these conditions.

95 comment by:CAA Norway
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3.1.1 Definitions

Comment:

There is a need for an editorial review of the whole document to ensure that terminolc
the definitions and the proposal as a whole is used consistently and in line with ICAO
and definitions compliant with the"sNovember 2020 SARPs and PANS.

Rationale:

The prime importance of using the same concepts, terminology and definitions-watéj
as these are the basic building blocks which should mean the same to aircraft des
performance engineers aerodrome operators and staff as well as aircraft operators anc
crew worldwide and provide one common understanding of the issue radl ha

Proposalinclude New definitions as follows:
W1 LILINE @S R&eptedyty la antracting State as suitable for a particular pur
(Source ICAO)

Rationale:

There are several important references to approved data. Therefore, there is aforead
ICAO compliant definition.

Ly GKA& O2yGSEG GKSNB Aa Ftaz | ySSR ¥
misunderstandings, as there might be several possibilities. Reference is made
comments to CAT.OP.MPA.303.

W5A@8 G ¢AYS 2F [FYRAY3IQ YSIya [l YRAY
following recommended procedures furnished for the prevailing conditions (Source:
ICAO Doc 10064 Aeroplane Performance Manual.)

Rationale:
This term is used extenly in the proposed regulatory material, and thus a formal defini
is required.

WCIF OG2NBR 5AaiGlyO0S G ¢AYS 2F [FYyRAY3Q
at time of Landing used for the check at Time of Landing. (Source: DraftDGAQ0064
Aeroplane Performance Manual.)

Rationale:
This term is used extensively in the proposed regulatory material, and thus a formal def
is required.

Wy FEOG2NBR [FYRAYI 5Aaity0sSQ

Rationale:

This term is used extensively in the proposegulatory material, and thus a formal definitic
is required. Especially as there is uncertainty about whether this should be the unfas
landing distance on a level runway or if it should be adjusted for negative slope and p
other factors. This should be seen in context with and not be in conflict with the te
(undefined) in ICAO Annex 8, 11lth editignJuly 2016, amendment 168; Landing
performance data at the time of takeff and At the time of landing performance data

response| Partially accepted

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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The gewral definition of approval is out of the scopetbk presentulemakingask.However
the Agency is aware thaworkisonrd2 Ay 3 + G L/ ! h fS@St 2y
G OO0S LI yOSé |y R deliveratiéskfahishwbrk villAbg gotsidereidrSthe
future.

¢tKS RSFAYAGAZ2Y 2F aftlyRAYy3d RAAGIYOS I
proposed definitions may better placed, when necessary, as guidance material tc
appropriate operational requirem#s where they are used.

105 comment by:Regional Directol

omnol ¥ Ywdzy ¢ | e O2yRAGAZ2Y laaSaavSyl )
assessment of the runway condition code, using associated procedures, from a
observed runway surfaceondition(s) and pilot or aircraft report of braking action

l RRAY3 G2NJ FANDNI FG¢ tft2a F2N O2yaiRr
objective report of braking action.

Not accepted.

The poposed definition, which ikeptin line with the relevant ICAO standards for the glc
reporting format does not preclude the use of future technologies. A braking at
measured by aircraft systems may be reported by the pilot.

107 comment by:Regional Directol

omnol v Ywdzy ¢ | & O2yRAGAZ2Y laaSaavySyid
assessment of the runway condition code, using associated procedures, from a
observed runway surface condition(s) and pdotautomatedreport of braking action

Justh OF GA2YY ! RRAY3I a2NJ ldzi2YFGSRé | 2¢
data or other automated sources to provide an objective report of braking action.

Not accepted.

The proposed definition, which is kept in line with tiedevant ICAO standards for the glol
reporting format, does not preclude the use of future technologies. A braking a
measured by aircraft systems may be reported by the pilot.

109 comment by:Conrad

Reference:

3. Proposed Amendments

3.1.1. Definitions

(103b) 'Runway condition code (RWYCC)'

Suggested Change:
OMNnodoL WYwdzyslt e O2yRAGAZY doerRibgthewhway suda
it
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be-used-inthetrunway-conditionreporto be used in the runway condition regofRCR)

describing
the level of deceleration performance that can be achieved.

Note: the purpose of the runway condition code is to permit an operatit
aeroplanelandingperformance calculation by the flight crew.

Rationale:
The proposed definitionis not correct and the added Note does not help mu
¢KS OdzZNNByid @¢g2NRAYy3I adldsSa GKFG GKS w?

| 26 SOSNE GNHzy gl & adaNFIF OS O2yRAGAZ2YE A
section (103d)),

meaning the atual descriptive condition of a runway, like slippery when wet, slush, ice
Thus, the current wording insinuates, that the RWYCC describes directly the dest
condition.

This, however is not the case, for two reaso
1. one RWYCC can correlatto multiple runway surface conditions, at
2. the RWYCC, due to downAgpading, might not match the actual runway surface condi
at all

The runway contaminant type and depth (i.e. "runway surface condition") can give a R
but a RWYCC

can never iye contaminant type and depth. The RCAM can and must not be read back\
However, the proposed definition of the RWYCC insinuates that backward readin
possible.

response| Accepted.

The definition will be changed.

comment | 128 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 2@

3.1.1¢ Definitions

¢KS ab203S wé¢ 2y LI IS Hn @AGK NIBaLISGiding
chemicals and other contaminants is not particularly helpful as it gives no guidance ol
should be done. It shoulstate that the runway should be cleared of-tng chemicals an
contaminants or a conservative approach be applied.

response| Not accepted.

The intent of this note is to raise awareness of the is3uee application of décing fluids
creates gemporarily worse situation but eventually results in a runway that is wet inste:
contaminated. Therefore the flight crew should be aware that unexpected slippery conc
may be encountered, however it is not possible to give specific guidanceeotnathsient
condition of the runway in such cases.

comment | 172 comment by:UK CAA
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Page No:19
Paragraph No:3.1.1 Definitions (25)

Comment: LG A& dzyOf SFNJ gKIG WaArA3ayAFAOl yiic
deleted from thedefinition Earlier in the NPA (AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311 (on page 11),
still used.¢ KS LINRLRalfa ¢2ddZ R 0SYSTAG FNRY
context.

Justification: Clarity.

Accepted.

The clarification will bgivenat GM level.

173 comment by UK CAA
Page No:20

Paragraph No:3.1.1 Definitions (103d), Note 2

Comment: The Note with respect to the contamination of the runway withideg chemical
and other contaminants gives no guidance on wdtaduld be done as a result should state
that the runway should be cleared or a conservative approach be applied.

Justification: Clarity.

Not accepted.

The intent of this note is to raise awareness of the isJuee application ofle-icing fluids
creates a temporarily worse situation but eventually results in a runway that is wet inste
contaminated. Therefore the flight crew should be aware that unexpected slippery cono
may be encountered, however it is not possible teegspecific guidance on the transie
condition of the runway in such cases.

200 comment by Thomson Airways

3.1.1(32)

The deletion of the facility to use dry runway performance when damp runway cond
prevail - this can be overlfimiting. Many runways have excellent friction characterisi
(equivalent to dry) with low levels of dampnes$he proposed change could result
restrictive performance and crosswind limitations with unclear safety benefits.

Not accepted.

CKS S5STAYAMAWAY RFAGKRSSYI AyOf dRSR Ay (K¢
the physical effects causing reduced friction forces begin to take effect from very smz
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comment

response

comment

response

comment
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thickness of water, therefore damp conditions are considered to ipiwo better braking
action than a wet runwayNo response entered yet)

202 comment by Embraer S.A

(103e)- (b) Definition of Dry Snow. Embraer suggests using the same definition of Dry
provided on paragraph 6.3.1 of AC 25.32.

Not accepted.

These éfinitions are kept in line with the relevant ICAO standards for the global repc
format.

203 comment by Embraer S.A

(103e)- (h) Definition of Wet Snow. Embraer suggests using the same definition dbhdet
provided on paragraph 6.3.2 of AC 25.32.

Not accepted.

These éfinitions are kept in line with the relevant ICAO standards for the global repc
format

262 comment by AIR FRANC

OHPU WO2Y (Il YAYL (i S-Ray biivifioh b Sigifiaxit pdrtiriof the ruvidzy
surface

area (whether in isolated areas or not) within the length and width being used is covel
one

or more of the substances listed under the runway surfacendation descriptors.

Typically non operational definition!

hyOS L KFE@gS NBFR Al L KIFE@S (2 &SI NDOK
G KSGKSNI Ay Aaz2fl SR FNBFra 2Nl y2Gé @

| pilot would like to read something directly usable like:

WO2y i B BRY NUzy 4 I &-@ay Wikte yhare than REtAy/of one third of the runy
surface area is covered by one

or more of the suistances listed under the runway surface cerah descriptors.

Not accepted.

The definition will be kept in line witine ICAO standard, which leaves procedural informa
such as the percentage of contaminated runway surface at GM level.

263 comment by AIR FRANC
OMnooLv WYwdzyslte O2yRAGAZ2Y O2RS 6w2 .,/ /0
condition to be used in the runway condition report. Note: the purpose of the run

condition code is to permit an operational aeroplane performance calculation by the
crew.
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Suggest to clarify:
The RWYCC is a number
It does not describe the contaminant bilite braking capability.

So a customization of the ICAO wording would be:

Wwdzy gt & O2yRAGAZ2Y O2RS o6w2 ,//0Q YSIya
capability as a function of the surface conditions.

This number allows the flight crew talculate, from the performance information provid
by the aeroplane manufacturer, the necessary stopping distance of an aircraft c
approach under the prevailing conditions.

response| Accepted.

The definition will be changed.

comment | 264 commentby: AIR FRANC
omMnoOL Wwdzygl e O2yRAUGAZY NBLR2NI ow/ widQ
to runway

surface conditions and their effect on the aeroplane landing and-tdkperformance.

Comprehensive and standardized report? A
Suggestt 6 aSR 2y (Il ofS m 0St26¢

RWYC Braking Description
Action
N/A
GOOD Braking deceleration is normal for the wheel braking effort appl
AND directional control is normal.
4 GOOD TO Braking deceleration OR directional control is between gaad
MEDIUM medium.
3 MEDIUM Braking deceleration is noticeably reduced for the wheel brakir
effort applied OR directional control is noticeably reduced.
2 MEDIUM TO Braking deceleration OR directional control is between mediun
POOR and poor.
1 POOR Brakingdeceleration is significantly reduced for the wheel braki
effort applied OR directional control is significantly reduced.
0 LESS THAN Braking deceleration is minimal to n@xistent for the wheel
POOR braking effort applied OR directional control is artain.

response| Partially accepted.

This definition is general. Further guidance and samples will be provided in the oper:
rules along with references to the relevant aerodrome rules.

comment | 269 comment by FNAM
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No definition of a avinter runway» is described within this AirOps regulation whereas
mentioned several times in this NPA. Therefore, for clarity reasons, the FNAM suggest:
such definition in the Part DEF of the regulation EU n°965/2012.

Acepted.

I RSTFAYAGAR2Y 2F aqaLISOAlIffte& LINBLI NBR 6A
274 comment byIlATA
3.1.1.

1. Definitions is amended as follows:

Definitions for terms used in Annexes Il to VIII

OMnodu WYwdzysl & O2 ynRandia rinber @&s®iling ¢hev unway/ sarf
condition to be used in the runway condition report. Note: the purpose of the rur
condition code is to permit an operational aeroplane performance calculation by the
crew.

The wording is taken fromhe ICAO SL30 descriptions but is incorrect: the Runway Con
Code does not describe the runway surface condition because for one code there cc
several very different surface conditions. For example RWYCC 5 is associated with:

7 - FROST
7 - WET (water less than 3 mm)

Less then 3 mm of;

17 - SLUSH
17 - DRY SNOW
17 - WET SNOW.

{2 w2, ,// p RSaONARO6Sa (GKS NHzygl & &dz2NFI O
To avoid using an ill constructed ICAO definition, but to remain ICAO complianigijésted
to use the description of the RWYCC contained in the ICAO SL30 Attachment G5 jpadyet
1.1.1.4. There it is stated:

aw2 _// NBFESOGa GKS NMzygle& oNI{Ay3d Ol L
this information, the flight cre can derive, from the performance information provided
the aeroplane manufacturer, the necessary stopping distance of an aircraft on the apy
dzy RSNJ 0 KS LINBGIFAfAy3d O2yRAUGAZ2Y A DE

This is important, it is not just a formal issue.

Pilots need the brakg capability, that is what should be highlighted, especially because
are requested to evaluate it during the landing in order to report if what they experie
was less than the reported one. The type and depth of contaminants is also importa
only as a way to determine the braking capability.

Accepted.
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The definition will be changed.

comment | 282 comment bylATA

3.1.1.

1. Definitions is amended as follows:

Definitions for terms used in Annexes Il to VIII

omMnoOUu ORwdRAaiIAS2Y NBLIRZ2NI ow/ woQ YSIya |
to runway surface conditions and their effect on the aeroplane landing and-dtik
performance.

IATA Comments: The RCR is defined but is nowhere explained.

It is going to be theundamental tool for the awareness of the runway surface conditior
is going to be a task for the Aerodrome domain, but a quick reference for the operai
highly recommended.

response Accepted.

The RCRfully explained and samples are providadhe aerodome rules. However
further guidance will be added.

comment | 295 comment byFinnish Transport Safety Agen

Definitions for terms used in Annexes Il to VIII
p. 19
t2AYy0 OHpUL WO2yidlYAYFGSR NYlzysl &8Q

Finnish Transport Safety Agemdyd O2 YYSYy R& (2 1SSLI G4KS N
the definition instead of GM material.

response| Not accepted.

The definition will be kept in line with the ICAO standard, which leaves procedural inforn
such as the percentage of contaminated runway surface at GM level.

comment | 296 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen
Definitions for terms used iAnnexes Il to VIII
p. 19
tftSFrasS y2G6A0S8S LAyl omnol0 A& | fNBIFRE
ALISOATAOIGAZ2Y QO

response| Accepted.

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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Numbering will be revised at the time of publication of the Opinion to take into accour
latestversion of the rules.

comment | 298 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen

Definitions for terms used in Annexes Il to VIII
p. 20

Points (103b), (103d) and (103e)
Notes have been added to certain definitions. What is the legal status of a note?

If the status of a note is same sistus ofGM material, we consider the note text shot
rather be GM.

response| Accepted.

The content of the notes will be put guidance material to Annex |

comment 348 comment by:US FAA
3.1.1 AMC 25.159.AMC 25.1592
Comment summary

Definitions/Runway surface condition descriptors

There have been 3 recent regulatory efforts on the reporting of runway conditions: FAA,

EASA.

All three use slightly different runway surface definitions/descriptioNsne of these
differences are significant and do not add value to any ofptfeelucts.

Suggested resolution

We recommend that EASA, ICAO, and FAA work together to harmonize on one se
runway surface definitions/descriptors.

response| Noted.

EASA has adopted the ICAO definitions.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1.Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion) 3.1.2. PartARO p. 21

comment | 129 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark
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Page 21
PartARO Appendix IReduced landing distance operatior@ur comments against
CAT.POL.A.255 sections on pages 13 and 27 also apply here.

response| Noted.

See responses to comments on CAT.POL.A.255.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 21
CAT.OP.MPA.300 -
comment | 12 comment by:Landauer Aviation Consulting L'

"....assessment shalle done in accordance...." Suggest that "carried out" is better 1
"done".

response| Accepted.

The text referred to in theommentis in the explanatory note of the NPA 2016 which will
not be reissued. However the comment is valid and will be taken into account in the
text.

comment | 278 comment by FNAM

The FNAM is asking for the removal of the implementing r@d&T.OP.MPA.303 and all
AMC and GM. Moreover, regarding the IR CAT.OP.MPA.300, the FNAM is asking
removal of the reference to paragraph CAT.OP.MPA.303 in order to ensure consis
Besides, we suggest that the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 remainsvas iwvritten before the
moadifications brought by this NPA.

Generally speaking, the FNAM is asking for the removal of all references to paragrap
OP.MPA.303 and its AMC and GM that have been added through this NPA.
Furthermore, in order to document thémpact of such a measure on the various activit
of all the stakeholders potentially impacted by this new requirement, the FNAM is as
F2NJ I o Y2yiKaQ SEGSyarzy 2F (KS LISNA
operators may develop theiown arguments.

This additional period of consultation would allow:

- a simplification of the methodology described in the AMCL1 so that it can be applicak
the cockpit

- a reevaluation of the Landing Distance Factors (LDF) which seem pulled out difdt
(contrary to what was stipulated in the explanatory note of this NPA, the factors defi
in the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) and (b)(1) and (c)(1) are not explicited in th
Advisory Circular (AC) 252)

response| Noted.

See response to commeR68.

comment | 334 comment by:NetJets Europe
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NetJets supports the changes to Part CAT in general.

response| Noted.

comment | 335 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJetssupports the revised text as it helps to clarify the landing distance asses:
requirement.

response| Noted.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 22
CAT.OP.MPA.301 -
comment | 131 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 2%

CAT.OP.MPA.301

This sentence is difficult to read and to understand. We recommend replacement wit
following:

Before commencing an approach to land, the commander of the aircraft, having regard
performanceinformation contained in the operations manual (OM) and other informa:
available to him or her, shall be satisfied that the weather at the aerodrome and the con
of the runway or final approach and takdf area (FATO) intended to be used should
prevent a safe approach, landing or missed approach.

response| Partially accepted

This rule is unchangdidom the pre-existing CATQP.MPA.300. The original rule applied b
to aeroplanes and helicopters. CAT.OP.MPA.301 was created only with the purp
uncoupling helicopters from aeroplanes and so allow the introductidghagechanges in the
new aeroplane rule not affecting hetipters. However some remaining information n
helicopterrelevant will be deleted from CAT.OP.MPA.301.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 20
CAT.OP.MPA.303 -
comment |7 comment by KLM
AMCI1CAT.OP.MPA 303 table 2
w2 // ¢ KlFa + yIEYS Ww5w, Q a YSYGdAz2ySR

response, Not accepted.

¢KS NHzy gl & &adz2NFIF OS O2yRAGA2Y G5NBEéE A&
column contains the runway surface descriptors when relevantr@efor dry).
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comment | 15 comment by KLM Cityhoppel

The requirement to add 15% to the landing distance at the estimated time of landing ¢
intended runway results is unnecessarily large landing distances.

The Talpalata is already quite conservative (it results in an extr&@®b6 margin on top ¢
the unfactored certified landing distances).

Adding another 15% as a requirement often results in the Landing distance based ol
Arc becoming larger than the digph landing distances (based on 1.67 and 1.92xL
depending orthe contaminant.This can lead to unworkable network operations.

The TALPA ARC material clearly speaks only about a recommendation to add 15% (e
requirement) and leaves that up tbé operator, depending on experience level of crews
variance in the inputs used to calculate the landing distance (such as wind and r
contaminant).

Inflight assesmendata from manfactures, based on Talgmuirements, already covers tf
fact thatthis is for an average crewwhe commander is able to decide if he calculates
inflight assesment based on tleeather or contaminant provided bg.g. ATIS or based ¢
an added margior expectedchanging cicumstances.

It should be left to the commanden at least the operator to add a 15% margin and no
EASA requirement.

response| Not accepted

The definition of a fixed factor ensures uniform implementation of the rule. The purpo
the in-flight check of landing performance at the time of arrival is mainly to take into acc
variations occurred during the flight and to perform an actual calculation with the I;
information available on the runway condition at the time of arrival. On shorttfighis is
expected to have a miniahimpact Rovisions will be added to allosompliance with the
rule on dry and wet runways those cases where conditions have not changed compart
the time of dispatchby simply confirminghat, at the time of anval, the dispatch calculatiol
is still valid. Overall, for weunwaysthe Agency expecthat, at the time of arrivallonger
distances will be obtained only in marginal cases. For dry runtlvaysgency does not expe
a significant impact

comment | 48 comment by AIRBUS

SUBJECT : Operational Factor for Time of Arrival Assessment

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 ParCAT
3. New CAT.OP.MPA.303

@)

2. PROPOSED TEXCOMMENT:
Add a note below paragraph (a):
aLT GKAA wmpE: YENBAY A& RSGNARAYSydGlrt G2
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3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

CAT.OP.MPA303 is very directive regarding the applicability of the margin and n
interpreted such that the margin must be present even in cases of landing affbghin
system failures or events that require to land as soon as possible. While énituality is in
LINAYOALX S O20SNBR o6& /! ¢dht dat! dmanp 606
the flight has been delegated, shall, in an emergency situation that requires imme
decision and action, take any action he/she considers necessaisr the circumstances i
accordance with 7.d of Annex IV to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008. In such cases he/:
RSOAIFGS FTNRBY NMz Saz 2LISNIGA2y It LINROSR
of this note reminds of the priority of sat®nduct of the flight.

Not accepted.

As mentioned in theomment, the ultimate authority of the commander/pilin-command
to act as he/she considers necessary in the interest of safety in emergency situat
already stipulated.

49 comment by AIRBUS

SUBJECT :  Approved data for time of arrival assessment

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 ParCAT
3. New CAT.OP.MPA.303
(@)
And 3.3.3 Part CAT
3.AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303

(@

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Clarify the intent of the requirement for approved data in CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a):

a RSGSNX¥YAYSR Ay I OO 2iNiRe cgnipStenizahitiiofty ofi tkeSmernkbie
statef F YRAY 3 RAaGlIYyOS RIGIF G G4KS GAYS 27

And define minimum compliance criteria for equivalent data in AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.3(
at SNF2NXYIFYyOS AYyF2N¥NIFGAZ2Y F2N fFyRAY 3 b
developed in accordance with AMX5.1592 or equivalent and included in the operatic
manual (OM)Such data should at the minimum include an operational airborne dist¢
cover the range of braking action specified in AMC CS25.1592, and accoun& éfeicts of
approach speed increments, temperature and runway slope. Data developed in comf
with AMC CS 25.191 at Amdt 2 or later is considered appropiiate.

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The requirement for approved data is easiyad as exclusively allowing fully AMC 25.1
compliant data developed by a manufacturer and certified by EASA. The only alterne
such data would be the use of the LDFs specified under AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (k
not the intent as far as Airbusnderstands it. Any data should be approved by the stat
the AOC holder as part of the Operations Manual of the operator, but the minil
compliance criteria should be relaxed as proposed to allow use of reasonable data tk
been developed for TALRAmpliance previously.
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response| Partially accepted

The intentofthe comment is shared by the Agency, however the proposed wording nee
be adapted, in order to account for existing cases where data developed in accordanc
previous standards that may be acceptable and otlases where compliance with AMC-(
25.1592 is difficult to achieve.

comment | 87 comment by:Stefan

Why the concept of ACTUAL landing distance is not included here like already done
(see SAFO 06012 cited also in the AG25Using the reference to the actual landing dista
will better clarify what data we are considering, the sentence wriiteprposed text seem
to be more the expression of a lawyer ("determined in accordance with the approved lg
distance data at the time of arrival for landing distance assessment”). Obviously this
be added also to the definition. The copy andtpadsom FAA regulation could help.

For example:
"A safety margin of 15% shall be added to the actual landing distance and require tt
resulting distance be within the landing distance available of the runway used for landi

definition, to be adafed for cosnistency to this NPA

"Actual Landing Distance. The landing distance for the reported meteorological and r
surface conditions, runway slope, airplane weight, airplane configuration, approach ¢
use of autoland or a Heagp Guidance Syste, and ground deceleration devices planned
to be used for the landing. It does not include any safety margin and represents thi
performance the airplane is capable of for the conditions."

response Not accepted

Definitionsare needed for the terminology in use in the Regulation and related AMCIG#
GwSljdzZA NBRE | yROFIAYBRAGIAY OSAVE AKIT NE
landing distance is a general concept that is used sometimes to elgaiimgperformance
but would require a more consistent definition of that proposed in the commehtch is not
necessaryas the concept is not used in the Regulation.

comment | 98 comment by:Stefan

Someone is already thinking to use the option to remaring the flight a diversion to shorte
airports (not defined before the flight as alternate, therefore not applying the full faci
adopting a reduced safety factor.

Many real life examples can be proposed but, without mentioning specific airports:
initial scheduled destination is A but before departure it starts raining at A, the flight ther
is reschedule to B with alternate airport C. As soon as airborne, the flight requests a di
to A becasue now, with the reduced safety factorss irport is operable even if with runws
wet.

Something like this could be included someway in the regulation to bind operators (anc
to monitor such info? If a trend then is noted on a specific airport, an action shou
required by CAA and idealby the operator.
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Not accepted.

Regulations are not drafted with the implicit assumption of misuse. Gepeoaisions for
oversight and enforcement exist and are applied by competent authorities.

99 comment by:Stefan

| was notable to find any reference in the Air Ops and to this NPA about the emert
conditions: the 15% margin would apply also in these conditions? FAA says clearly
worth probably to specify in the NPA than just leave it as a generic statement (akaifc
can do what he deems necessary in the interest of safety").

Not accepted.

The authority of the pilot in command to take any action he/she considers necessary
interest of safety in aemergency situation is stated in the essent&juirements of the Basi
Regulation

100 comment by:CAA Norway
CAT.OP.MPA.303

CAT.OP.MPA.303

Comment/Question 1
WSTFSNBYOS A& YIRS (2 GKS GSNXY 4! LILINR D!
flyRAY3 RAAGHYOS aaSaayvySyiaéo

Does this mean certified performance data, or can it compriseaestified data in one forn
of another (advisory data, supplementary information etc.)

/1! b2NBlFe& KFra ARSYGATASR I ySSR (2 I RI
be appliedm this context. See comment to Chapter 3.1.1, Definitions.

Rationale:

¢KS UGSNY &l LILINRPOSRE Ydzald 0S Of SI NI & R
would be preferable.

I Ot FNAFAOFGAZ2Y 2F (GKS GSNY Ay O2yidSi
O2y (NI OGAYy3a {GFGSQ®

Since the data should be approved in accordance with AMC CS 25.1592, the
GO2YyGNY OlAy3 {GFIGSQ ¢2dzd R 0SS GKS WwW{idl
However, sinceapparently there is no regulatory requirement to produce certified date
O2y Gl YAYFGSR NHzy gl @azx (GKS LINRLI2&SR LJ N
0KS 2LISNIG2NE AF GKS RIGF LNPGARSR | N
certified data.

LT GKS fFGGSNI A& GKS OFasS o0AdSd GKS Ay
basis is CS 25, or will it be left to the National Authorities during the approval process
' h/ K2f RSNAQ ha . K

If it is left to the naibnal authorities, what would then the competency requirements be
the part of the national authorities dealing with the subject?
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Comment/Question 2

There is a need to include a statement/clarification as to the applicability of the requirer
in CAT.OP.MPA.303 in relation to steep approach operations, reference CAT.POL.A!
and short landing operations, reference CAT.POL.A.250, 350. Special provisions c
made for operations where there is a specific public interest.

Rationale:

These ypes of operation require a tighter control of speed and profile than noi
approaches, and availability of approved data for landing distance at the estimated ti
arrival for landing distance assessment may be even less readily available thannfad
operation.

Further, the reason for having these types of operations is, in many cases, a clear
interest in sustaining both scheduled operations with performance class A and air amb
flights with performance class B aeroplanes to aerodrombsere an extension of declare
distances are either physically or economically extremely difficult, and where oper:
under present rules have not shown any safety issues related landing overruns during
operations. (In Norway we have this situatiwith more than 500.000 landing operatio
over the last couple of decades.)

This is elaborated upon in comments to AMC 1 CAT.OP.MPA.303.

Accepted.

Comment1:

EASA acknowledges the difficulty for certain aircraft types to be providedpeiformance
data that are compliant with the new proposed standard of CS 25.1592. Alternatives
on existing manufacturer data will be offered for those cases

Comment2:

Assumptions to derive landing distances in case of steep approaches will beiadiiezb.

130 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark
Page 22

CAT.OP.MPA.303 In flight check.

The principle of an i f A3 K{d | aasSaayvySyd 2F GKS af

endorsed. However, paragraph (a) should be more explicit in identifying the timing fc
check.

AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 Approach and landing condigiaasoplanes (page 51) draw
attention to what is intended.

N

|l Aad2NROIffes KS WwWi2L) 2F RSaoOSyidQ KI
Dam /! ¢dht dat! dono oO6LI IS pol &l &a Wdz
la/m [ ! ¢dht dat! donm O6LI IS pm0O adlaSa

flryRAY3 GAYSQO®

Dam /! ¢dht dat! ®ono Ly FftAIKG OKSO|l oL
LINA2NJ G2 €1 yRAY3IQ AAa ohisineedRrisky. Howeves da#
check when the runway condition is deteriorating also adds risk.

In general the NPA should provide better guidance on the risks and the decision r
process. The whole point of specifying top of descentaf@heck is to avoid late decisi
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making and garounds from the landingconfiguration which inherently will be les
controlled and more dangerous. The guidansenaitten is confusing and contradictory.
Also, it is noted that the text has not been andgex for helicopters. Is this intended?

Partially accepted.

The concern expressed in the comment is understood, however, as a matter of fact
report from the preceding aircraft may be obtained just prior to landing and therefore
flight crew should be prepared to deal with it at that moment. The GM is meant to make
that the flight crew is prepared to this eventuality by having done the relevant consider:
beforehand. These elements should be anyway addressed by proper training.
However, further explanations will be consideredimprovethe AMC and the GM to thi
respect.

Finally It is not intended to amend the corresponding rule for helicopters as they ar
concerned by the new runway condition reporting format.

199 comment by DassauHAviation

DassauHlAviation

Comment:

For inservice aircraft, Dassatftviation proposes to remove the reference to approved ¢
in CAT OP MPA 303 and associated AMC and to recognize the acceptability of existin
order to limit the burden associated with developping and producing new data packagt

Accepted.

The approach followed by EASA in the implementatiothefTALPA ARC recommendatis
is in line with ICAO. It is however recognised the difficulty for certain airyjadsto be
provided with performance data compliant with the new proposednstard of CS 25.159
Alternatives will be developed for those cases.

225 comment by ERAA

New CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) p. 22:

2 KFG Aa YSIyd o0& WHLILINRYGSR fFyRAY3I RAA
FaaSaaySyidQKiKlIad Aty Slydankaad NIS(RE & K £ f - Ukder
CSHpdPMpdH LIP oH 6060 | NBFSNBYOS Aa YI R
FdaAald 2LISNIG2NBRQS 6KAOK g2 dzZ RWhIcK hears o
retardation areconsidered? Is the landing distance factored?

Noted.

See response to comment 292.

246 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes that an enrouteheck of landing distance at time of arrival is an operatic
requirement per CAT.OP.MPA.303.
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Operational requirements are different than the airworthiness certification standards w
are dependent on the type certification basis of an airplane méatedpplicability. Therefore
it is understood that this operational requirement to provide performance informatio
accordance with AMC 25.1592, or equivalent, is applicable to both existing models wt
25.1592 is not part of the certification basias well as future models, where CS 25.15¢
part of the model's certification basis. It is a significant burden for an OEM to generat
certify new performance information as well as a departure from the intent of AG2Z
where existing, approvedata would remain accepted.

Furthermore, some ongoing certification programs have specific wet runway Certific
Review Items (CRI) applied to them which are not consistent with AMC 25.1592 which
result in increased burden. Data created in ademice with prior amendments of 25.159
or in accordance with wet runway CRIs, should remain acceptable.

GAMA requests that EASA confirm that existing Smooth Wet Runway CRI is consic
acceptable data basis for providing wet runway operational makexs an alternative to C
25.1592/AMC 25.1592.

Additionally, GAMA requests that EASA allow existing time of arrival perforn
information to remain as is and require the proposed data standards for new certific
models only.

response| Accepted.

EASA recognises the difficulty for certain aircraft types to be provided with performanc
compliant with the new proposed standard of CS 25.1592. Alternatives will be develog
those cases.

comment | 270 comment by FNAM
#1

The FNAM is asking for the removal of the implementing rule CAT.OP.MPA.303 anc
AMC and GM. Moreover, regarding the IR CAT.OP.MPA.300, the FNAM is &skKitng
removal of the reference to paragraph CAT.OP.MPA.303 in order to ensure consis
Besides, we suggest that the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 remains as it was written befc
modifications brought by this NPA.

Generally speaking, the FNAM is asking floe removal of all references to paragraph C
OP.MPA.303 and its AMC and GM that have been added through this NPA.
Furthermore, in order to document the impact of such a measure on the various activ
of all the stakeholders potentially impacted by th new requirement, the FNAM is aski
FT2NJ I o Y2y(iKaQ SEGSyarzy 2F G(GKS LISNR
operators may develop their own arguments.

This additional period of consultation would allow:

- a simplification of themethodology described in the AMCL1 so that it can be applicabl
the cockpit
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- a reevaluation of the Landing Distance Factors (LDF) which seem pulled out of tf
(contrary to what was stipulated in the explanatory note of this NPA, the factors defi
in the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) and (b)(1) and (c)(1) are not explicited in th
Advisory Circular (AC) 282)

1/ Over conservative factors defined in the AMC1

wS3IFNRAY3I GKS !a/m> GKS Cbla ¢2dz R fA]
SlidzA @t Syidé Ay GKS aSyiaSyoOS daiy | |10d6e Ni
should be confirmed that airplanes certified before the release of the AMC 292 %and
airplanes certified before the release of CS 25 (e.q. JAR 25 certification or -cgtabf
previous national certifications) are deemed to be equivalent

Besides, some factors described in the AMC1 are a misfit (cf. table in Annex 1):

1 For dry runwag, there is no case where there is no demonstrated Landing Dist
Therefore, the FNAM is wondering why for a RWYCC of 6, the LDF is equal
whereas the corresponding factor to applyfiight defined in the IR CAT.OP.MPA..{
is equal to 1.15. Therare inconsistencies between the IR CAT.OP.MPA.303 &
AMCL1.

1 Moreover, on wet runways, the factors described in the AMC1 are outliers an
consistent with the spirit of the AirOps regulation. Indeed, if we apply the
certified in the AFM (1.16Dy for most old certified aircrafts) the factor that neel
to be applied is equal to (1.1%)which means 1.32, and not 2.&qually, if there i
no certified data on wet runway condition, the FNAM does not understand
discrepancy between the 2.6 dr described in this AMC1 and the application
CAT.POL.A.235 that requires a wet factor of 1.15 on which CAT.OP.M
supplement another safety margin of 1.15. This equals to the same {1viich
means 1.32, total factor.

1 In other cases, some faws seems to be outliers since they are far too comple
implement and lead to inapplicable landing distances.

2/ Additional workload for pilots at a critical phase of flight

This measure may appear dangerous for flight safety because it brirgkldgional workload
for pilots at a critical moment: the approach preparation. Indeed, with an unt
representation for pilots, they are required to do 2 complex calculations which are
matching the usual Charts presentation in the AFM and the FCQkh wuch Charts exis
which is not the case for most old generation airplanes:

1 Ensure that 1.15.ldmonstrated®, [ 5!  ZodNdnstfate@olarfbwdK [ 5 !
1 Compute the most unfavorable runway condition that may be accepted in ord
conduct a safealnding

In practice, this is unrealistic and may cause critical over workload in the cockpit duri
approach.
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3/ Measure only conceived for modern turbojets

If this measure concerns all performance class A aeroplanes, it seems to have on
concaved for modern turbojets such as A320, B0, etc. It clearly does not take in
account turbopropellers such as Beech1900 nor old ones such as Fokker 50 -200Rott
generation. This measure does not take into account old Business Aviation tsrbajet as
the Falcon 50.

First, these aircrafts do not have devices allowing the computation of performance le
distance assessment.

Secondly, for most old airplanes, the certified data contained in the AFM do not in
landing distances for wet / ectaminated runways, requiring the use of the LDFs which |
been demonstrated to be over conservative.

As a conclusion, if modern turbojets may not be impacted by this new constraint, no R
been made to measure the impact on smaller / older airgiaficluding old turbojets.

4/ Current status of the regulation

Until now, the logic has been to ensure first at dispatch that the demonstrated cer
landing distance, depending on the runway condition, the altitude, the wind,
temperature, was bw 0.6.LDA (Landing Distance Available) for turbpmtered
aeroplanes or 0.7.LDA for turbopropeHeowered aeroplanes with the following particulari
for wet runways: in the absence of demonstrated data, the landing distance chosen or
runway isthe landing distance necessary on a dry runway increased by 15%.

Then during the flight, the commander, already taking into account ICAO recommend:
has to ensure that the landing weight satisfies all the constraints depending on tht
conditions sich as:

1 The demonstrated landing distance is below the LDA
1 The gearound limitation during the approach is taken into account
1 Etc.

In essence, at dispatch, the landing distance depending on the conditions at the est
time of arrival has to beelow 0.6.LDA or 0.7.LDA. This condition was taken into accc
the accessibility of an adequate aerodrome during-fhight planning.

5/ New additional constraints on landing distance through the IR CAT.OP.MPA.303

The IR CAT.OP.MPA.303 adds addifioconstraints before the approach phase. T
commander shall ensure that:

At the estimated time of arrival weather conditions 1.1%bknstraed®, [ 5 !

When demonstrated landing distances gbfnstrated dO exist for the expected conditions, tl
landing distance to be taken into account is therefore 1.15dxBstrated

If this data is not available, the landing distance to be taken into account is lBMsabdRed
with LDF the landing distance factor defined in the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) araoh¢k

(©)(1).
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Besides, in addition to the above, the commander shall compute during the app
preparation, the most unfavorable runway condition that may be accepted in orde
conduct a safe landing. To that extend, the IR CAT.OP.MPA.303 requires Bx
calculations during a critical phase of flight, while not requested before in flight.

NB : More, this 1.15 factor appears confusing, as similar to the 1.15 factor required at di
in case of wet / contaminated runway when demonstrated landing dista for suck
conditions are not available.

6/ Margin added to already existing margins

The implementing rule CAT.OP.MPA.303 is adding a margin on already ¢
margins.
Indeed:

1 A minima with this new requirement, the commander hisadd, in real conditions
a 15% margin on the certified landing distance, whereas the certified lai
distances are already taking into account safety margins

1 The regulation EU n° 139/2014-ARR) applying to aerodromes, is already impo!
RESA torngvent runway excursions

7/ Complex computing methodology

The method to compute landing distances described in the IR.CAT.OP.MPA.303 ar
AMC1 is complex and may appear dangerous.
Indeed:

1 The logic to compute the constraint onglunway length necessary at dispatch:
X 1 P[5! O06AGK 1 F FFEOG2NL Aa O2y (N
f SYyadkKz Ay NBIFf O2yRAGA2Z2yas O2YLlziA
source of error

1 This computing method may ppar dangerous because it does not match
operating practices. Indeed, usually, the commander computes the maxi
operational landing weight depending on all the constraints, among which
runway length, the landing distance, the-goound limitationduring the approach
etc. on an aggregated basis, and he makes sure that the real landing weight is
this computed mass

Thus, this new intermediate calculation, described in the IR CAT.OP.MPA.303 and in i
is not matching current operational actices and is not a usual representation for pilots.

8/ No impact assessment conducted whereas it is necessary

This measure is ludicrous. No impact assessment on this new measure has been co
regarding:
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1 The old generation airplanes for which tiperformance information for landin:
distance assessment are not available in the AFM

1 The runway lengths computed according to the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA. 303 (a) (b
(©)(1)

1 The number of runway excursions that would have been avoided if this mese
whichleads in most of the cases to distances much longer than most of the ex
runways, had been implemented

9/ Lack of common sense

This measure is contrary to common sense. Indeed,-flight the conditions taken intc
account at dispatch are not safied anymore, what should the commander do? Does he |
to divert to a smaller and with reduced facilities aerodrome? Besides, current requirer
are already compliant with the ICAO recommendations. No ICAO requirement is askinc
flight additiond margins, and above all, with such an absurd methodology.
Furthermore, this measure creates discrepancies between European operators and the
ones without knowing what will happen for TCO holders: it is reasonable to think tha
holders will unlikly propose alternative means of compliance warranting the same lev
safety.

10/ Conclusion

For all these reasons, as stated above:

The FNAM is asking for the removal of the implementing rule CAT.OP.MPA.303 ar
AMC and GM. Moreover, regardirthe IR CAT.OP.MPA.300, the FNAM is asking f
removal of the reference to paragraph CAT.OP.MPA.303 in order to ensure cons
Besides, we suggest that the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 remains as it was written be
moadifications brought by this NP&enerally speaking, the FNAM is asking for the ren
of all references to paragraph CAT OP.MPA.303 and its AMC and GM that have bee
through this NPA.

Partially accepted.

1.
On the comment on paragraph (a):
Assumptions to derivianding distances in case of steep approaches will be added25.C
On the comment on paragraph (b):
The generic factors have been established during the work of the TALPA ARC as the
a Monte Carlo statistical analysis of operational landingadises on different runwa
surfaces, based on the use of:

1 5 sample FAR 25 turbojet types (in 6 landing configurations)

1 3 sample FAR 25 turboprop types (in 8 landing configurations), and

1 12 sample flight conditions
They have been accepted as the resultiagtors being those with a 99% reliability. EA
acknowledges the difficulty for certain aircraft types to be provided with performance
compliant with the new proposed standard of CS 25.1592 and the fact the in certain ca:
generic factors may b®mo penalising. For such cases alternatives to the generic factor
be offered.
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2.

The computation of the landing distance at time of arrival has to be carried out using
and methodologies that have to be provided in the OM in a manner that is teasse anc
observes human factor principles.

It is then not require to perform a second calculation for the mots unfavourable rut
condition but rather to consider which deterioration may be acceptable. As a matter o
a pilot report from thepreceding aircraft may be obtained just prior to landing and there
the flight crew should be prepared to deal with it at that moment. The GM is meant to |
sure that the flight crew is prepared to this eventuality by having done the rele
considertions beforehand. These elements should be anyway addressed by proper tr:

3.
See point 1

4. and 5.

For the most unfavourable condition see point 2. The 1.15 required in CAT.OP.MP/
applicable to the landing distance at time of arrival asmdat a double application of the 1.-
factor for wet runwayswhich is meant to be applied at dispatch.

6.
The certified distance for the time of arrival is based on different assumptions and thel
needs the application of the 1.15 factor.

7.
See pint 2. And 6.

8.
EASA has acknowledged the impact on old designs, as explained in point 1. This will |
into account also in the RIA.

9.
The application of a factor is a consequence of how the data for landing distance at t
arrival arederived. If a factor is necessary it needs to be indicated at rule level

10.

The proposal of CAT.POL.A.303 will be kept with a number of amendment as explaine|
and additional information and clarifications at AMC/GM level.

292 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A
CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) p. 22:

Question to EASA:

2 KFG Aa YSFIydG o0& Wik LLINRGISR FYRAY3 RAA
FaadaavySyGiQK La Ad Sy@xaraé GKIFG |- ynder
CSHp®PMpdpPH LIP oH 000 | NBFSNBYyOS Aa YI R!

FdaAald 2LISNIG2NBRQYX 6KAOK ¢ 2 dzZ RWhIGE hers o
retardation are considered? Is the landing distance factored?
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response| Accepted.

An AMC will clarify the nature of the data.

comment | 310 comment by Textron Aviation

3.New CAT.OP.MPA.303 is added:
(a) For performance class A aeroplanes, no approach to land shall be...

Performance Class A (ME turboprops with MTOW >5700 kg or >9 pax) includes a nu
aircraft types that were not certified to 14 CFR Part 25 eR&&irworthiness standards. #
recognized here for Class B & C, data is not available for these aircraft sdevant
airworthiness standards exist.

The TALPA ARC recognized this situation, and also noted that many of the recommer
for Part 25 aircraft would not translate well to small Part 23 aircraft. In the absence
specific identified safetyssue, TALPA ARC recommended that the enroute assessm
applicable only to mukengine turbojets and large (commuter category) turboprops, and
applicable to small turboprops.

It is therefore recommended that CAT.OP.MPA.303 be applicable to etsifi3erformance
class A aeroplanes, consisting of matigine turbojets, and turb@ropeller powered aircraf
with a MTOM exceeding 8616 kg and more than 19 passengers.

response| Accepted.

Alternatives will be developed for those cases.

comment | 336 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the new text as it helps to clarify thdlight check of landing distance
time of arrival

response| Noted.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 23
CAT.POL.A.105 -
comment | 226 comment by ERAA

CAT.POL.A.200 (c) p. 23:
2 KFG Aa YSEYy(d o0& WHLILX AOFotS aidl yRINRA

response| Noted.

See response to comment 293.
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3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 23
CAT.POL.A.200 P-
comment | 8 comment by KLM

AMC1 CAT.POL.A.200 Table 1
Not in line with Annex 15 Snowtam and so not workable within cockpit.

response| Accepted.

Annex 15 has also been revilday ICAO, with regard to the SNOWTAM format, in line wi
the changes introduced in the other Annexes.dRerfices to annex 15 will be added.

comment | 293 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A

CAT.POL.A.200 (c) p. 23:
Question to EASA:

Whatismeantb & WI LILIJX AOFo6fS adlyRIFINRaE 2y OSNJI

response| Noted.

Explanations arerovidedin GM1 CAT.POL.A.200.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT

CAT.POL.A.215 p. 2324

comment | 2 comment by KLM

page 24 (d)
it says at least required navigation performance 5(RNP5)

this has to be RNAVS5 as there is no valid notation that says RNP5.

response| Accepted.

A consistency check will lmarried outto correct othersimilaroccurrences.

comment | 50 commentby: AIRBUS

SUBJECT : Nomination of earoute alternates

1. PARAGRAPH/SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 ParCAT
7. CAT.POL.A.215

(©)
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response

comment
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2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Amend CAT.POL.A.215 (c):

a ¢KS ySi& FtAIKG LI G AKFEf LISNYAG (GKS
to an aerodrome where a landing can be made in accordance @#h-POLA-22530
CATROLA 2305 asappropradd .OP.MPA.303he net flight path shall cleaertically, by
at least 2 000 ft, all terrain and obstructions along the route withinkdn3(S NM) on eithe
AARS 2F (KS AYyGSYyRSR (GNIO1 Ay I OO0O2NRIY

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The current requirement in CAT.P@I215 (c) states that the nomination of -eoute
alternates should be based on the dispatch criteria for landing performance. This |
inappropriate for several reasons:

Aeroplane mass at time of arrival at the-ssute alternate is likely to be abovedhmaximum
certificated landing mass, for which no dispatch landing performance data for applicat
CAT.POL.A.230 and 235 may be furnished in the flight manual.

Overweight procedures may be accounted for in time of arrival data only.

A diversion to ane-route alternate is likely to be for reasons involving an emergency in v
case time of arrival performance will be used for selection of the diversion airport b
commander. Unnecessarily large margins on the selection-obete alternates may exade
reasonable aerodromes along the route.

Not accepted.

CAT.POL.A.215(c) is normally applied at dispatith a route analysis as explained in t
related AMCL1. The intent of the rule is to ensure that, in case of loss of one engin
aeroplane is still able to clear the obstacles and reach an alternate where a safe land
be made. These criteria orientd the flight planning based on the forecast available at
time of dispatch, i.e. the only information available at that time. A calculation
CAT.OP.MPA.303, in order to be meaningful, is supposed to be done with the
information available atime of arrival.

51 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Net enroute flight path data

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 PadCAT
7. CAT.POL.A.215
(©5

2. PROPOSED TEXCOMMENT:

The NPA proposes addition of an option to derive the net flight path from gross OEI ¢
the net has not been furnished in the AFM. It is understood that this option appli
aeroplanes certificated before it was required to consider the flight path. It should be
noted that making such a derivation from tabulated data would necessarily be approx
since it involves the reduction of the gradient at all points of the diifivn flight path.

Noted.

132 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark
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Page 23

CAT.POL.A.215 Hwute ¢ one engine inoperative. Paragraph (c)

For clarity and consistency with (c)(5) this should begint KrEroute net flight path shal
LISNXYAG GKS FTSNRLE FYySoddddé @

response| Accepted.

3. Proposechmendmentst 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 24
CAT.POL.A.220 P-
comment | 3 comment by KLM

page 24 8 (b) here is also mentioned RNP5 which is not a valid RNP notation and thi
be changed to RNAV5

response| Accepted.

A consistency check will lmarried outto correct othersimilaroccurrences.

comment |5 comment by KLM

CAT POL A 220 en idem dito 420.

Delete requirement

If the navigational accuracy does not meet at least RNP 5.
Reason: not conform Annéxand RNP 5 is even not existing

response| Partially accepted

The navigation specification will be changed to RNAV 5 consistently with other similar

comment | 133 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 24

CAT.POL.A.220(a)-Eute....two engines inoperative.

The proposal amends the rule to state:

At no point along the intended track shall an aeroplane having three or more engines be
than 90 minuteswith all engines operating at cruising power or thrust, as appropyiait
standard temperature in still air,............

2S R2 y20 F3INBS gAGK GKS OKFIy3aS FTNRY
2LISNF GAy3 G ONMzZAAAYy3I LR GSNI 2N 0KNHza G €
EROPS threshold linand so reduces safetyBy allowing speeds other than long range cru
speed an aircraft can achieve a greater range at the expense of greater fuel usage.
example, the long range cruise speed is 270 kts, and then, following engine failaiectiad
descends andruises at 330 kts, the 90 minute flight will take it further, thereby subver
the intent of the original regulation with no technical justification being offer&étere seem:
no point in writing a regulation and then permittingdda3S dzi Q Of | dza S @

response Not accepted.
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The proposed change, while achieving harmonisation with the corresponding FAA t
whose context there is no evidence of safety issues related to the application of this crif
will allow operationaflexibility to those operators that are able to substantiate the use

speed other than the longange cruising speed to comply with the entire CAT.POL.A.22(

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. ParCATt o5
CAT.POL.A.230 -

comment | 52 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Operations with &Reduced Landing Field Length Factor
1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 ParCAT

9. CAT.POL.A.230
(@ ()
And 3.3.3 ParCAT
8. AMC1 CAT.POL.A.230

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Amend paragraph (a) of CAT.POL.A.230:
ay206AiKadlryRAY3 6F06mM0 YR O0F0OHUO | &off
mass (MCTOM) of 4%0kg or less and a maximum operational passenger se
configuration (MOPSC) of 19 or less, used in-swreduled ordemand commercial al
transport (CAT) operations, within 80 of the LDA whethe aeroplane is approved fc
eligibilityand/ ! ¢ ®t h[ ®! dHpp Ad& O2YLIX ASR GAGKDE
Append the following to AMC1 CAT.POL.A.230:
a9[ LDL.L[L¢, Chw w95} /95 w9v,] Lw95 [! b5
The AFM shouldtate whether the aeroplane is eligible for operations with reduced requ
landing distances. When the factors prescribed by CAT.POL.A.230(a)(1) and (a)(2)
basis for compliance with certifications standards such as CS 25.1309 the aeroplamk
y2iG 06S 2LISNIiGSR 6A0K NBRdJzZOSR NXIjdzA NBR
3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
Airbus does not oppose the principle of the alleviation on field length factors propose
business jet operations. It should however be ensured thatusual field length factors ¢
60% and 70% for turbojets and turboprops respectively have not been the bas
demonstration of compliance with CS25, notably CS 25.1309. Whether this is the case
can only be declared by the manufacturer, steatesnent of eligibility for reduced field lengt
factor operations in the AFM should be a prerequisite.

response Accepted.
An aircraft eligibility criterion bagkon an AFM statement will be added.

comment | 53 comment by AIRBUS

*
*
*
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*
*

*
*
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SUBJECT : Incorrect references
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1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.1.3 ParCAT
13. CAT.POL.A.330

@

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Correct (g) as follows:

aLF GKS 2LISNI G2 N R fodidyeldestinationir@rodi©reY théfaéroplal
shall only be dispatched if an alternate aerodrome is designated that permits full comp
with (a) to f0 P &

Accepted.

References will be corrected.

101 comment by:CAA Norway
Supported.
Noted.

134 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 25,

CAT.POL.A.230 Landmdry runway

Page 27

CAT.POL.A.255 Approval of reduced required landing distance operations.

We do not agree with the proposal to reduce the required landing distances for aeroy
not exceeding 45,360 kg or 19 passengers. We do not agree with the proposal beca
justification for it is not adequately safety based.

Any arbitrary decreasm landing distance available is, by definition, an increase in TiBk.
justification of maintaining safety while harmonising with FARs is only valid if the
adoption of the FARs was based on specific safety measures. The Appendix Report
CR2014-206 states that the FAA landing factor was not determined by a safety assess
The mitigation measures listed may be beneficial to improve the consistency of landint
they are largely aspects of commonly applied airmanship, available to exernyeluding the
pilots of large aeroplanes.

If an operator of an aircraft that is over 45360kg and/or has more than 19 passengel
asked for a rule change to allow them to use factors based on 80% of landing distan
agreed to apply the requitemitigations, what would be the argument to deny the reque:
Restricting the use of the factors based on 80% of landing distance available to aircre
19 seats or less is really saying thaguivalent safety has not been shown, but when |
accdents happen they will have fewer fatalities and hence they will be of less concern
general public.

The group of aeroplanes identified for this concession (business/corporate aircraft) is &
responsible for a higher proportion of overrun aaaids per flying hour than othe
aeroplanes, so this change proposal does not make logical sense.
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LG Ffaz2 RSTASa t23A0 GKFG GKS LINRBLRALf

for larger CAT aeroplanes does not make mandatory the useppbaph path guidance. Tt
use of such systems could result in a safety benefit that might justify some reduction
distance factors.

Partially accepted.

A number of mitigating measures proposed to attain an equivalent level of safetyot
qualitative, but rather precise barriers against certain riskg;rsas prohibiting operaticgon
contaminated runwaysoperations with tailwind and approachesoutside of stabilisec
criteria. Furthermore it is not the individual measure that acleig\the result but rather the
combination of all. As regards the mass threshold initially proposed for these operati
will be changed to an aircraft eligibility statement in the AFM.

244 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Associatiddennig

The General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA) appreciates the agency prc
establishing a mechanism for operators to establish a landing mass on dry runways
percent of the landing distance available (LDA) for businesspetsations that comply with
CAT.POL.A.255.

The 80 percent allowance builds in experience gained in commercidémand busines
aviation operations in the United States in accordance with 14 CFR 135.4, Ehgb&mand
(EOD) operations which have showot only to increase operational flexibility but enhar
safety.

GAMA, however, recommends that the agency update the maximum certifiedofikeass
(MCTOM) proposed in the NPA (i.e., 45 360 kg) to align with new business jet products
market. A the agency knows, there are several new business jet with an MCTOM ab
360 kgincluding the Bombardier Global 7000 and 8000 as well as the Gulfs
G650ERsee, rulemaking underway in RMT.0695 for additional background). C
recommends that EASAcrease the allowable MCTOM to accommodate these new bus
jets for 80 percent LDA operations.

The RMT.0695 draft NPA proposes to increase the MCTOM feETO®S business |
operations to 60 000 kg as the new threshold. GAMA recommends that thewgdign the
MCTOM in the runway performance regulation to establish a common set of thres
between the two rules to ensure all business jet operators in Europe can benefit frol
increased safety and operational flexibility that the 80 percent LO#way achieves i
concert with the requirements in CAT.POL.A.255.

Partially accepted

The aircraft eligibility for these operationslikbe changed in order to be established on T
basis of certification criteria

245 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes that the data basis for dry runway time of arrival landing performan
different from what is shown in CS 25.125. The manufacturer certifying two different s

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through theife®&t/internet. Page67 of 224



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix 4 to Opinion N62/20191 CRD to NPA 20161
2. Individuacomments and response

landing performanceould be a potential source of confusion for operators and would b
additional burden for the OEM that does not seem to have been considered fully i
analysis.

The development and maintenance of two different sets of dry runway landing perforry
will require separate AFMSs and databases which will add unnecessary complexity a
for what is considered a minimal increase of safety given the existing dry runway di
requirements in CAT.POL.A.230.

GAMA recommends that the agency limit theposed required time of arrival assessme
to nondry runways onlyas there should be sufficient margin from dispatch requiremen
CAT.POL.A.235.

response| Not accepted.

The current standard for landing distance on dry runways at time of dispatat suitable
for in-fight checks at time of arrival. This unfortunately leads to two different data sets fc
and wet runways. However it should be ndtinat the operational requiement for inflight
check at time of arrival, for thease of dry runwgs may be limited to simply confirm th
dispatch calculation.

comment | 281 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

EASA proposes to update CAT.POL.A.230 with respect to destination and al
aerodromes by striking thexisting (f) and updating the existing requirement in (g) (whic
now changed to a new (f)).

The agency, as part of this change, updates the requirement for the alternate aerodron
limits the compliance for the alternate to not include (e). Thisnss to be an editorial errot

GAMA recommends that the agency determine if the elimination of having to comply w
was intentional or editorial.

response| Noted.

The CAT.POL.A.280e will be completely redrafted for consistency with other ruleend will
be checked against eventual omissions.

comment | 311 comment by Textron Aviation

9.CAT.POL.A.230 is amended as follows:

() If the operator is unable to comply with (8)(for the destination aerodrome, th
aeroplane shall be only dispatched if an alterate aerodrome is designated that allov
compliance with (a) to (d).

It's not clear why this was changed to (d). Is compliance with (e) not necessary f
alternate?

response| Accepted

The intent of the rule with respect to alternates will be clarified.
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comment

response

337 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the new provision.

Just one further comment related to the maximum mass. It is our understandinghisatew
provision is meant to include business aviation type operations. Please note that the
business aviation aeroplane types that are currently operating and others that are
certification/production phase that will havéICTOMsabove the 4 360kg. We believe the
this mass limitation for other requirements like the NBTOPS 180 min may be be
reviewed in a different RMT and we suggest that this is monitored for consistency.

Noted

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. DraftRegulation (draft EASA Opinion) 3.1.2. PartCATT
CAT.POL.A.235

p. 26

comment

response

comment

response

comment

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

24 comment by :Gabriel Arroyo

New paragraph CAT.POL.A.235, coming from a-papte of CAT.POL.A.230, is in this p
difficult to read and understand. A clearer word@g< I £ £ 6 S | LILINS OA I

operator is unable to comply with the CAT.POL.A.235 (a) to (e) requirements for the
and runway conditions expected at the estimated time of arrival, the aeroplane me
dispatched if two alternate aerodmes are designated that permit full compliance w
SAGKSNI /! ¢ Dt h[ ®! dHondék 0 G2 0S0O 2N /! ¢

Accepted

Wording aml intent of the rule will be clarified

27 comment by:Gabriel Arroyo

CAT.POLA235 statdsK I T a6 KSYy (GKS | LILINRBLINALI GS
AYRAOFGS GKIG GKS NMzyél & G GKS Sadayl
arise about the way in which a forecast should be interpret&tiere is no guide materi
simlartoGM2 ! ¢ dht dat ! dmyp atfl yyAy3a YAYAY!
how to take into account the different wordings used in a TAF/TREND regarding pl.
minima.

Not accepted.

The requirement established in CAT.OP.MPA.185 explicillly for consideration of a tim
window of one hourbefore and one hour latefor the planning minima, hence the need {
guidance on the interpretation of the forecast.

The same does not happen in thegarticular provisionon weather report/forecast of
CAT.POL.A.235, furthermore this has not been changed by the MP&ny case a ne
provision requiring an Hilight check of landing performance, based on the latest informa
available at the time of arrival, is introduced.

28 comment by:Gabriel Arroyo
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CAT.POL.A.235 appears to refer only to the destination aerodrome. It could happe
the runway is forecasted to be dry in the aerodrome destination, but wet in the destin
alternate. The question is how should be addressed this subjeganding alternate
planning?

Acepted.

The rule is intended to apply to destination alternates as well and will be clarified il
respect.

103 comment by:CAA Norway
CAT.POL.A.235

CAAN proposes to delete the requirement to consider contamination for the purpos
landing distance dispatch calculation in accordance with approved contaminated le
distance data or equivalent.

Rationale:

Since the estimated time of arrivakually will be somewhere between two and fourte
hours, depending amongst other factors, the estimated flying time, later than the time
the dispatch calculations are performed, the quality/accuracy of the expected runway s
conditions at the etimated time of arrival will be questionable at best. This because
conditions are liable to change based on improvement actions taken by the aeroc
operator, and the fact that meteorological conditions can change at short notice. This
only applicable to a situation with showery conditions, but also in a situation when ther:
possibility of rapid temperature changes, such as at temperatures around freezing an
of day around sunrise or sunset.

Furthermore, the at the time of takeff landing performance data as outlined in ICAO Ar
8, 11th editionc¢ July 2016, amendment 168, paragraph 2.2.7.3 does only call fdhe at
time of takeoff landing performance data need only to be determined stindard day
temperature and level, dry landing surfaces for landplanes,

ax
o

Safetyda O2yaARSNBR (G2 o6
the landing distance at the time of arrival S
AMC and Guidance Material.

S I
N

a
P LI |

INB R (0 K-NghtddReék of
ySaés /! ¢ Phated

Operational common sense suggests

A) That it could be wise to take on extra fuel to allow for possible aerodrome closu

contaminant clearance with associated traffic congestions. This could be reflected in a

fuSt L2t AO8 dQ

.0 ¢KFG AG O2dzZ R 0SS ¢ Afight chigck of 138 INdHiggNIétankte

0KS GAYS 2F FNNAGIEE FOO2NRAYy3I G2 /1 ¢

time of landing is reasonably close. This could aésbdndled through a GM.

Thus, a removal of this requirement would increase harmonisation with the US FAR 1!

Dispatch calculations will be simplified because there would be only two different case
a) Dispatch to a runway forecasted to be dry

b) Dispatch to a runway forecasted be other than dry (wet or contaminated).
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Proposed new text for CAT.POL.A.28kanding other than dry runway (alternatively we
or contaminated runway.

(a) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indictttat the runway at
estimated time of arrival may not be dry (alternatively, wet or contaminated), the LDA
be at least 115 % of the required landing distance determined in accordance
CAT.POL.A.230.

(b) DELETED

(c) Retained, but renumbered

(d) DELETED

(e) For (old c) above, the criteria of CAT.POL.A.230 shall be applied accordingly.

(f) If the operator is unable to comply with CAT.POL.A.230(e)(1) for a destination aero
where a landing depends upon a specified wind component, the aarepay be dispatche
if two alternate aerodromes are designated that permits compliance with CAT.POL.A.
to (e).

Consequences:

For dispatch towards forecasted WET runway conditions, there are no changes,
possibility to use a distance shortigran prescribed in (a) may still be used.

For dispatch towards runways anticipated to be not dry or wet, i.e. contaminated, the
margin on top of the dry runway requirement (CAT.POL.230) is retained.

Alternative proposal if dispatch towardsunways forecasted to be contaminated at th
estimated time of arrival, and in accordance with approved data is retained.

Change (d) as follows:

(d) A landing distance on a contaminated runway shorter than required by (b), but nc
than required by CAPOL.A.230(a), may be used if the AFM includes specific add
information about landing distances on contaminated runways.

Rationale:

¢CKS GSNY GalLISOAFffe LINBLI NBR ¢AydSNI NI
Condition Code will be udeas the basis for the calculation. A runway contaminatec
compacted ice or snow, which has been prepared by chemical or mechanical me
provide better friction, will be reported as a higher Runway Condition Code, than i
compacted snow based amiteria, which has to be developed as part of the rulemaking
for PART ADR in collaboration with the rulemaking group for the Part OPS. An in
rationale for the deletion of this term, is found in GANAcomments to AMC 25.1591.

Additional Proposils:

A) Develop a GM on how to use information from both weather forecasts and SNOWT
the fuel planning process to consider the need for extra fuel required to cover po
closures for runway clearance and preparation procedures and associatachexting time
caused by any associated congestion.

B)550St2LJ I Da 2y GKS | R@A a Hlight dhédcki aF thelilghdink
RAaGlIyOS G GKS GAYS 2F I NNAGEFtEE | OO02N
the estimatedtime of landing is reasonably close.

This should be a task for the rulemaking group, Part OPS.

response| Partially accepted.

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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*
*
*
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The requirements of CAT.POL.A.235 will be completefiratted, consistently with thos:
proposed inCAT.OP.MPA.303 abAT.POL.A.230anly endorsing the suggestions of tr
comment. It should be notl however, that most of the concersexpressedn the comment
will be addresseih the rulemaking task RMT.0704 by introducing the concept of opera
2y GalISOXSIRE @A yUINANIIFNzY 6 @ € X G KAOK gAf
Regulation for air operations.

245 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes that the data basis for dry runway time of arrival langiedormance is
different from what is shown in CS 25.125. The manufacturer certifying two different s
landing performance could be a potential source of confusion for operators and would
additional burden for the OEM that does not seem to hdemn considered fully in th
analysis.

The development and maintenance of two different sets of dry runway landing perforry
will require separate AFMSs and databases which will add unnecessary complexity a
for what is considered a minimal incigsa of safety given the existing dry runway dispe
requirements in CAT.POL.A.230.

GAMA recommends that the agency limit the proposed required time of arrival assess
to nondry runways onlyas there should be sufficient margin from dispatch requieats in
CAT.POL.A.235.

Not accepted.

The current standard for landing distance on dry runways at time of dispatch is not sui
for in-fight checks at time of arrival. This unfortunately leads to two different data sets f
dry and wetrunways. However it should be nat¢hat the operational requiement for in
flight check at time of arrival, for thease of dry runways may be limited to simply confirn
the dispatch calculation.

comment by:Norwegian Air (Norwegian Aitorway, Norwegian Air Internatione

256 Norwegian Air UK and Norwegian Air Shutt

CAT.POL.A.235 Landingwet and contaminated runways

(@) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indicate that the runway a
estimated time of arrival may be wet contaminated the LDA shall be at least 115 % of
required landing distance, determined in accordance with CAT.POL.A.230

The 1.92 (or 1.64 for turboprop) factor is conservative with regards to dispatch perforn
As it is impossible to forecast contaminated runway conditions with constantly che
conditions it makes no sense calculating weight for the adverse cmmlitA mandaton
AYFEAIKGE OKSO| dzaAy3d GKS abid GKS GAYS
calculations, even if the conditions require a higher factor than 1.92/1.64 (meaning
than expected at the time of dispatch).
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response
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*
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*
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*
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We propose to delete this paragraph iads impossible to forecast contaminated runw
conditions. Flight times can vary from less than 1 hour to 10+ hours. The 1.92/1.64
should normally provide enough margin. The mandatory inflight check will safeguard tf
required landing distarecfor the actual landing mass + 15% is within LDA.

(c) A landing distance on a wet runway shorter than that required by (a), but not less
that required by CAT.POL.A.230(a), may be used if the AFM includes specific ac
information about landing distances on wet runwayse criteria of CAT.POL.A.28ball be
applied accordingly.

Paragraph (e) is moved up, provided (b) and (d) are deleted.

Further, we propose to delete paragraph (d) together with (b). However, if deleting pare
(b) is too radical, we propose to alter paragrdphto the following:

A landing distance on speciallypreparedontaminated runway shorter than that require
by (b), but not less than that required by CAT.POL.A.230(a), may be used if the AFM |
specific additional information about landing distances on contaminated runways.

If the AFM has the data presceith a RWYCC should be enough to do the calcul
regardless of how the runway is treated.

Paragaph is moved up to (c).

(f) For{)yand{d)a)above, if the operator is unable to comply with CAT.POL.A.230
for a destination aerodrome where a landing depends upon a specified wind componel
aeroplane may be dispatched if two alternaerodromes are designated that permit fi
compliance with CAT.POL.A.230(a) to (e).

This will include WET runways in the alternates alleviation, as current regulation open:

Partially accepted

This rule will be rarafted consistently with the changes proposed in CAT.POL.A.230 f
runways and clarifying the intent of the rule with respect to alternate aerodromes.

267 comment by:Conrad

Reference:

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through theife®&t/internet. Page73o0f 224



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix 4 to Opinion N62/20191 CRD to NPA 20161
2. Individuacomments and response

3. Proposed Amendments
3.1 Draft Regulation3.1.2.PartCAT
10. CAT.POL.A.235 Landimget and contaminated runways

Suggested Change:
CAT.POL.A.235 Landinget BRercontaminatedunways
(a) (unchanged)
(this paragraph should be deleted)
.A landing distance on a wet runway shorter than that required by (a), but not less
that required by CAT.POL.A.230(a), may be used if the AFM includes specific ad
information about landing distances on wet runways.

{itgbecomes (b), the forme
(e) is included)
(this paragraph should be deleted)
(this paragraph moves to (b))
(©) ForByaRa@)a) above, if the operator is unable to complyttviCAT.POL.A.230(e)!
for a destination

aerodrome where a landing depends upon a specified wind component, the aerc
may be

dispatched if two alternate aerodromes are designated that permit full compliance
CAT.POL.A.230(a) tg.(e

((f) becomes (c))

Rationale:

It is questionable, whether due to weather reports/forecast an operator can predict
runway at the time of arrival

will be contaminated.

Moreover, it is impossible to judge some hours in advance, which exasbyuconditions tc
expect at time of arrival.

Especially in dynamic weather situations this is just guesswork.

Contaminated runway conditions might range from "Compacted Snow" (close to "G
down to Ice. How would you

decide, what to expect at landing®ways going to the conservative side will impact y
operation.

Furthrmore, if you planned on e.g. Slush on landing runway, this might reduce your t
weight and thus, reduce the

amount of extra fuel you can carry. Extra fuel however opens up opfior other alternates
It is impossible to predict, if a destination airport (eg. on the US east coast in wi
conditions) won't be closed down

by the time you arrive. Planning for alternates is what you do in that case. Thus, extra
necessay and you wouldn't

want to restrict it by planning for e.g. Slush runways in the first place.

Correctly guessing which runway condition to expect at time of landing, might only wc
very short flights.

The FAA approach is to only account for Wedigpatch.
With the "Attime-of-landing” assessment now made mandatory, it is ensured, that lan

won't be done at conditions
that exceed the performance capabilities of the aircraft.

* ¥ x
*
*

*

* ok

*

*
*
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The "Attime-of-landing" assessment was made mandatory preciselthiofact, that runway
conditions could deteriorate
during the flight. Thus, a dispatch to wet runways would be sufficient.

response| Accepted.

This rule will be rarafted consistently with the changes proposed in CAT.POL.A.230 f
runways and clafying the intent of the rule with respect to alternate aerodromes.

comment | 284 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

The agency introduces a new (f) in CAT.POL.A.235, Lamgihgnd contaminated runway:
The new text states that "For (b) and (d) above, if the operator is unable to comply
CAT.POL.A.288(1)for a destination aerodrome where a landing depends up@pecifiec
wind component, the aeroplane may be dispatched if two alternative aerodromes
designated that permit full compliance with CAT.POL.A.230(a) to (e)."

The reference to (e)(1) seems to be a typo or error, because (e)(1) is the most fa
runway and still air, and does not consider a wind component.

GAMA recommends that the agency determine if this reference should b
CAT.POL.A.288)(2)instead.

response| Accepted.

This rule will be completely rdrafted consistently with the changes proposed
CAT.POL.A.230 for dry runways and clarifying the intent of the rule with respect to alts
aerodromes.

comment | 303 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen

CAT.POL.A.235
p. 26

Point (f) states:

For (b) and (d) above, if the operator is unable to comply with CAT.POL.A.230(e)(
destination aerodrome where a landing depends upon a specified wind componel
aeroplane may be dispatched if two alternate aerodromes are designated that peith
compliance with CAT.POL.A.230(a) to (e).

Is the intention that when dispatching the aeroplane in accordance with point (f), the po

contamination at the alternate aerodromes is not taken into account? The point require:
full compliance wit CAT.POL.A.230(a) to (e) and not CAT.POL.A.235.

response| Accepted.
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The requirement is intended to include dispatch on contaminated runways and w
clarifiedin this respect.

comment | 312 comment by Textron Aviation

10.CAT.POL.A.235dmended as follows
(f) For (b) and (d) above, if the operator is unable to comply with CAT.POL.A.230(e)(
destination aerodrome...

Should this be (e)(2)? Dispatching in accordance with (e)(1) does not require a specifit
component.

response| Accepted.

The intent of the rule with respect to destination and alternate aerodromes will be clari

comment | 338 comment by:NetJets Europe

in paragraph d) what is the definition of a 'specially prepared winter runway'? If it the ¢
as the definition in CS25, then we suggest that it is included in the AIR OPS definition

response| Accepted.

A definition will be added.

comment | 349 commentby: US FAA

Comment summary
ltem:

(@) (a) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indicate that the runwi
the estimated time of arrival may be wet, the LDA shall be at least 115 % of the re
landing distance, determined accordance with CAT.POL.A.230.

As currently written CAT.POL.A.235 may be interpreted as applying to CAT.POL.A.2:
and therefore that it is acceptable to schedule wet runway operations based on a 1.15
applied to a landing distance based &6 as called out in (a)(3) only.

This is not the intent and is inconsistent with CAT.POL.A.255 (b)(2)(iv)(B).

Suggested resolution

Add the italized text below to CAT.POL.A.235(a)

CAT.POL.A.235 Landingwet and contaminated runways

(a) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indicate that the runway a
estimated time of arrival may be wet, the LDA shall be at least 115 % of the required .

distance, determined in accordance with CAT.POL.A230QL) or (a)(2pr CAT.POL.A.2!
(b)(2)(iv)(B) as appropriate
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response Partially accepted.

Operations with reduced required landing distance are entirely dealt with in the newly
LINR L2 ASR LINRP@GAaAAZYa /! ¢dt h[ ®! dupp | YR
the rule CAT.POL.A.235 is being entireldnafted, consistency wh other ruleswill be

ensured.
3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATt 2627
CAT.POL.A.250 P-
comment |1 comment by:Gheorghe Opree

Dear EASA team,

Please clarify what means "Short landing operations” and which is the purpose ¢
approval and explain the purpose of "Approval of reduced required LDA". If I will obtain
landing operations doesn't means that | can land withieduced LDA?

Or, if | obtain approval of reduced LDA, doesn't means that | will land on short rt
(anyway from my point of view it will be difficult to obtain approval for short landing du
the fact that in CAT.POL.A.230(c) is stated that evenamipty with CAT.POL.A.250 we he
to comply also withtCAT.POL.A.230(a)).

Regards,

Gheorghe Oprea

response| Noted.

G{K2NI fFyRAY3 2LISNIGAZ2yae | NB GK2aS$s
approved operator is allowed to use the landing performance calculatidime length of the
declaredsafe area in addition to the LDA.

GwSRdzOSR NBIdZANBR fFyRAY3a RAAGlI YOS 2L
I LILINE OSR dzy RSNJ /! ¢ dt h[ ®! dHpp ¢ ¢ KBIMEin B0
of the LDA.

The two types obperationscannot be conducted at the same time

comment| 174 comment by UK CAA
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response

comment

response

Page No0:26
Paragraph No:CAT.POL.A.250 Approval of short landing operations

Comment: As is the case for the ClaspiB®posals, steep approach operations should not
permitted when using reduced required landing distance factors.

Justification: As the NLR Safety Study itself says (on page 15), the special procedures |
approaches are outside the scope of thislysis, consequently, they should be precludec
all reduced required landing distance permissions.

Accepted.

Steep approach operations are not intended to be combined with reduced required lar
distance operations. This is clarifieddAT.POL.A.255.

193 comment by DassaulAviation

DassauHlAviation

Page 27: CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(vi)

Comment:

This requirement could be alleviated with only one pilot qualified and trained for t
operations, indeed the only criticabint of the reduced landing distance operations is dul
the landing phase for the pilot flying.

We recommend the folowing requirement:

"the flight crew is composed of at least one qualified and trained commander having re
in reduced required landing distance operations. if the commander is the only pilot qua
trained and having recency for these oerations, he shall be the pilogfly

Not accepted.

The proposed requirements on crew composition and training are considered an imp
element to achieve an equivalent level of safety in this kind of operations.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EAS®pinion)t 3.1.2. PartCATT
CAT.POL.A.255

p. 2728

comment

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

22 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

CAT.POL.A.255

wS3IFNRAY3I FLIINRGFE 2F NBRddzOSR NBXBIj dzA NB
scheduledorRS Yl YR O2YYSNODALFE AN GNF yaLR2 NI
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The mentioned phrase exist in Article 2 (6) but only for the purpose of flight atydtithe
fAYAGFGA2yad C2NJ NBlazya 2F Of | NR dséhedaléd
onfRSYIFYR O2YYSNODALFE AN GNI YALR2NIL 6/ ! ¢0

response| Accepted.

A GM explaining the intent of this wording v added.

comment 34 comment by:Joachim J. Janezic (Institute for Austrian and International Avi
law)

Ad CAT.POL.A.255(a):

The distinction between scheduled and necheduled operation is not justifiable. On the o
hand in the past allistinctions between those two types of operations were abolished a
doesn't make any sense to-mstroduce such distinction. On the other hand the passent
of scheduled operations and nestheduled operations should enjoy the same level of sa
But if reduced required landing distance operations are considered to be safe, the
distinction is not justifiable.

response, Not accepted.

The applicability of the proposed rule has been built around the concept of eligibl
demand operations taachieve harmonisation with the FAA on this specific type of
operations.

comment 36 comment by:Joachim J. Janezic (Institute for Austrian and International Avi
law)

Ad CAT.POL.A.255(b):

A new paragraph c¢ should be added, so that a combinatiqgrar. (b)(1) [i.e. risk assessme
and par. (b)(2) [criteria] is possible. For example the general criteria of par. (b)(2) are f
but the reduced required landing distance operations should be eligible for steep appro:
In such case a rislsgessment restricted to the special issues of a steep approashould
be conducted, whereas in general the meeting of the criteria in par. (b)(2) is sufficient.

response| Not accepted.

Steep approach operations, as well as other special approach procedures outside of st
approach criteria, are not intended to be combined with reduced required landing dis
operations. Each one of these options, under domditionsprescribed ly the relevant rule
may be used by an operator to benefit of some flexibility under appropriate mitig:
conditions, but they are naheantto be combined.

comment 38 comment by:Joachim J. Janefiaostitute for Austrian and International Aviatic
law)

Ad CAT.POL.A.255(0)(2)(i):
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The exclusion of steep approaches in general is too restrictive because some airport:
alps have a combination of steep approach and short runway [Sion, Chambery, Lond:
Lugano, Althenrhein, Bolzano].

We suggest, that steep approaches are mpited in case the AFM of the aircraft us
provides special performance data (such as GL5000, F900B and F7X).

response, Not accepted.

Steep approach operations, as well as other special approach procedures outside of st
approach criteria, are not intended to be combined with reduced required landing dis'
operations. Each one of these options, under domditionsprescribed ly the relevant rule
may be used by an operator to benefit of some flexibility under appropriate mitig:
conditions, but they are naheantto be combined.

comment | 39  comment by:Joachim J. JaneZiastitute for Austrian and International Aviation lav

Ad CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(iv)(C):

It would be better (and in line with (A), (B), and (D)) to change the wording tdorecasted
O2y il YAYIFGSR NHzysl & Xhb

response| Accepted.

comment 40  comment by:Joachim J. Janezic (Institute for Austrian and International Aviation

Ad CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(viii):

It should be clarified that this rule addresses the competent authority of the aerodrome
not the competent authority issuing the approviakr the operator). Not only because the
know best about the local specialities, but also because otherwise it is not guarantee
Fff O2YLISGSY(d dziK2NAGASEA ANFYyEd | LILINR O

response| Accepted.

Theauthority certifying the aerodrome will be indicated in the rule.

comment |44  comment by:Joachim J. Janezic (Institute for Austrian and International Aviation

AD CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(iv):

1. Please determine in an AMC what you exactly exjpent the ALAP.
2. Please clarify that this ALAP is just a part of the dispatch (and not of the flight \
process. It "sounds" as if there was a special programme to be established by the o}
whereas in fact there are simply 4 items to be checkexdnd) dispatch.

response Accepted.

Clarifications on the intent and the content of the ALAP will be provided.
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135 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 25,

CAT.POL.A.230 Landmdry runway

Page 27

CAT.POL.A.255 Approval of reduced required landing distance operations.

We do not agree with the proposal to reduce the required landing distances for aeroy
not exceeding 45,360 kg or 19 passengers. We do not agree with the proposal beca
judtification for it is not adequately safety based.

Any arbitrary decrease in landing distance available is, by definition, an increase ifhs
justification of maintaining safety while harmonising with FARs is only valid if the
adoption of the ARs was based on specific safety measures. The Appendix Report N
CR2014-206 states that the FAA landing factor was not determined by a safety assess
The mitigation measures listed may be beneficial to improve the consistency of landint
they are largely aspects of commonly applied airmanship, available to everyone, includ
pilots of large aeroplanes.

If an operator of an aircraft that is over 45360kg and/or has more than 19 passengel
asked for a rule change to allow them to use factors based on 80% of landing distan
agreed to apply the required mitigations, what would be the argument toydee request?
Restricting the use of the factors based on 80% of landing distance available to aircre
19 seats or less is really saying thaguivalent safety has not been shown, but when |
accidents happen they will have fewer fatalities dahce they will be of less concern to t
general public.

The group of aeroplanes identified for this concession (business/corporate aircraft) is &
responsible for a higher proportion of overrun accidents per flying hour than ¢
aeroplanes, sohis change proposal does not make logical sense.

LG Ffaz2 RSTASa 23420 GKFG GKS LINRBLRAL

for larger CAT aeroplanes does not make mandatory the use of approach path guidan
use of such systems gl result in a safety benefit that might justify some reduction in

distance factors.

Noted.

See response to comment 134.

136 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 2%
CAT.POL.A255(0)@)KS 62 NR WT2NBOI asédiniddeinZEngysh. (i

WC2NBOIFAaGQx WF2NBOIFIAdAY3IQ YR WF2NBOI a
Examples of usual and expected use in the English language, that are relevant to th
are:

ab2 GFrAfgAYR A& FT2NBOFadé

Gb2 GFAFANPRI alia

b2 GFAfsAYR KIR 0SSy FT2NBOIlaid¢

G¢KS FT2NBOlFald FT2NJ G2RFe& R2Sa y2d AyOf d:
LG A& SELISOGSR GKIG y2 GFEAf6AYR 6Aff

These are all correct usage.
2SS NBO2YYSYR GKIF G a&7F2NEBOlthrdughBut thedelt. NB LIt
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Accepted.

137 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 27
CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)(iv)(D) Approval of Reduced Required Landing Distance Operati
P'YRSNJ LI NFANF LK 650X gKFEG A& g6k S KBEHNF O

Noted.

G! ROSNES giths iark &plain€dRin/aFGM.

175 comment by UK CAA
Page No 27

Paragraph No:CAT.POL.A.255 Approval of reduced required landing distance operatic

Comment CAA UK doawot support the principle of extrapolating the conclusions of the |
study to a wider population of aircraft operators who do not have an FDM prograr
Therefore an FDM programme should be a mandatory condition for each operator rec
this approval.

Justification: The competent authority needs quantitative evidence about the current |
of safety of each operator before granting an approval for further reducing the s
margins. Also, the data from an FDM programme is the only credible evitesapport the
required risk assessment. Finally, the operator needs an effective monitoring proc
assess the effectiveness of the new mitigating measures on a continued basis and cl
SMS loop. The only reliable tool to deliver such evidenca Hight Data Monitoring
programme, specifically tailored to monitor the risk of runway excursions for each ope
Therefore the implementation of an FDM programme should be a requirement for 1
operators wishing to conduct reduced landing distanperations.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

(b) To obtaln the approval the operator shall provide evidence that:

(1) an FDM programme specmcally tailored to monittre risk of runway excursions hé
0SSY AYLX SYSY(GSR YR AyGdSaNriGdSR Ay GKS

2 the-following-conditions-are-met:

(2) One of the following conditions are met:

(a) a risk assessment has been conducted by the operator to demonstrate that a ¢\

safety equivalent to that intended by CAT.POL.A.230(a)(1) or CAT.POL.A.230(a)!

applicable, is achieved; or

(b) the following conditions are met:

(i) specialapproach procedures, such as steep approaches, planned screen heights

than 60 ftor lower than 35 ft, lowvisibility operations, planned operations outside stabili

approach criteria, are prohibited,;

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through theife®&t/internet. Page82of 224



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency

Appendix 4 to Opinion N62/20191 CRD to NPA 20161
2. Individuacomments and response

response

comment

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

(ii) short landing operations in accordance with CAT.POL.A.250 are prohibited;

(iif) an adequate training, checking and monitoringgass for the flight crew is establishe
(iv) an aerodrome landing analysis programme (ALAP) is established by the operator to
that the following conditions are met:

(A) no tailwind is forecasted at the expected time of arrival;

(B) if the runwy is forecasted to be wet at the expected time of arrival, the landing dist
at dispatch shall either be determined in accordance with CAT.OP.MPA.303(a) or be
115 % of the landing distance required by CAT.POL.A.230(a)(3), whichever is longer;
(C) no expected contaminated runway conditions exist at the expected time of arrival;
(D) no forecasted adverse weather conditions exist at the expected time of arrival;

(v) all the equipment affecting landing performance is operative before commegribie
flight;

(vi) the flight crew is composed of at least two qualified and trained pilots having rece
reduced required landing distance operations;

vii) the commander shall make the final decision to conduct reduced required la
distance opeations and may decide not to do so when they consider this to be in the int
of safety; and

(viii) additional aerodrome conditions, if specified by the competent authority, taking
account aeroplane type characteristics, orographic characterigtiche approach arec
available approach aids, missadproach and balkethnding considerations.

Partially accepted.

The aircraft categories for which FDM is mandatory are established in ORO.AOR th8(
basis of more general criterighich are not meant to be revised by this proposal. When F
is available, it should be used also for the purposes of CAT.POL.A.255. Moreov
recommended to be used on a voluntary basis also when it is not required by ORO.A(
However, alternatie means for data collection will be considered and the analys
2LISNI 02NDRa LISNF2NXIYyOS Ay NBflFdGA2y G2
in the risk assessment.

176 comment by UK CAA
Page No:27

Paragraph No:CAT.POL.A.255

Comment: Reduced landing distance factorsvet runways: The reduced factor rule |
LRGSYGALrfte OdNNBydfte | LILIX A OlForin&mali despaid
calculation, the wet despatch factor is 52% (1/(1.15*1.67))dtsrand 60% (1/(1.15*1.43) fc
turboprops.

The check against the wet TOA calculation is appropriate, but is only required
CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2) is followed which is currently optional (and may not necessi
limiting anyway).Even then, if theunway is grooved or has PFC, the check may be s
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confirming that the runway meets the criteria used for dispaté&ither way, the reduce
factor effect would be retained.

It is recommended that further work on the applicability of the redutaaztor to wet runways
needs to be done, or the proposals limited to the dry case only.

Justification:The NLR Safety Assessment does not demonstrate for the wet runway cor
that that the mitigating measures restore the equivalent level of safetthéonormal (wet)
despatch criteria.

response| Not accepted.

The use of reduced required landing distance in accordance with CAT.POL.A.25!
supposed to be cumulated with any performance credit for grooved or PFC wet runwa

comment | 177 commentby: UK CAA
Page No:27

Paragraph No:CAT.POL.A.255

Comment: Fitment of additional retardation devices other than wheel brakes: The NLR ¢
Study quantifies the benefit from various systems in terms of sustaining reduced le
distancefactors i.e. ground spoilers and thrust reversesich items are fitted at the optio
of the manufacturer.Therefore, there should be a requirement that such equipment sh
be fitted and operable on the aircraft before reduced factors could be augbdri

Specifically, the benefits of reverse thrust is often quoted, but its fitment is optional a
aircraft design stage, so it cannot be relied upon in a operational safety analysis, unles
is a requirement that reduced factors can only be &aplf they are fitted.Nevertheless if i
is fitted, then the credit given in the current approved field length distances (to whicl
reduced factor will be applied) is limited to the eragine inoperative conditionHence in
normal operations with lrengineoperating, there is an additional safety margin availe
because of the better stopping capability with-aligines providing reverse.

Justification: Use of reverse thrust is necessary to meet the assumptions in the ¢
justification for reduced factors.

Proposed Textlt is suggested thaan additional condition to CAT.POL.A.255(b) is incluc

(x)  the aircraft must be equipped withground spoilers, antskid and thrust reversing
systems,

response Not accepted.

A variety of aircraft types and circumstances were considered in the NLR study. These
varied in size and in installed stopping devices. FBegéssenger jetised in the analysis di
not have thrust reversers or ground spoilers installed and the deceleration maimigfoom

the brakes The 14 passenger turbmop also did not have ground spoilers installed. Only
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larger business jets had thrust reversersdaground spoilers. Thrust reversers are m
effective on contaminated runways rather than on dry/wet runwaigawever reduced
landingdistance operations are not allowed on contaminated runways.

Moreover he study includeseveral of theconditionssuggeted in the comment, and furthe
to other comments an aircraft eligibility criterion, based on ABktement will be
introduced.

204 comment by Embraer S.A

Embraer agrees with EA$foposed inclusion of requirement CAT.POL.A.255. Nonethe
Embraer does not see why the applicability of this requirement should be limited to MC
of 45,360 kg as one of the purposes of the Airplane Performance Review irPidsNo
FGaGFrAY KENY2YATFGAZ2Y 6AGK C!! Q& 2LISNI @
Ly C!! Q& NBIldZANBYSyia GKSNB Aa y2 fAYA
a reduced landing factor (1/0.6(0H1/0.80). Embraer understandfat only the passenge
seat configuration (MOPSC) limitation is adequate to achieve the objective of this NP4

Accepted.

The mass threshold will be changed to an aircraft eligibility criterion dasean AFNV
statement.

219 comment by DGAC France

DGAC has some concerns about a generic approval that is not limited to a list of ¢
airports identified by the operator.

DGAC believes that the relevance and efficiency of the crew training and recency cor
depend upon thairports characteristics.

Besides, as for condition (b)(2)(viii), considering the variability of airports that me
concerned, it would be difficult for a National Authority to assess and identify all the ait
characteristics that may lead to a redion of the level of safety when combined wi
reduced required landing distance operations.

Therefore, if the possibility of a generic approval is maintained, DGAC suggests th&RP
authorises andrecommendsto the National Authorities to limit tlsi approval to a list ©
specific airports identified by the operator.

Partially accepted

Theconditionsrequired for the prior approval of these operations are met be effective
independently of the aerodrome because they are mitigating risks related to having a
short runway.However it will bespecifiedthat training has to be conducted atrodromes
that are representative of the intended operations.

220 comment by DGAC France

CAT.POL.A.255(b)(2)¢)

Consideringthat under standard operations, nestabilised approach is precluded, t
G2NRAY 3 aLXFYyySR 2LISNIGA2ya 2dziaiARS ai
0SGGSNI Of I NAGe& YR O2yaraitsSyoe 08
/1 ¢dht dat ! ithsnvwifen ih CAT.POL3A.355(b)(2).
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244 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

The General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA) appreciates the agency prc
establishing a mechanisifor operators to establish a landing mass on dry runways ¢
percent of the landing distance available (LDA) for business jets operations that comp
CAT.POL.A.255.

The 80 percent allowance builds in experience gained in commercidémandbusiness
aviation operations in the United States in accordance with 14 CFR 135.4, Ehgbmand
(EOD) operations which have shown not only to increase operational flexibility but en
safety.

GAMA, however, recommends that the agency updaterttaimum certified takeoff mass
(MCTOM) proposed in the NPA (i.e., 45 360 kg) to align with new business jet products
market. As the agency knows, there are several new business jet with an MCTOM al
360 kgincluding the Bombardier Global 7008nd 8000 as well as the Gulfstrez
G650ERsee, rulemaking underway in RMT.0695 for additional background). C
recommends that EASA increase the allowable MCTOM to accommodate these new b
jets for 80 percent LDA operations.

The RMT.0695 draft NPgroposes to increase the MCTOM for RBMOPS business |
operations to 60 000 kg as the new threshold. GAMA recommends that the agency al
MCTOM in the runway performance regulation to establish a common set of thres
between the two rules to resure all business jet operators in Europe can benefit from
increased safety and operational flexibility that the 80 percent LDA runway achie
concert with the requirements in CAT.POL.A.255.

Partially accepted

The aircraft eligibilityfor these operations Wil be changed in order to be established on |
basis of certification criteria

277 comment by FNAM

The FNAM thanks the EASA for allowing the use of an 80% landing factor for bu
aviation operators conducted with performance class A aeroplanes. Indeed,
regulatory proposal will allow more flexibility for business operators, facilitate the acc
to certain regional aerodromes and eliminate a competitive disadvantage for Eurof
operators.

The FNAM is asking for the removal of the implementing rule CAT.OP.MPA.303 and all
and GM. Moreover, regarding the IR CAT.OP.MPA.300, the FN&king for the removal c
the reference to paragraph CAT.OP.MPA.303 in order to ensure consistency. Besi
suggest that the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 remains as it was written before the modifi
brought by this NPA.

Generally speaking, the FNAM isiagkfor the removal of all references to paragraph (
OP.MPA.303 and its AMC and GM that have been added through this NPA.
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Furthermore, in order to document the impact of such a measure on the various activit
all the stakeholders potentially impaatdby this new requirement, the FNAM is asking fc
o Y2YyiKaQ SEGSyarzy 2F (GKS LISNA2R 2F O
may develop their own arguments.

This additional period of consultation would allow:

1 A simplification of the mthodology described in the AMC1 so that it can
applicable in the cockpit

1 A reevaluation of the Landing Distance Factors (LDF) which seem pulled out
hat (contrary to what was stipulated in the explanatory note of this NPA, the fa
defined inthe AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) and (b)(1) and (c)(1) are not explic
the FAA Advisory Circular (ACYZH

Noted.

For the part of the comment on CAT.OP.MPA.303, see response to comment 268.

339 comment by:NetJets Europe
NetJetssupports the introduction of CAT.POL.A.255.

Refer also to commnent number 337 circa the MCTOM of 45360 kg.
Noted.

See response to comment 337.

350 comment by US FAA
CAT.POL.A.255 (a) andAT.POL.A.355 (a)

Comment summary

While this is an operational regulation, the margin with this reduced landing distance |
is directly related to the method of certification used in creating the AFM dry runway la
data.
If the parameters used during certification and computatadrthe AFM dry runway landin
distance are consistent with the normal operating environment such as glide slope ar
of sink at touchdown then it is reasonable for the specific airplane may be approve
reduced landing distance operation.
If the pammeters are not consistent with normal operation, i.e. steeper glide path, hi
assumed touchdown rate etc. than operationally reasonable then the specific airplane ¢
not be approved for reduced landing distance operation.
Another item which varied SG 6 SSy | CaQad A a Ay Thisdhauldalgo b
I O2yAARSNI GA2Y 6KSY RSGSNNYAYAYI AT Iy
landing distance factor.

If there is no slope or OAT accountability in the then the reducedngndistance factor

should not be allowed.
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Suggested resolution
CAT.POL.A.255 (a) to add the following italicteed

For aeroplanes having a maximum certified tafemass (MCTOM) of 45 360 kg or less
a maximum operational passenger seataupfiguration (MOPSC) of 19 or less, used in-1
scheduled ordemand commercial air transport (CAT) operatiand whose AFM states th:
reduced landing distance operation is acceptaladading operations with a landing mass
the aeroplane allowing aufl stop landing within 80 % of the landing distance available (
require prior approval by the competent authority.

CAT.POL.A.355 (a) to add the following italicized text

(a) Operations with a landing mass of the aeroplane allowing a full stdmamithin 80 %
of the landing distance available (LDA) on the intended runway requiieM states that
reduced landing distance operation is acceptable pniar approval by the competent
authority. Such approval shall be obtained for each runway ochwhperations with

reduced required landing distance are conducted.

response| Partially accepted.

An aircraft eligibility criterion bask on an AFM statement will be introduced
CAT.POL.A.255.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulatior{draft EASA Opinior) 3.1.2. PartCATT o8
CAT.POL.A.330 P-
comment | 104 comment by:CAA Norway
Comment: Typo in new (g), (d) should read (f) in two locations.
response| Accepted.
References will be corrected.
comment | 138 comment by ESDU, IHRarkit

Page 28

CAT.POL.A.330 Landmmdry runways.

Comment as for CAT.POL.A.230.

We do not agree with the proposal to reduce the required landing distances for aeroy
not exceeding 45,360 kg or 19 passengers. We do not agree with the proposal beca
justification for it is not adequately safety based.
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response| Noted.

Seeresponse to comment 234.

comment | 207 comment by Embraer S.A

Considering the proposed changes in requirement CAT.POL.A.330, paragraphs (f)

present wrong references, which are related to the previous version.

response| Accepted.

Referencesvill be corrected.

*
*
*
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*
*

*
*
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3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT 2930
CAT.POL.A.355 -
comment | 16 comment by DGAC France

In order to avoid any confusion, CAT.POL.A.335(a) should be modified as fo

a) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indicate that the runway &
estimated time of arrival may be wet, the LDA shall be equal to or exceed the required
distance, determined in accordance with CAT.POL.AaBBltiplied by afactor of 1.15.

Indeed, according to CAT.POL.A.355 (6)(iii), the landing distance at dispatch, when the
is forecasted to be wet, should either be determined in accordance with CAT.OP.MPA
or be at least 115% of the landing distance requivgdCAT.POL.A.330(b) (i.e 1.15*1.25*Al
whichever is longer.

But when there is no data available for theflight assessment, CAT.OP.MPA.303(b) im|
to use, for wet runway, the landing distance required by CAT.POL.A.335 which me:
landing distane required by CAT.POL.A.330 multiplied by 1.15. Therefore, we might cc
that we can use the landing distance required by CAT.POL.A.330(b) multiplied by 1.1%
CAYylLtftes ¢gKSy LI eAy3a GKS &g KA OK Scauinad
up in comparing the same figure as both the two following possibili
1/ CAT.OP.MPA.303(b), i.e CAT.POL.A335, ie. 115% of CAT.POL
2/ 115 % of CAT.POL.A.33C
would give the same result: 1.15*1.25*AL

Besides, even if the issuenist exactly the same since CAT.POL.A.303(a) is less confusi
suggest for an overall consistency, to modify also CAT.POL.A.235(a) as fc

(a) When the appropriate weather reports and/or forecasts indicate that the runway &
estimated time darrival may be wet, the LDA shall be at least 115 % of the required la
distance, determined in accordance with CAT.POL.AaX2Dor (2)

response Accepted.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

23 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge
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The Swedish Transport Agency question whether the proposed text is necessary or if it
be handled on a derogation basis should it be needed.

Noted.

The Agency considers that a Regulasbould not be written in such a way that exemptic
or derogations would be needed systematically to cope with cases where complianc
one or more requirements cannot be achieved.

139 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 29

CAT.POL.A.355 Approval of reduced landing distance operations.

Comment as for CAT.POL.A.255.

We do not agree with the proposal to reduce the required landing distances for aeroy
not exceeding 45,360 kg or 19 passengers. We do not agree with thegaldpecause thi
justification for it is not adequately safety based.

Noted.

See response to comment 234.

140 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 29
CAT.POL.A.355 Approval of reduced ..landing distance operations.
Paragraph (6)(iYjii), (iv). WF 2 NSOl aiSRQ aK2dzZ R 6S NBLIX I

Accepted

141 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 29

CAT.POL.A.355 Approval of Reduced Required Landing Distance Operations

Steep approaches and short landing operations should be separately and explicitly prot
just as they are in CAT.POL.A.255(2)(i) & (ii).

The proposed CAT.POL.A.355 text could be understood to mean that short landing ope
are only prohibited whe combined with certain kinds of approach.

If the reduced landing factors are used, steep approaches and short landing operations
all be prohibited because Class B aircraft have lower performance capability and
equipment installations compad with Class A.

Not accepted.

In accordance with CAT.POL.A.3#border to conduct steep approach operations, tt
aircraft must be certified and specific performanskall beprovided in the AFM. Thes
specificAFM dataalready take into acamt any increase on the landing distanceedo steep
approach proceduressuch as a higher approach speed. Besi@ST.POL.A.355 propo:
requires an efficient control of the touchdown area with a clear identification of
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designated area and specifgp-around instructions in case touch dowis not achieved
within those limits These measure prevents inaccuracieghia ar distance before the
touchdown.

178 comment by UK CAA
Page No0:30

Paragraph No:CAT.POL.A.355(b)(7)(ii)

Comment: ¢ KS WI RRAGAZ2YIFEQ NBIdZANBYSyld a2l
Salloft AaKSR (2 SyadaNBS GKIG G§KS RSOSt SN
does not add any value to the reduced factored landing procedures.

Justificdion: This aspect of the operation of the aircraft should be standard oper:
LIN} OGAOS GKNRdAAK2dzi GKS 2LISNI i2Nna Syl
provisions./ 2y aASljdzSydfesx Ad Aa y2d | WYA ieluddd
landing distance factorsA more relevant requirement would be that the devices

functioning before landing.

Proposed TextAmend to read:
(7) operational procedures and instructions are established to ensure that:

() all theequipment affecting landing performance and landing distance is operative b
commencing the flight;

(i) the deceleration devices aoperable before landing andorrectly used by the flight crev
and

(i) landing on contaminated runways is prohiluite

Not accepted.

The mitigating measure related to the functionality of aircraft equipment is introduced b
allowing the dispatch of the aircraft with such equipment inoperative and by introdu
specificenhanced maintenance programme to increase reliability of those systems. S
such equipment or system become inoperativeflight the situation will have to be dea
with according to the abnormadmergencyprocedures established in the operations nuah
YR G2 GKS O2YYIYyRSNRA 2dRISYSyG o ! RRA

279 comment by FNAM

The FNAM is asking for the removal of the implementing rule CAT.OP.MPA.303 and
AMC and GM. Moreover, regarding the BAT.OP.MPA.300, the FNAM is asking for tt
removal of the reference to paragraph CAT.OP.MPA.303 in order to ensure consiste
Besides, we suggest that the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.300 remains as it was written bef:
the modifications brought by this NPA.

Generaly speaking, the FNAM is asking for the removal of all references to paragrap
CAT OP.MPA.303 and its AMC and GM that have been added through this NPA.
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Furthermore, in order to document the impact of such a measure on the various
activities of all the stakholders potentially impacted by this new requirement, the
Cb!'a A& FalAy3a F2NJ I o Y2yikKaQ SEGSya.
that all concerned operators may develop their own arguments.

This additional period of consultation would ale:

1 A simplification of the methodology described in the AMC1 so that it can be
applicable in the cockpit

1 A reevaluationof the Landing Distance Factors (LDF) which seem pulled out «
the hat (contrary to what was stipulated in the explanatory note of this NPA, t
factors defined in the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.303 (a) and (b)(1) and (c)(1) are r
explicited in the FAA Advisory €ular (AC) 282)

response| Noted.

See response to comment 268.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA Opinion)3.1.2. PartCATT
CAT.POL.A.420

p. 3031

comment

response

142 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 30

CAT.POL. A.420(a)-Bute ... two engines inoperative.

At no point along the intended track shall an aeroplane having three or more engines be
than 90 minuteswith all engines operating at cruising power or thrust, as appropyriatt
standard temperature in still air,.........

2S R2 y20 F3INBS gAGK GKS OKFIy3aS FTNRY
2LISNF GAy3 G ONHA AAY 3T LIR6SNI 2NJ (0 KNHza G €
EROPS threshold limit and so reduces safBtyallowirg speeds other than long range cru
speed an aircraft can achieve a greater range at the expense of greater fuel ukdge.
example, the long range cruise speed is 270 kts, then following the engine failures the
descends and cruises at 383, 90 minutes will take it further, thereby subverting the inte
of the original regulationwith no technical justification being offeredhere seems no poir
AY SNRGAY3I | NBIdzZ | (-2 8xf QF PRI d&B S LIS NI A

Not accepted.

The proposed change, while achieving harmonisation with the corresponding FAA
whose context there is no evidence of safety issues related to the application of this crif
will allow operational flexibility to those operators that are ablestdstantiate the use of
speed other than the longange cruising speed to comply with the entire CAT.POL.A.42(

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft CSs (draft EASA DecisionCS25 Book It 3.2.1.
Certification Specifications CS 25.1591

p.31-32

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
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6 comment by KLM

CS 25.1591 item 4
Not in line with ANNEX 15 amendment 39B (snowtam)
Different definitions gives interpretation issues.

Item 6.2

Table description not in line snowtam

Water must be Standing water

Compacted snow and Slush difference based on OAT or dept unknown in sn
format. OAT not mentioned within snowtam.

Makes this table not accessible within the cockpit.

Wet (slippery wet) Term not in Annex 6

Accepted.

A consistency cheand harmonisation with ICAO terminology will be carried out.

227 comment by ERAA

CS25.1592 p. 32:
2 ARSNDBS 2LISN}rGSa Ftf flFyRAy3dIa 2y GKS
from a 35 feet screen height.

Noted.

Seeresponse to comment 294.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft CSs (draft EASA DecisionCS25 Book It 3.2.1. 32
Certification Specifications CS 25.1592 P-
comment | 54 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Title of CS25.1592
1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.1C&5Book 1
2. New CS 25.1592
2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Change the title to read:
oLanding Performance Information for Time of Arrival Landing Performance assessme
for Operations on Wet Slippery or Contaminated Runways at Time of Takeoff
3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
The current title does not clearly state that thperformance data mandated under th
paragraph covers both
Landing performance for dispatch to slippery wet and contaminated runways, and
. *x TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
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Landing performance data for time of arrival for all runway states, including dry and we
The proposal may be cumisame, but it is explicit on the intention.

If combination of both aspects in a single paragraph is unclear, it could be conside
separate dispatch and 4flight in two sections, but that seems not desirable in terms
consistency with the FAA and tHEAO approach, and in terms of maintaining a sil
associated AMC.

response| Partially accepted

The title of CS 25.1592 will be kept, however the applicability will be clearly specified
first paragraph

comment | 55 comment by AIRBUS

SUBJECT  CS25.1592 (a)

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.1 C25 Book 1
2. New CS 25.1592 (a)

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Change (a) to read:

a ¢ Information applicable to aeroplanes operated on dry and wet runwéyslanding
performance assessment at time of arriaadd and supplementary landing performan
information applicable to aeroplanes operated @lippery wet runways omrunways
contaminated with stading water, slush, snow or ider use both at dispatch and time ¢
arrivalydza i 6S TFTdNYyA&AKSR o0& (GKS FLILX AOFYy(o

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The text of subparagraph (a) does not clearly distinguish the applicability of dry an
runwaylanding performance under this paragraph from that specified under CS25.12!
proposed text clarifies that dry and wet data as specified here applies only to time of i
assessments. The proposal also introduces the fact that slippery wet runwfayrpance are
covered by this paragraph.

response| Acepted.

The applicability will be clarified.

comment | 56 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : €S25.1592 (b)
1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:

3.2.1 C&5Book 1
2.New CS 25.1592 (b)

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Correct wording in CS 25.1592 (b):
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response

comment

response

comment

response
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Gt SNF2NXYIF YOS AYyTF2NXNI A2y TdzNY A &K S Reropléne
FEAIAKG YrFydzZaf 6! Cadd 6PdPO A

Accepted.

57 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : €S25.1592 (c)

1. PARAGRAPH/SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.1 C5 Book 1
2. New CS 25.1592 (c)

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Correct wording in CS 25.1592 (c):

G6dddy Ruhwa® oyiditianFC8déXsee AMC 25.1592) and optionailyay surface
conditions, winds, temperatures, average runway slope, pressure altitude, icing con
planned finalapproach speed, aeroplane mass and configuration, and deceleration d«
dza SRa&

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The term braking action is not defined. More specifically, the AMC states that data sho
provided as a function of RWYCC. Furthermore, furnishing data for runway states is 0|
while providing it for RV'YCC is mandatory. This is clarified by moving the RWYCC fil
NBLX I OAy3 (GKS atlak GKIFIG O02dzZ R 06S NBIR
that the definition of RWYCC should be managed by reference to the AMC.

Accepted

58 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : CS25.1592

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.1 C&5Book 1
2. New CS 25.1592

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Add a new subparagraph at the end of CS 25.1892d from CS 25.1591(c):

Aad) The AFM must clearly indicate the conditions and the extent of applicability for
contaminant used in establishing the contaminated runway performance information. It
also state that actual conditions that adifferent from those used for establishing tt
O2y il YAYIFGSR NUzygl & LISNF2NXIYyOS AyT2NXY

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The content of CS 25.1591 (c) which is now applicable for takeoff only shouldddby eqlid
for landing. In particular, without this paragraph the publication of maximum contami
depths for landing is no longer mandated.

Not accepted.
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response

comment

response
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*
*
*
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*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

AMC 25.1592 already explains and tak®o account the rationale of the comment.

179 comment by UK CAA
Page No0:32, 41, 52 et seq,.

Paragraph No:CS 25.1592 and associated AMC 25.1592.

Comment: As proposed, the time of arrival landing distance proposals should nc
applicable to steep approachedAlthough no specific mention is made of the land
approach angle in these paragraphs, CS 23.1592 as currently written implie:
consideratoni2 Yyt @ 0SAy3 YIRS (G2 Wy2NXNIfQ Iyl
the methodology used to show compliance with CS 25.%. example, CS 1592(c) sta
G¢KS flFyRAYy3I RAAGIYOS G2 06S dzaSR F2NJ
horizortal distance from the point at which the main gear of the aeroplane is 50 ft abov
landing surface to the point where the aeroplane comes to a complete stop. It con:
runway surface conditions/braking action, winds, temperatures, average rul
sloLJS X dléwever, CAT.POL.A.230(b) permits steep approaches with distances ba
screenheights of less than 60ft and not less than 35ft.

Furthermore, it is understood that the generic factors presented in AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA
and (b)(1) and (c)(1) ikable 1 (page 52) were originally derived from a mathematical an:
based upon normal approach operations, so these should be restricted to those opet
using the same criteria.

Justification: The derivation of the air distance and thus the overall landing distance w
dependent upon the approach angle usethe generic factors which are to be used in
absence of data provided in accordance with CS 25.1592 must have been shown tal |
for the approach angle to be used.

Accepted.

Assumptions to derive landing distances in case of steep approaches will be added.

294 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A
CS25.1592 p. 32:

Widerge2 LISNJ 6Sa Ittt fFyRAy3a 2y (GKS yon Y
from a 35 feet screen height.

Noted.

A paragraph addressing steep approaches will be added.

307 comment by DGAC France

The word "supplementary" shoulzte removed for better clarity since the provision of land
distances data on contaminated runway becomes mandatory with this amendment.
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response

comment

response

Not accepted.

¢ KS GSNY a&a&dzLILX S Y Sndidated\tReéspesial statuk df this da, yvhid
approved, but not demonstrated other than by computation.

340 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the requirement for applicants to provide the Landing Distance Asse:
performance data.

This is essential to assist operatoreamplying with the new Part CAT requirements.

As a note: there are some legacy aeroplane types that may have difficulty amendil
performance to fulfil the requirements.

Noted

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft CSs (draft EASA DecisionCS25 Book 2t 3.2.2. 3.2.2.
Acceptable Means of Complianae AMC 25.1591

p. 3241

comment

response

comment

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Existing CAT.POL.A.205 vs proposed new AMC 2pa&97.3.4

21

In the existing system with reported rwy friction values there is a possibility to assess th
off performance with regard to rwy friction. In those parts of Europe where runways
contaminated with ice or compacted snow with shallowpttes it would be beneficial if th
certification provisions could take credit for the ADperators ability to improve the frictiol
of a surface covered by compacted snow or ice, for example by sanding (c.FARA
1.1.3.16, 1.1.3.17). It would also ben®ficial if a similar system would be applicable
operators that use aeroplanes for which the manufacturers do not provide data as pel
25.1591 para 7.3.4.

AMC 25.1591

Further clarification is needed how to handle a situation wiemer than expected RWYC
are reported.

Due to the change in AMC 25.1591 GM1 CAT.POL.A.205 needs to be aligned.

Partially accepted
The concerns expressed in this comment will be addressed in the rulemaking task RV

by introducingthed2 y OSLJG 2F 2LISNI GA2ya 2y GalLlSo,;
be referenced appropriately in the Regulation for air operations.

59 comment by AIRBUS
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SUBJECT : Frostin AMC 25.1591

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
1. CS 25.1591

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Amend AMC 25.1591 2.0 to read:

aLy fAYS 6AGK LYOGSNYylFrGAz2ylrt [ AGAE | QAL
(FAA) standards, a depth of more tham#éh for contaminant accountability in takeff
performance assessments is considered as a reasonable lower threshold.tBisldepthof
loose contaminant, or in case of a thin layer of frake runway is considered to be wet, f
whichAMGi p ®mp cpm R2Sa& y20 I LI} & dd

Move the following definition from AMC 25.1592 to AMC 25.1591 4.0:

oFrost

Ice crystals formed from airboermoisture on a surface whose temperature is below freez
Frost differs from ice in that frost crystals grow independently and, therefore, have a
granular texture.

Note 1: below freezing refers to air temperature equal to or lower than the freegoigt of
water (0°C).

Note2:1 under certain conditions, frost can cause the surface to become very slit

A o~

GKAOK Aa (GKSY NBLRZNISR | LILINERLINRI GSte |

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The intent is to manage frosbr takeoff. As a thin layer of frost carries the same penalty
wet runway, so it is strictly outside the scope of the AMC, but as it is a winter contamir
seems natural to deal with it in this AMC and provide the statement that it is consic
equivalent to wet, along with 3mm or les depth of loose contaminants.

This creates a need to include the definition of frost in this AMC. As AMC 25.1592 dc
duplicate the definitions already in AMC25.1591, it is thus appropriate to move the text
there.

response| Accepted.

comment | 60 comment by AIRBUS

SUBJECT : Complete list of contaminants in AMC 25.1591

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C25 Book 2
1. CS 25.1591

2. PROPOSED TEXTOMMENT:
Amend Table 1of AMC 25.1591 5.0 to include:

Compacted Snowvit or Below outside air 0 No Yes«7.3,7.4
temperature (OATI15°C (see Note 4
. *x TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
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Compacted Snow Above outside air temperature 0 No Ye:« 7.3, 7.4
(OAT)15°C (see Note 4
Dry Snow ove€ompacted Snow More than 0.2 Yes Yes 7.2, 7.3,
(see Note 3) 10 7.4

up to 130
Wet Snow over Compacted Snow More than 0.5 YesYec 7.1, 7.3,

5- 7.4
up to 30

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

It would be possible to manage all of thesentaminants by equivalence with one of tl
contaminants previously defined, but listing all the reportable contaminants as dit
conditions with clearly associated performance assumptions brings clarity and pre
misinterpretation.

Accepted.

61 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Default Wheel Braking Coefficients in AMC 25.1591

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
1. CS 25.1591

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
AmendTable 2of AMC 25.1591 7.3.1 to read:
Contaminant Default Wheel Braking Coefficient
M

Standing Water and Slush  For speeds below 8% of the hydroplaning speed, 50 of
the wheel braking coefficient determined in accordance
with CS25.109(c), but nogreater than 0.16
For speeds at 8% of the hydroplaning speed and above

0.05

Wet Snow above Bim depth 0.16
Dry Snow above 8im depth 0.16
Wet Snow over Compacted 0.16
Snow

Dry Snow over Compacted 0.16
Snow

Compacted Snovixt or Below 0.20
outside aitemperature (OAT

-15°C

. *x TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
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Compacted Snovbove 0.16
outside air temperature (OA

-15°C

Ice 0.07

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
It is proposed that the friction coefficient for standing water and slush for talsaitild be
the same as that considered for landing in AMC25.1592.

It would be possible to manage all of these contaminants by equivalence with one
contaminants previously defined, but listing all the reportable contaminants as dit
conditions with clearly associated performance assumptions brings clarity and pre
misinterpretation.

Accepted.

62 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1591 8.3

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5Book 2
1. CS 25.1591

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Delete last sentence in first paragraph of 8.3:

a¢KA&d &aK2dAZ R 0SS LINBSaSyGdSR SAGKSNI | a
contaminant oras incremental data based on the AFM normal dry or wet runway inform

Delete requrrement to detarl procedures and assumpscun the AFM:
G¢KS | Ca aKz2dzZ R LINRPJDARSY

the performance data for operations on contaminated runways;
defrnrtrons of runway surface condrtro;qand

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIHQX

AMC 25.1591 6.2.1 already states:

G9EOSLIi +ra Y2RAFTASR o6& GKS S¥F¥SOda 2
assumptions remain unchanged from those used for a wet runway, in accordance w
agreed certification standard. These include aecgke-stop distance definition, time delay
take-off distance definition, engine failure accountability and stopping means other the
GKSSt ONI1Sa o0o0odzi 4SS LI NI 3INI LK 717dnodoo

This paragraph also includes the provisions for TOD and TOR on wet ryspvaprately
that were referenced by the addition to 8.3. This addition is thus not necessary.
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Including a requirement to publish crosswind guidance for contaminated runways in the
25.1591 means that such guidance should be published in the AFMerssi$ currently nc
agreed method for producing such guidance, it is mostly based on experience and sim
using assumptions defined by individual manufacturers. It does not seem appropri
publish such information in the AFM. Alternatively thigstement should be amended wit
GAY FLILINBLNARFGS R20dzyYSydldAazyé

The AFM does not seem to be the appropriate media to carry information such &
procedures and assumptions used to develop contaminated runway data.

Accepted.

106 comment by:CAA Norway

Comment
4.8, Specially Prepared Winter Runway

Proposal 1:
CAAb LINRLIRASa G2 RSESGS G4KS GSN¥Y a{LSO
document, starting with item 4.8, in the Definitions.

Rationale 1, Not icompliance with ICAO global reporting format:

The termspecially prepared winter runwag not in compliance with the new ICAO glo
reporting format since no runway condition code (RWYCC) can be assigned to the ter
fact is confirmed with the propged Note 5 to Table 1 in paragraphCGontaminant propertie
to be consideredNote 5 page 36 of 96)

Note 5: No default model is proposed for specially prepared winter runways in this AM(
surfaces are specific and treatment may be of variable éffemess. The procedures a
methods should be approved by the competent authority of the state of operator.

It is further confirmed by note to Table 2 in paragraphEff@cts of Contaminant,.3Braking
friction (All Contaminants/.3.1Default Valuesatpage 38 of 96:

Note: For a specially prepared winter runway surface no default friction value can be
due to the diversity of conditions that will apply.

Proposal 2, NEED FOR EASA TO APPROVE PROCEDURES AND METHODS

That EASA (RMT.0296 and RMT.088%¢lop a method, compliant to ICAO global reportir
format ¢ for upgrading and downgrading of runway condition code (RWY CC) derived frc
runway condition assessment matrix (RCAM) when a dry frozen surface of compacte
and/or ice has been treatedith sand or grit or has been mechanically or chemically tree

Rationale 2:

The application ospecially prepared winter runwaas proposed requires that the State
the Operator; from Note 5 above:

The procedures and methods should be approvethdydmpetent authority of the state «
operator.

and the State of the aerodrome; extract from proposed new paragraph Gpekcially
Prepared Winter Runway Surfaeg page 39 of 96:

Appropriate procedures and methods should be approved by the competehoaty of the
state of aerodrome.
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approve procedures and methods. This implies that procedures and methods are in n
harmonization across State borders. However, the definition of a specially prepared !
runway calls only for national procedurépage 34 of 96):

A runway, with a dry frozen surface of compacted snow and/or ice which has been ti
with sand or grit or has been mechanically or chemically treated to improve runway fri
The runway friction is monitored and reported on a regudasis in accordance with natior
procedures.

Consequently; to become a consistent method there is a need for EASA to g
procedures and methods fapecially prepared winter runway, or effectively to develop ¢
procedures and methodat the gaal can be achieved lmsing ICAO compliant terminolol
and concept to achieve the same purpose, i.e. to have performance credits on sp
LINS LI NBR adz2NFI OSa ¢gAGK2dzi dzaAy3a GKS GS

Proposal 3: The need to developathod for takeoff performance calculation, using I1C/
compliant terminology, while giving suitable credit to prepared surfaces, reference pri
2 above:

Add procedure to calculate takaff performance from a surface of ice or compact snow v
sand,grit or mechanical or chemicals.

For the acceleration phase, use No Drag increase.

For the deceleration phase, use friction values from Table 1 from AMC 25.1592 f
reported runway condition code (typically 2 or 3).

A description of this issue shoub@ written under a new heading/title in para 7.3.4.

Rationale 3:

t NEGARSR GKIG GKS GSNY G{LISOAILfft& tNBL
there is still a need to have taladf data, which takes account of the effect of preparatior
outlined above.

Unless, a method for giving a performance credit for treating a surface of ice or compac
with sand, grit or mechanical or chemicals, method using ICAO compliant terms, oper
consequences may be large for some operators.

respon® | Not accepted.
The concepbf operations on specially prepared winter runways will be developed in

aerodrome rules, along with the necessary procedures and requingsfer their approval
Consequent rafrences and guidance will be added to the rut@sair operations.

comment | 113 comment by:CAA Norway

Chapter 7
7.3.1 Table 2

Comment/Proposal
Editorial review necessary to ensure all terms used are ICAO Compliant, specifically:
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response
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*
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The text in the first column in Table 2 should be identig#h the text in the second colum
in AMC 25.1592, 6.2 Transition Distance, Table 1 which again should be identical with |
in ICAO PANS&erodromes (Doc 9981) e.g. the text used in ICAO State letter ANLE/23
dated 5 May 2016, Table @ Assigninga runway condition code (RWYCC) and Tabte
Runway condition assessment matrix (RCAM). Minor editorial changes identified post
the State letter should be corrected:

Column heading: Runway surface condition description

Footnote 1: Also applicable fet5°C Lower outside air temperature

7.3.1Default Values (Table 2)

Comment
Default value for COMPACTED SNOW higher188€ outside air temperature or preferab
runway surface temperature is not listed.

Proposal

This factor (0.16) is found in AMC 25.1592, and should be listed together with the proy
related to different types of antskid systems. This is necessary to provide -t#ke
performance data for all relevant conditions.

Rationale:

Intable 2the5 S¥I dzf G 2 KSSf . NI {Ay3 [/ 2STFFAOASY
listed except for COMPACTED SNOW. However, for COMPACTED SNOW tempet
been introduced as a discriminator andl® °C (OAT) threshold value has been added. T
2 has onlha default value for COMPACTED SNOW below this value.

¢tKSaS @FfdzSa FNB (KS YAYyAYdzy 02y aSNBI
braking coefficient of an ansikid controlled braked wheel/tyre. Draft AMC 25.1592

Comment/Proposa] Defadt Temperature value (L5 C) for compact snow.

Proposal:
To initiate work to see if this temperature limit, possibly in conjunction with -geimnt
spread, may be raised to increase applicability of this Runway Condition Code

Not accepted.

The-15°C criterion is kept as a conservative value until research or supporting data will
an alternative solution. However flexibility will be provided by the concept of spe
prepared winter runwaysperationsdeveloped in RMT.0704.

143 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 37

Aquaplaning Speed.

LG Aa y2G O2NNBOG G2 aleée dGKFG GKS | |jdz
Ada GKFO oKt KlFa 088y dASR Ay GKS LI &
has researched the origins of this expression and have found tisaritapproximation base
on one series of tests obtained many decades ago. Also, the origin of the 85% facto
not be substantiated.
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It is recommended that the following text be deleted from AMC 25.1591

d C2 NJ ( K& of LadtiMatifgdthe effect of aquaplaning on contaminant drag,
aguaplaning speed, VP, is givencby

+ LI Kt

where VP is the ground speed in knots and P is the tyre pressure in Ib/in2.

For the purpose of estimating the effect of aquaplaningvameelto-ground friction, the
' ljdzl LI I yAy3 aLISSR xt 3IAGSY | 6020S &aK2d

ESDU methods are already referenced in section 9 of this AMC 25.1591.

ESDU has developed a better methodgldgr the estimation of aquaplaning speeds.
The reference to the current method is:

ESDU 15003Planing of rib tread aircraft tyres

ESDU is prepared to create a draft revision of the AMC to reflect current knowledg
provide this to EASA for codsration. Please advise whether EASA would be prepare
consider such a proposal.

Partially accepted.

The 0.85 factor is rnstated to account for the hysteresis effect.

The new methodology developed by ESDU in the document 05011 has been consid
EASA, however further testing is necessary for its validation. While this process take
EASA wishes to maintain the refererioghe origin of the methods@gplied in MC 25.1591
and 1592.

144 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark
Page 38

Table under paragraph 7.3.1. Default Values

¢tKS GlFroftS Aa KSIRSR W5ST¥rdzZ G 2KSSt . N

LI N} NI LK 2F GSEG KENBREADY DFNADEA 2 2
below the table. The terminology needs to be consistent.

¢KS FTANRG o0f201 2F (GKS {(lroftS alrea wdzas
uses 0.07 (for ice); is this difference intentional?

The information given in this table is not justified within the document. Below the tat
aleéa ado{SS NBRFTSNBYyOS mMnuéd ¢KAa NBFSNA
of better methodology that provides for a more rational understamgaf the effects.
Reference 10 should be replaced by:

ESDU 05011Summary of the model for performance of an aircraft tyre rolling or brakin
dry or precipitate contaminated runways.

ESDU is prepared to create a draft revision of the AMC to reflacent knowledge anc
provide this to EASA for consideration. Please advise whether EASA would be pref
consider such a proposal.

Partially accepted.
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The comments on the text and the table will be taken into accolihe new methodolog)
developed by ESDU in the document 05011 has been considered by EASA, howeve
testing is necessary for its validation. While this process takes place EASA wishes to 1
the referenceto the origin of the methodsgplied in AMC 25.1591 and 1592.

comment | 145 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Para 7.3.3. Use of Ground Friction Measurement Devices.

¢KAa A&dadzS AReport iR BinBoit HISHASARYLL.GP.13 (Continuous F
aSlkadaNAy3d DRSS WI wénamHE GKFEG g1 & LINE
ESDU believes that the statement here that no correlation exists between aircraft stc
capability and ground friction measuring devices is not correct.

ESDU would welcome the opportunitp tassist EASA with further refinements of A
25.1591 to reflect current knowledge.

response| Noted.

The EASA rulemaking task RMT.0704 intends to define standards for CFME for both fu
and operational measurements, however it was agreed to addil@sssubtask at a mor
global level (ICAO) where the Aerodrome Panel has tasked the Friction Task Force
take over this activity. ESDU contribution to the work of thEiETvelcome.

comment | 146 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 40

9.0 References. The references in this section are no longer valid because most of th
have been withdrawn. They have been superseded by later methods. The changes ai
in the following table.

NPA 201611 Subject Corrected Reference

Reference

(1) ESDU 83042 Spray, Aquaplaning Speed ESDU 83042, ESDU 15003

(2) ESDU 98001 Skin Friction ESDU 98001

(3) ESDU 90035 Fluid Displacement Drag ESDU 05011, ESDU 10015
Forces

(4) ESDU Memo. 97 Drag from forward Spray = ESDU 83042, ESDU 15003

(5) ESDU Mem@6 Operation in Slush ESDU 05011

(6) ESDU Memo 95 Spray-impact forces ESDU 83042

(7) NASA FRP718 Water Spray ESDU 83042, ESDU 15003

(8) AIAA, Vol 36, No.! G. van Es, Dry Snow ESDU 05011, ESDU 10015, ESD

11004

(9) NLR TR98165 G. van Es, Dry Snow
(10) ESDU 72008 Planing ESDU 15003
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The references in Section 9 should be changed to:

9 References
Sources containing methods for determining the effects of tyre performance and e
on dry, wet and contaminated runways.

1. ESDU 05011. Summary of the model for performance of an aircraft tyre rolli
braking on dry or precipitate contaminated runways.

2. ESDU 10015. Model for performance of a single aircraft tyre rolling or braking ¢
and precipitate ontaminated runways.

3. ESDU 11004. Decelerating forces on mulipteel undercarriages rolling or braki
on precipitate contaminated runways

4. ESDU 15003. Planing of rib tread aircraft tyres

5. ESDU 83042. Estimation of spratterns generated from the sides of aircraft tyr
running in water or slush.
6. ESDU 98001. Estimation of airframe dkiction drag due to impingement of tyre spre

7. Ly 94X D®2 Pl & WYWw2f f Ay 3T wSNatichd Aeyospse
Laboratory NLR, Technical Report9B265, Amsterdam, 1998.

8. FAAAC2b mZX -HJETFISSNFZN.NI'YOS 51 GF F2NJ hLd
22 December 2016.
9. L/'h 520 wmnncnZ lJJ!SN\ELJfI-pybﬁshetd)SNJFZN\NI-y

ESDU is prepared to create a draft revision of the AMC to reflect current knowledc
provide this to EASA for consideration. Please advise whether EASA would be pref
consider such a proposal.

response Partially accepted.

The new methodology developed by ESDU in the document 05011 has been consid
EASA, however further testing is necessary for its validation. While this process take
EASA wishes to maintain the reference to the origin of the methods applidd@25.1591
and 1592. The withdrawn items will be identified in the list. Some othereetes to exting
documents will be updated to reflect the latest edition.

comment | 194 comment by:DassauklAviation

DassaukAviation

Comment:
a. AMC25.1591 braking coefficients are different from AG35 whereas AMC 25.15¢
braking coefficients are consistent with AC-25 (as a reminder, AC 2 and AC 232
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braking coefficients are identical). This will create a new set of data different frorantt
25.1591 and different from AC Z8L.

response| Not accepted.

Some differences with the FAA AG2bare intentional. See also the replies to comment
208 and 248.

comment | 201 comment by Thomson Airways

7.3.4. Specially Prepared Winter Runvayface

¢KS ftAYAGlLIGAZY 27 WSTFFSOGADBS FNROGA
restrictive. Assuming this relates to the wheel braking coefficient then this limits
AYLINR @SYSy( Nady speaidiRprapafed ®inter surfaces exhibitexyvgood
braking action, often in excess off wet performant®e would like to propose that effectiv
friction levels of up to 0.20 may be used, operationally in conjunction with reliable fri
measuring equipment at the aerodrome concernédwheel lbaking coefficient of 0.20 is th
default value assumed for compacted snow cases bel®negrees C.

response| Accepted.

In line with the methods documented in @PR, the maximum coefficient is increasec
0.20.

comment | 208 comment by Embraer S.A

Regarding AMC 25.1591, Embraer understands that not all the changes proposed t
should be incorporated in the final version of the AMC. There are also other detail
should be addressed by the NPA concerning this AMC.

Embraer understands that airplane manufacturers should inform the procedures
assumptions used to develop the performance data for operation on contaminated rur
only if operating procedures are different from those used for dry runways ¢
manufadurers elect to comply with requirement §25.1591 with assumptions other t
those of AMC 25.1591. Furthermore, runway surface definitions are standardiz
certification requirements and MoCs and thus need not be presented in the AFM, and
be presated in other operating manual instead.

Embraer also understands that EASA should seek to harmonize braking friction coet
values used for takeoff performance assessment on contaminated runways with
published by the FAA on AC 25.31, inlideivk 9! { ! Qa 3I21f 2F A
C!'!1 Q& NHzZ Sad blYStexr (GKS ONIX1{Ay3d O2STT¥
ice are different from those of AC 25.31 in the following respects:

1 Standing water: EASA proposes the use single equation for braking coefficie
(mBR=f(V)), whereas the FAA proposes the use of requirement §25.109,
considers a set of equations in which mBR=f(V, ptire).
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1 Ice: EASA proposes mBR=0.07 whereas the FAA adopts mBR=0.08.

Also, in contrast to A%5.31, NPA 20161 does not address the case when the runwa
covered with compacted snow and the air temperature is abdssC.

response| Not accepted.

The differences in the wheel braking coeffits have been adopted for the followir
reasons:

1 For Slush and Standing Water at takeoff there is no reason to limit the deeffat
low speed to 0.16, as there is no need to maintain a hierarchy in the contamina
for the RWYCCs at Landing. It would unnecessarily penalize performance.

1 For iceCold and Dry, a value of 0.07 was selected as for most aircraft in
conditions it pemits the 15% operational margin to covedegradationof the actual
coefficient to 0.05, a value that was observed irsémviceaccidentsand incidents.
This would ot be the case for 0.08. It is understood that the FAA may harmonize
the EASA value.

comment | 209 comment by Embraer S.A

4.3 - Embraer suggests using the same definition of Wet Snow provided on paragrapl
2F !/ HpoPOHCHHMIOEIDGSY o0 PH DH

response| Not accepted.

EASA has adopted the ICAO definitions.

comment | 210 comment by Embraer S.A

4.4- Embraer suggests using the same definition of Dry Snow provided on paragraph ¢
'/ Hp®PoH TFTeNIN®DOE DY o0 PH PH

response| Not accepted.

EASA has adopted the ICAO definitions.

comment | 211 comment by Embraer S.A

51-(Tablel})Ly GKS G{ftALILISNE 2S¢ NRg 2F ¢I ¢
GKS awly3S 2F 5SLIiK&ag O2f dzyy o

response| Accepted.

The referencewill be included.

comment | 228 comment by ERAA
AMGSUBPART G 2.0 p. 33:
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Is the 3 mm reference to contamination depth or water equivalent depth. We propo:
continue the current system with WED.

response| Noted.

See response to comment 297.

comment | 229 comment by ERAA

P38 7.3.3 Use of Ground friction measurements devices

Widerge's FlyveselskaS suggest that an aerodrome operator may use measured fri
coefficient as one of several variables for assessing upgrading and downgrading
RWYCC. This obviously requires that the aerodrome operator has necessary equ
knowledge, procedurg and training acceptable to the competent authority. Furthermc
the measured friction coefficient and type of measuring device should be included |
remark field of the RCR.

The competent authority should establish procedures for approval of friction meas
devices and conditions for use.

In example:

Friction Measuring Device A is approved for:
Dry snow up to 25mm
Compact snow
Dry ice
Sanded ice
Friction Measuring Device B is approved for:
- Dry snow up to 25mm
Wet snow up to 10mm
Compact snow
Dry ice
Sanded ice
- Wetice¢ sanded
Etc.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is supporting use of teabsignd procedures for improveme
of contaminated runways, provided the procedures and methods are approved b
competent authority of the state of the aerodrome.

Experience with operation on sanded short field aerodromes is very good. A t
SNOWAM issued by a reporter for a short field aerodrome situated on the coast of Nor
Norway may state 3mm slush on ice, runway sanded, estimated braking action med
medium to good.

Another example is for an aerodrome situated inland with a deyet colder climate wher:
the sand is fixed to the ice by being heated before application on cold ice. This surface
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0Said RSAONAROGSR a dalyR LI LISNEOD

ice, sanded, estimated braking action mediungtmd.

¢tKS Oz

Below is examples of SNOWTAMS for 10 aerodromes in Northern Norway issued Ja

2017.

>>> ENHV (HONNINGSVAG/VALAN RWY 08/26) <<<

SWEN0008 ENHV 01041010
(SNOWTAM 0008

A) ENHV

B) 01041010 C) 08

F) 79/79/79 G) XXIXXIXX H) 4/4/4

N) ALIREPORTED TWYS/89

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/89

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
SAND APPLIED.

50PCT FROZEN RUTS RIDGES ON RWY.

>>> ENBS (BATSFJORD RWY 03/21) <<<

SWEN0007 ENBS 01040716
(SNOWTAM 0007

A) ENBS

B) 01040716 C) 03

F) 479/479/479 G)¥XX/XX H) 5/5/5

N) NO

R) NO

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

DRIFTING SNOW. TWY.A.BRARRON.A.BRA 4.
TWY.B.BRA./APRON.B.BRA 4.

>>> ENVD (VADSO RWY 08/26) <<<

SWENO0010 ENVD 01040341
(SNOWTAM 0010

A) ENVD

B) 0104034T) 08

F) 47147147 G) XXIXXIXX H) 5/5/4

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/47

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/47

T) CONTAMINATION/100/50/50/PERCENT.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON RUNWAY. SLIPPERY PORTIONS
SECN C. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS.
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>>> ENKR (KIRKENES/HOYBUKTMOEN RWY 06/24) <<<

SWEN0028 ENKR 01041142
(SNOWTAM 0028

A) ENKR

B) 01041142 C) 06

F) 37/37/37 G) XX/XX/XX H) 5/5/5

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/479

R) APRON GA APRON LUFTRANS/BREMAINING
APRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

ALL APRONS SANDEEXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENBV (BERLEVAG RWY 06/24) <<<

SWEN0008 ENBV 01041146
(SNOWTAM 0008

A) ENBV

B) 01041146 C) 06

F) 479/479/479 G) 8/8/8 H) 2/2/2

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/479

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
PATCHZONTAMINANT ON RUNWAY. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS.
BA TWY 2/ APRON 2.

>>> ENHF (HAMMERFEST RWY 05/23) <<<

SWEN0018 ENHF 01040911
(SNOWTAM 0018

A) ENHF

B) 01040911 C) 05

F) 71717 G) XXIXX/XX H) 5/5/5

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/87

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/87

T) CONTAMINATION/10/10/10/PERCENT.

PATCHY CONTAMINANT ON RUNWAY. PATCHY CONTAMINANT
ON TAXIWAYS. PATCHY CONTAMINANT ON APRONS.
SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERY PORTIONS

ON APRONS. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS. ALL APRONS SANDED.
TAXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENTC ROMSO/LANGNES RWY 01/19) <<<
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SWEN0018 ENTC 01041121

(SNOWTAM 0018

A) ENTC

B) 01041121 C) 01

F) 79/79/79 G) XX/XX/XX H) 4/4/4

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/479

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

SLIPPERY PORTIONSRUNWAY. SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON

TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON APRONS. SLIPPERY

THRESHOLDS. WARM SAND APPLIED.

>>> ENDU (BARDUFOSS RWY 10/28) <<<

SWEN0012 ENDU 01041348
(SNOWTAM 0012

A) ENDU

B) 01041348 C) 10

F) 37/37/37 H) 4/4/4

N) A/37 A OVERRUEB37 A OVERRUN W/37 B/37 C/37 D/47
G/37 HI47 |ICLSD K/47 LI37 T/A7 Y 1/37 Y 2/37

Y 3/37

R) DEICE/37 P 1/37 P 10/47 P 2/37 P 3/47 P 4/47

P 5/47 P 6/37 P 7/47 P 8/47

T) F/50/50/50/PCT.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON RUNWAY. APRONS SANDED.
TAXIWAYS SANDED. RWY SANDERGOSE.

>>> ENMH (MEHAMN RWY 17/35) <<<

SWENO0010 ENMH 01040408
(SNOWTAM 0010

A) ENMH

B) 01040408 C) 17

F) 87/87/87 G) XX/XX/XX H) 4/4/4
N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/87

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/87
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T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

SAND APPLIED.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERY PORTIONS
ON APRONS. ALL APRONS SANDED. TAXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENSS (VARDO/SVARTNES RWY 15/33) <<<

SWENO0007 ENSS 01040741
(SNOWTAM 0007

A) ENSS

B) 01040741 C) 15

F) 71717 G) XXIXXIXX H) 3/3/3

N) ALIREPORTED TWYS/78

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/78

*
* *
*
*
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T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

Extract of contaminant types, estimated friction and sanding for each SNOWTAI
assumed RWYCC as identified by RCAM is presented in the table below:

ICAO Contaminant

Braking action

Treatment RCAM RWYC(

ENHYV Ice/frozen ruts and ridges Medium-Good Sanded 1
loose
ENBS Dry snow/ice/frozen ruts Good Sanded Snow on top i
and ridges fixed ice=0

ENVD Dry snowl/ice

Good/good/medium

Not sanded Snow on top il

good ice=0
ENKR Rime or frost/ice good Sanded 1
fixed
ENBV Dry snow/ice/frozen ruts Medium-poor Not sanded Snow on top i
and ridges ice=0
ENHF 10% Ice Good Not sanded
ENTC Ice/frozen ruts and ridges Medium-Good Sanded
fixed
ENDU Rime or frost/ice Medium-good Sanded 1
fixed
ENMF Compacted snow/ice Medium-good Sanded lor3
ENSS Ice Medium Not sanded 1

Analysis of these 10 SNOWTAMS clearly illustrates that sanding, and especially san
techniques in cold weather using warm sand and possibly heaters, are effective for f
of sand to the ice and that provisions for upgrading of the RWYCC to 4 &wsould

implemented.
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The analysis also illustrates well the challenge of dealing with multiple contaminants.
is discussed further in a comment to the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311.

The NPA AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311 Runway braking action reporting § AlsleoZision
between AIREP and RWYCC describes that braking action medium, corresponding 1
LINPLI2ASR w2 _ // o0oX NBadzZ Ga Ay a. NI {Ay3
ONI {Ay3 STFF2NI | LILX ASR hw RANBOGAZYI f

No crewhas reported noticeably reduced braking action, nor directional control
RSANI RIFIGA2Y 6KSYy 2LISNIGAYy3T 2y GKS&AS wm.
issued. Hence, it can be assumed that the reported braking action as assessed by tt
reporter was corret. Consequently, it can be assumed that the RCAM is too conservi
when compared to the established procedures for treatment of winter runway surfact
reporting that is in force in Norway today.

response| Noted.

See response to comment 297.

comment | 230 comment by ERAA
AMG{ ! .t w¢ D Tdodn LIP oY 2KIFIG Aa YSIyi

response| Noted.

See response to comment 297.

comment | 248 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

AMC25.1591 Section 7.3.1 revises the ice value from 0.5 to 0.7 in Table 2. AMC Z
Section 6.2 however, presents an ice value of 0.8 in Table 1. There does not appear
physicsbased reason why different values are reasonable for different phasegeasation.
GAMA notes that the TALPA ARC recommended 0.08.

GAMA views is essential that the agency achieve harmonisation of the braking coefi
between AMC 25.1591, 25.1592 and A€3252532.

Therefore, GAMA recommends a common value for thisvayncondition and that this valu
be harmonised with FAA guidance in AG325at 0.08 for ice; i.e., 0.08 for both takeoff a
landing.

response| Partially accepted

A single value will be provided, which is howes@nsideredo be 0.07 Such vale is selectec
as for most aircraft in most conditions it allows the 15% operational margin to co
degradationof the actual coefficient to 0.05, a value that was observed-senviceaccidents
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and incidents. This would not béna case for 0.08. It isnderstood that the FAA me
harmonize with the EASA value.

254 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

The agency states in AMC 25.1591, Section 8.3 that "The applicant should provide cr«
guidance for operation®n contaminated runways." The agency, however, provides
additional guidance or information about this issue.

GAMA requests that EASA provide guidance on how crosswind guidance on contar
runway material should be determined and what is acceptable.

Partially accepted

The statement on crosswind guidance is deleted from AMC 25.158te@sis currently nc
agreed method for producing such guidance. It is mostly based on experience and sim
using assumptions defined by individual manufacturers.

comment by Norwegian Air (Norwegian Air Norway, NorwegianlAiernational,

257 Norwegian Air UK and Norwegian Air Shutt

3.2.2. C5 Book 2 AMC 25.1591 7.0 Effects of Contaminant

Table 2 should include the same contaminants as table falleAMC 25.1592. It seems th
compact snow with temperatures abov&5C is missing. Also the comment that runv
temperatures can be used if available is not included from the ICAO proposal. Tht
general concern about thd5C limit. It seems raér low, with no rationale behind why th
limit was picked. In Norway we have experienced that this limit should be cle8€r.to

Not accepted.

The-15°C criterion is kept as a conservative value until research or supporting data will
an alternative solution. However flexibility will be provided by the concept of spe
prepared winter runwaysperationsdeveloped irthe rulemaking taskRMT.07@.

283 comment bylATA
Table 1:

IATA Comments: It would be good to know whether this table is in adherence with e.qg.
In general it is advisable to make as much as possible references with ICAO material,
to ensure global harmonization.

Or where EASA material is different from ICAO or FAA it is advisable to explain w
appropriate to have a difference.

Noted.

The table is in line with the ICAO Aeroplane Performance Manual (Doc 10064).

297 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A
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AMGSUBPART G 2.0 p. 33:

Is the 3 mm reference to contamination depth or water equivalent depth? We profm
continue the current system with WED.

P38 7.3.3 Use of Ground friction measurements devices

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS suggest that an aerodrome operator may use measured
coefficient as one of several variables for assessing upgrading @mdgdading of the
RWYCC. This obviously requires that the aerodrome operator has necessary equ
knowledge, procedures and training acceptable to the competent authority. Furtherr
the measured friction coefficient and type of measuring device khtwe included in the
remark field of the RCR.

The competent authority should establish procedures for approval of friction meas
devices and conditions for use.

In example:

Friction Measuring Device A is approved for:
Dry snow up t@5mm
Compact snow
Dry ice
Sanded ice
Friction Measuring Device B is approved for:
. Dry snow up to 25mm
Wet snow up to 10mm
Compact snow
Dry ice
Sanded ice
. Wet icec sanded
Etc.

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS is supporting use of techniques and procedures for impro
of contaminated runways, provided the procedures and methods are approved b
competent authority of the state of the aerodrome.

Experience with opration on sanded short field aerodromes is very good. A ty|
SNOWTAM issued by a reporter for a short field aerodrome situated on the coast of Nc
Norway may state 3mm slush on ice, runway sanded, estimated braking action med
medium to good.

Another example is for an aerodrome situated inland with a dryer and colder climate \
the sand is fixed to the ice by being heated before application on cold ice. This surface
0S40 RSAONAOGSR a dal yR LI LIS NH by the fefrieOs
ice, sanded, estimated braking action medium to good.

Below is examples of SNOWTAMS for 10 aerodromes in Northern Norway issued Ja
2017.

S, TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
* Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through theife®&t/internet. Pagell6of 224

* ok

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix 4 to Opinion N62/20191 CRD to NPA 20161
2. Individuacomments and response

>>> ENHV (HONNINGSVAG/VALAN RWY 08/26) <<<

SWEN0008 ENHV 01041010

(SNOWTAM 0008

A) ENHV

B) 01041010 C) 08

F) 79/79/79 G) XX/XX/XX H) 4/4/4

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/89

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/89

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
SAND APPLIED.

50PCT FROZEN RUTS RIDGES ON RWY

>>> ENBS (BATSFJORD RWY 03/21) <<<

SWEN0007 ENBS 0104671

(SNOWTAM 0007

A) ENBS

B) 01040716 C) 03

F) 479/479/479 G) XX/XX/XX H) 5/5/5

N) NO

R) NO

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

DRIFTING SNOW. TWY.A.BRARRON.A.BRA. 4.
TWY.B.BRA./APRON.B.BRA 4.

>>> ENVD (VADSO RWY 08/26) <<<

SWENO0010 ENVD 01040341

(SNOWTAM 0010

A) ENVD

B) 01040341 C) 08

F) 47147147 G) XXIXX/XX H) 5/5/4

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/47

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/47

T) CONTAMINATION/100/50/50/PERCENT.
SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON RUNWAY. SPIPRERXS
SECN C. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS.

>>> ENKR (KIRKENES/HOYBUKTMOEN RWY 06/24) <<<

SWEN0028 ENKR 01041142
(SNOWTAM 0028

A) ENKR

B) 01041142 C) 06

F) 37/37/37 G) XXIXX/XX H) 5/5/5
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N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/479

R) APRON GA APRON LUFTRAMSSREMAINING
APRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

ALL APRONS SANDED. TAXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENBV (BERLEVAG RWY 06/24) <<<

SWENO0008 ENBV 01041146
(SNOWTAM 0008

A) ENBV

B) 01041146 C) 06

F) 479/479/479 G) 8/8/8 H) 2/2/2

N) ALIREPORTED TWYS/479

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

PATCHY CONTAMINANT ON RUNWAY. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS.

BA TWY 2/ APRON 2.

>>> ENHF (HAMMERFEST RWY 05/23) <<<

SWENO0018 ENHF 01040911
(SNOWTAM 0018

A) ENHF

B) 0104091T) 05

F) 71717 G) XXIXX/XX H) 5/5/5

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/87

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/87

T) CONTAMINATION/10/10/10/PERCENT.

PATCHY CONTAMINANT ON RUNWAY. PATCHY CONTAMINANT

ON TAXIWAYS. PATCHY CONTAMINANT ON APRONS.
SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERSPOR

ON APRONS. SLIPPERY THRESHOLDS. ALL APRONS SANDED.

TAXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENTC (TROMSO/LANGNES RWY 01/19) <<<

SWENO0018 ENTC 01041121

(SNOWTAM 0018

A) ENTC

B) 01041121 C) 01

F) 79/79/79 G) XXIXX/XX H) 4/4/4

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/479

R) ALL REPORTAPRONS/479

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.
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FROZEN SAND APPLIED.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON RUNWAY. SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON
TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON APRONS. SLIPPERY
THRESHOLDS. WARM SAND APPLIED.

>>> ENDU (BARDUFOSS RWY 10/28) <<<

SWENO0012 END1041348

(SNOWTAM 0012

A) ENDU

B) 01041348 C) 10

F) 37/37/37 H) 4/4/4

N) A/37 A OVERRUN E/37 A OVERRUN W/37 B/37 C/37 D/47
G/37 H/47 IICLSD K/47 L/37 T/47 Y 1/37 Y 2/37

Y 3/37

R) DEICE/37 P 1/37 P 10/47 P 2/37 P 3/47 P 4/47

P 5/47 P 6/37 P 7/47 P 8/47

T)F/50/50/50/PCT.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON RUNWAY. APRONS SANDED.
TAXIWAYS SANDED. RWY SANDED NOT LOOSE.

>>> ENMH (MEHAMN RWY 17/35) <<<

SWEN0010 ENMH 01040408

(SNOWTAM 0010

A) ENMH

B) 01040408 C) 17

F) 87/87/87 G) XX/XX/XX H) 4/4/4

N) ALL REPORTEDYS/87

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/87

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

SAND APPLIED.

SLIPPERY PORTIONS ON TAXIWAYS. SLIPPERY PORTIONS
ON APRONS. ALL APRONS SANDED. TAXIWAYS SANDED.

>>> ENSS (VARDO/SVARTNES RWY 15/33) <<<

SWENO0007 ENSS 01040741
(SNQVTAM 0007

A) ENSS

B) 01040741 C) 15

F) 71717 G) XXIXX/XX H) 3/3/3

N) ALL REPORTED TWYS/78

R) ALL REPORTED APRONS/78

T) CONTAMINATION/100/100/100/PERCENT.

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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Extract of contaminant types, estimated friction and sanding for each SNOWTAI
assumed RWYCCidsntified by RCAM is presented in the table below:

ICAO Contaminant Braking action Treatment RCAM RWYC(
ENHYV Ice/frozen ruts and ridges Medium-Good Sanded 1
loose
ENBS Dry snow/ice/frozen ruts Good Sanded Snow on top i
and ridges fixed ice=0
ENVD Dry snow/ice Good/good/medium  Not sanded Snow on top i
good ice=0
ENKR Rime or frost/ice good Sanded 1
fixed
ENBV Dry snow/ice/frozen ruts Medium-poor Not sanded Snow on top i
and ridges ice=0
ENHF 10% Ice Good Not sanded 6
ENTC Ice/frozenruts and ridges Medium-Good Sanded
fixed
ENDU Rime or frost/ice Medium-good Sanded 1
fixed
ENMF Compacted snow/ice Medium-good Sanded lor3
ENSS Ice Medium Not sanded 1

Analysis of these 10 SNOWTAMS clearly illustrates that sanding, and especially san
techniques in cold weather using warm sand and possibly heaters, are effective for f
of sand to the ice and that provisions for upgrading of the RWYCC to 4 $teould
implemented.

The analysis also illustrates well the challenge of dealing with multiple contaminants.
is discussed further in a comment to the AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311.

The NPA AMC1 CAT.OP.MPA.311 Runway braking action reporting d Alslgozition
between AIREP and RWYCC describes that braking action medium, corresponding 1
LINPLI2AaSR w2, // oX NBadzZ da Ay a.NI1Ay3
ON}1Ay3 STF2NI | LILIX ASR hw RANBOGAZYI f

No crewhas reported noticeably reduced braking action, nor directional control
RSANI RIGA2Y 6KSYy 2LISNIOGAYy3T 2y GKS&asS wm.
issued. Hence, it can be assumed that the reported braking action as assessed by tt
reporter was corret. Consequently, it can be assumed that the RCAM is too conservi
when compared to the established procedures for treatment of winter runway surfact
reporting that is in force in Norway today.

AMGSUBPART G 7.3.4 p. 39:

Question to EASA?
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2KFG Aa YSIyld o0& WSTFSOUADBS FTNROGAZ2Y Y

Partially accepted.

The concerns expressed in the comment and the possibility to upgrade RWYCC will |
with in the aerodrome rules where thellemaking task RMT.0704 is intnoaing the concep
2F 2LISNY GA2ya 2y aalLISOAlffte LINBLI NBR ¢
in the Regulation for air operations.

WSTFFSOGADS FTNRAOGAZ2Y y20 ANBIFGSNI GKFyYy n
paragraph ofAMC CS28592 on the provision of performance data, for the actual bral
action encountered on specially prepared winter runways.

309 comment by DGAC France

The term Special Prepared Winter Runway is not an ICAO term and is not qefopedly.
These conditions shall be accounted for in the process for assessing the RWYCC of tht
and do not be left at the discretion of the aircraft operator which has ho mean to chec
NEt SO yOS 2NJ NBEOSyoOeé 2F | aaLllSOAlt LINB

DGAC considers that the current definition can bring confusion and should be devéto
a set of procedures describing what an aerodrome operator has to provide to demon
significant improvement of friction relevant for aircraft/aeroplane opeva on compactes
snow and ice surfaces that have been treated with sand or gravel in such a way
significant improvement of friction may be demonstrated. This pertains to aerodr
regulations not to aircraft operations

Besides, this concern invels more than one State, which implies that at least EASA nee
have procedures in place for an implementation on a regional basis. The reference shc
this reason not be national procedures, but EASA or preferably ICAO procedures to |
to implement one consistent method within EASA.

| SyOoS Fff LJINI}INILKA NBftlFIGAYy3 G2 aallsS
because they are not relevant for this regulation.

Not accepted.

The concepbf operations on specially prepared winter runways will be developed in
aerodrome ruledy the rulemaking task RMJ704, along with the necessary procedures
requirements for their approval. Consequenteafnces and guidance will be added to t
rules for air operations.

313 comment by Textron Aviation

Pg. 37

- using 50% of the reported contaminant depth when determining both the acceleratiol
the stop portion of the acceleratstop distance. This will result in a conservative computa
of the resultant takeoff distance...
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While it is recognized thathts statement was taken from FAA AG35 it is not entirely
correct. Taking account of less than the full contaminant drag will not always resul
conservative computation of takeoff distance. Takeoff performance on contamir
runways can often bémited by the acceleratgo distance which is greatly affected by 1
presence of contaminant drag, particularly following engine failure. Not properly accot
for contaminant drag can result in published takeoff performance for conditions in v
aceleration to \(orcannot be achieved. This is likelynuchgreater concern with sma
aircraft that sit lose to the ground than it is for large airliners.

response| Accepted.

The wording will be clarified to reflect the comment.

comment | 328 comment by:Bombardier

3.2.2 C25 Book 2, AMC 25.1591 Amendment, section 7.1

EASA defines a new criteria for the calculation of slush drag on tak€ifo of reportec
depth on the acceleration portion but 50% only on the deceleration portion. BA always
100% reported depth for both acceleration and stopping portions of the takeoff. Durin
TALPA ARC, it was determined that this approach wasptadde considering the lo
probability of engine failure at V1 on takeoff.

BA requests EASA to reconsider this position based on the TALPA ARC position.

response| Not accepted

Section 7.1 of the AMC 25.1591 explains the reasons why the use of 100% of the re
contaminant depth may not be reliable enough. However, the new standétépply only
to new designs.

comment | 329 comment by:Bombardier

3.2.2 C25 Book 2, AM@5.1591 Amendment, section 7.1.1

BA understands that EASA want to standardize the aquaplaning speed with the (lz
AC2532 standard but this now forces new takeoff performance models.

BA asks that the previous factor of 1.0 (instead of 0.85) remapmicable for takeof
calculations as they proved to be acceptable in service.
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response, Not accepted.

The aquaplaning speed is used for two purposes in the derivation of performance ds
runwayscoveredby fluid contaminants:
1 For the determination of the speed above which the contaminant drag is redt
This affects both the acceleration (go) and the deceleration (sfdm®.asumption of
a factor of 1.0 on the aquaplaning speed is thus conservative for this aspect,
reduction of drag is assumed to occur at a higher sgeed
1 For the determination of the speed above which the wheel to ground fric
coefficient drops to the aquaplaning value of 0.05. For the determination of
speed, a factor of 0.85 is suggested toaot for the fact that the speed of droppir
out of aquaplaning during deceleration is typically below the speed of aquapl.
onset during acceleration, as calculated by the formiB.9Such an adjustment wi
initially considered in JAA AMJ25X15@bint 3.5 a) and then dropped out of the
AMC25.1591 adopted @mendment 2 of CS25 without @&xhaustivgustification in
the NPA 256334.
It is then poposed inthe NPA201611 to reinstate this factoin orderto appropriately
account for the hysteresis &ftt.

comment | 330 comment by:Bombardier

3.2.2 C25 Book 2, AMC 25.1591 Amendment, section 7.3.1

New takeoff performance braking coefficient models will change all taEafbrmance on
contaminated runways. BA understands that EASA want to standardize the32{25ding)
braking coefficients.

BA asks that the previous braking coefficients remain applicable for takeoff calculati
they proved to be acceptable in séce.

response| Not accepted.

The new standardwill apply only to new designs.

comment | 341 comment by:NetJets Europe

NetJets supports the revised definitions to ensure consistency across the industry a
ensure that applicants all use the

response| Noted.

comment | 353 comment by:US FAA

Comment summary

Paragraph before table refers to friction valueshould be wheel braking coefficients.

Suggested resolution
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/| KIFy3aS WFNROGAZY @l tdsSaQ G2 WoKSSEt 06N
Accepted.

360 comment by:US FAA

Comment summary

Definitions/Runway surface condition descriptors

There have been 3 recent regulatory efforts on the reporting of runway conditions: FAA,
EASA.

All three use slightly differentunway surface definitions/descriptionsNone of these
differences are significant and do not add value to any of the products.

Suggested resolution
We recommend that EASA, ICAQO, and FAA work together to harmonize on one set of
surface definitios/descriptors.

Noted.

EASA has been working to align as much as possible with the new ICAO standarc
pursuit of global harmonisation.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft CSs (draft EASA DecisionCS25 Book 2t 3.2.2. 3.2.2.
Acceptable Means of Complianae AMC 25.1592

p. 4149

comment

response

**
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*
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63 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Title of AMC 25.1592

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592

2. PROPOSED TEXJOMMENT:

Amend title of the AMC 25.1592:

arhe Derivation and Methodology of Performance Information for Landing Dista
Assessmenbn Slippery Wet and Contaminated Runwagt Dispatch andon all Runway
Conditionsat Time of Arrivaf

3. RATIONALEREASON / JUSTIFICATION:

In line with the proposal to clarify the title of CS25.1592, this title brings clarity regardir
scope of this AMC.

Accepted.

Clarifications will be also added in the text of the AMC.
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64 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : Purpose of AMC 25.1592

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 1.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Amend AMC 25.1592 1.0:

a6dddy 6SF2NB FfAIKG 6 KSy slipfiely Wt dropriaminaed
08 adlyRAY3 gl GSNE atdakKz ayz2gs A0S 2N

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
Clarify the scope of this AMC

Accepted.

65 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Limitations of Data

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 2.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Add excerpt formast paragraphs from original AMC 25.1591 2.0 to end of AMC 25.159
a0 PPDY

It is intended that the use of aeroplane performance data for contaminated rur
conditions produced in accordance with CS 25.1592 should include recommenc
associatedvith the operational use of the data. Where possible, this operational guid
should be provided by the applicant or its productionardinated with the applicant tc
ensure that its use remains valid.

Operators are expected to make careful and conseveajudgments in selecting th
appropriate performance data to use for operations on contaminated runways. Part
attention should be paid to the presence of any contaminant in the critical high speed p
of the runway.

In considering the maximumegth of runway contaminants it may be necessary to t
account of the maximum depth for which the engine air intakes have been shown to b
of ingesting hazardous quantities of water in accordance with CS 25.109%(d)(2).

3. RATIONALE / REASOBUSTIFICATION:

Whenever the applicant chooses to provide data for contaminant type and depth
information in these paragraphs is applicable. In any case, depth limits for loose contan
apply for landing, whether performance is published for coriteants or for RWYCCs.

Accepted.

66 comment by AIRBUS
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SUBJECT :  AMC 25.1592 Definitions

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 4.0

2. PROPOSED TEXCOMMENT:

Consequent to the movement of the definition of frost and the change to the definitic
RWCC suggested for AIROPS, change 4.0:

alLy | RRA Gtar@sdefited in AMCZS 1591 above, the followingsway-conditions
should be considered.

4.1 Frost

GKAOK A3d GKSY NELIRNIGSR FLIINPLINREF St e |
4.2 Runway Condition CodRWYCC)

A numberthat describes the effect of the runway surface condition(s) on aerop
deceleration performance and lateral control

Note: the purpose of RWYCC is to permit an operational aeropéarng performance
calculation by the flight crew. Beedures for the determination of the runway condition cc

are described in ICAODdopy v Wt BBNR RNRYS & Qda

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
Consequential changes.

Accepted.

67 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Assumptions

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 5.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Align text regarding conservative wind accountability in AMC 25.1592 5.0 with thent
CS25.105(d) and CS25.125(f):

Godddy ¢KS SFFSOG 2F SIFEOK 2F GKS LI NI Y
taking into account the following:

(-.)

operational correction factors fowinds within the established operational limits ahe
aeroplane, for not more than 50 % of nominal wind components along the-aékeath
opposite to the direction of landing, and not less than 150 % of nominal wind compo
along the takeoff path in the direction of landing
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OPPPY £

3. RATIONALEREASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The text proposed in the NPA for conservative wind accountability could be misread to
that the operational envelope should be restricted rather than that winds for the el
envelope be covered with conservative factors.

Accepted.

68 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Icing conditions

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 5.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Reformulate:

a0 PPDY

icing conditions, ifregquired to—provide—the landing—distances—requiraghder CS25.125
(2)(2)appliesin-icing-conditiond

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
Simplify and clarify.

Accepted.

69 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 6.0

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C25 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 6.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Amend paragraph in AMC 25.1592 6.0 below Figure 1:

G¢KS I yRA Yy dspaith éniicbnyamiSated rairMays arine-of-arrival landing
performance assessment may be determined analytically from the landing perforn
model developed to show compliance with 285125. For the purposes of determining t
landing distance fodispatch on contaminated runways artigne-of-arrival assessments, tf
Y2RSt &K2dzZ R 0S Y2RAFTASR |da RSaONAROSR
Move the next paragraph to the end of section 5.0:

G/ KFry3asSa Ay GKS | SNRLX I ySQa O?2 yofdet&manlihé
landing distance for dispatch and tiroé-arrival landing performance assessments shoulc
made using procedures established for operation in service. These procedures shoulo
be able to be consistently executed in service by crews abageeskill;

use methods or devices that are safe and reliable; and
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include allowance for any time delays that may reasonably be expected in servic
Sectionc dH® 0SSt 2460 D¢

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
The section 6.0 is fully applicable both to the landing distances to be used at dispatch
those to be used at time of arrival. This mustdtated in the paragraph.

The reference to operational procedures does not describe how to derive the la
distances and as such is more closely assimilated to the basic assumptions discussed i
5.0.

The requirement to document the procedwgén the AFM is already in section 8.3 and is 1
redundant with that section.

Accepted.

70 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 6.1

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 6.1

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Remove specific reference to time of arrival in AMC 25.1952 6.1:

A0 PPDPO | 26 SOSNE (KS | A28L2B may indt e QpropRi&dif@s N
whenmaking-timeof-arrival operationallanding performance assessments. The air distal
determined under C35.125 may be shorter than the distance that the average pilot is |
to achieve in normal operations.

(..)

Unless the air distance used for compliance witl2&325 is representave of an average
pilot flying in normal operations (see flight test demonstration below), the air distance
for operational time-of-arrival landing performance assessments should be determ
analytically as the distance traversed over a time penbd sec at a speed of 9% of the
recommended speed over the landing threshold, also referred to as thedppmbach speec
0x!ttouvda

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The discussion of the airborne distance in AG25rom which this is takefocuses on the
time-of-arrival assessment, but the distance described in this AMC is intended to be us
both dispatch on contaminated or slippery wet runway and at time of arrival. The use |
jdzl f AFASNI a2LISNF GA2Yy I f ¢ uwebk dhe dpyositionzRith thi
certification methods used to determine the distance in compliance with CS 25.125.

Accepted.
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71 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Table 1

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 6.2

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Amend Table 1 under AMC 25.1592 6.2:

1t Ice 0.07 "2"

0T Wet ice Not applicable (no operations in RWYEQ
T Water on top of compacte conditions)
snow

T Dry snow or wet Snow over ic
T Heavy frost of noticeable dep

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
The default friction coefficient for RWYCC 1 (Ice) is inconsistent with thdedimed in AMC
25.1591 Table 2. It is understood that it should read 0.07 for both cases.

In line with the note 2 of the definition of frost, it is proposed to primarily classify
condition of heavy frost as RWYCC 0. This is consistent with thé@idafin FAA AC150520
30D:

dMmdPMHDPP CNRald O2yaraita 2F A0S ONrRa&adG!I
surface whose temperature is below freezing. Frost differs from ice in that the frost cr
grow independently and therefore have a meagyranular texture.Note: Heavy frost that ha:
noticeable depth may have friction qualities similar to ice and downgrading the ru
condition code accordingly should be considered. If driving a vehicle over the frost do
result in tire tracks dow to bare pavement, the frost should be considered to have suffic
RSLIIK G2 O2yaARSNIJ I R2¢gy3INIRS 2F GKS N

response| Accepted.

comment

**

*
*
*

* ok

*

*
*

An agency of the European Union

72 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 6.3

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C25 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 6.3

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Change the second paragraph under AMC 25.1592 6.3:

GoddPy ¢KS OFftOdZ FGA2Yy 2F GKS TFAYIlE &
braking coefficient associated with the runway surface conditioRanway Condition Coc
(RWYCC) Ay Of dzRAY3 (GKS STFSOG 2F KE@RNERLIX I

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
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¢KS GSNXY dGLAf2G oNIF1Ay3a OGAZ2Y NBLRNIE
give the impression that it is acceptable to base a performance assessment on only
report, potentially even to up@gde from the basic assessment made by the aerodr:
personnel.

Accepted.

73 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Contaminant Drag

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2.New CS 25.1592 7.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Add another bullet point to the list of reasons under AMC 25.1592 7.0 why applyin
reported depth directly in the performance assessment may be optimistic:

A0 dPDPDPY

Contaminated conditions amneported from 25% coverage in one third. Total coverage of
runway with significant depths of contaminant may thus be as little as just above 8%.
NONOXON(RES

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:

The reasons given under 7.0 for not using moranttb0% of the reported depth for th
computation all assume an even depth over the length and width to be used, but that
systematically given. In the scenario proposed in this new reason, even 50% of the
would be an optimistic assumption

Accepted.

74 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 Table 2

1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 7.0

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:
Delete column of maximurdepth:

A0 PDPPY
Loose contaminar Maximum-depth Specific gravit
Standing Water  15+mm 1.0
Slush 15mm 0.85
Dry Snow 130mm 0.2
Wet Snow 36 0.5
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Table2 1 Maximum-depth-andSpecific gravity of loose contaminants
O0DPPDO €

3. RATIONALE / REASOBUSTIFICATION:
There is no reason to limit contaminant depth at landing below a value that woul
demonstrated to be acceptable under CS 25.1583(k), since there is no issue with accel

Accepted.

75 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT AMC 25.1592 8.1

1. PARAGRAPH /SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:
3.2.2 C&5 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 8.1

2. PROPOSED TEXT / COMMENT:

Amend first paragraph under AMC 25.1592 8.1:

Gt SNF2NXYI yOS diyywetsiypery ivét Angtontaminited runways, derived |
accordance with Sectiorts0¢7.0 of this AMC, should be accompanied by appropr
statementsé PP PO €

Delete last sentence of first bullet under AMC 25.1592 8.1:

a0 PdDY

operation on runways contaminatedith water, slush, snow, ice or other contaminal
implies uncertainties with regard to runway friction and contaminant drag and, therefotr
the achievable performance and control of the aeroplane during landing since the .
conditions may not comptely match the assumptions on which the performar
mformatlon is baseda .

ODPDDY ¢

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
Performance information developed under this AC applies to all of these runway condi

The correct clearing of the runway is not under the direct responsibility or control o
operator or the flight crew and thus it is not useful to state in the AFMs $éintence shouls
be removed.

Accepted.

76 comment by AIRBUS
SUBJECT : AMC 25.1592 8.3
1. PARAGRAPH / SECTION THE COMMENT IS RELATED TO:

3.2.2 C25 Book 2
2. New CS 25.1592 8.3
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2. PROPOSED TEXTOMMENT:

Delete last bullet under AMC 25.1592 8.3:

Gt SNF2NYI yOS diyywet2shidgdryivetanydontaminited runways, derived |
accordance with Sectiorts0¢7.0 of this AMC, should be accompanied by appropr
statementsé P PPy €

Delete lastsentence of first bullet under AMC 25.1592 8.1:
a0 PDPDY
definitions of runway surface conditiopand

gteater—than—these—femMeh—data—us-pFewdddstructlons for use of the data should |
LINE GA RS Ay GKS [LIINZBLINARFGS R20dzySydal i

3. RATIONALE / REASON / JUSTIFICATION:
The AFM does not seem to be the appropriate media to carry information such a
procedures and assumptions used to develop landing performance data.

There is no reason to limit contaminant depth at landing below a value that woul
demonstrated to beacceptable under CS 25.1583(k), since there is no issue with accele

Accepted.

111 comment by:Conrad
Reference:

New AMC 25.1592

4.0 Definitions
4.2 Runway condition code (RWY(
Suggested Chanq
A numberdeseribi it i

report to be used in the runway condltlon report (RCR) descrlblng the IeveI of deceler
performance that can be achieved.
See Section 6.2 of this AMC for the classificatiorunway conditions.

Note: the purpose of RWYCC is to permit an operational aeropining performance
calculation

by the flight crew. Procedures for the determination of the runway condition code

are RSaONAOGSR Ay L/ !h 520 | $HHpR RN

Rationale: (same as in my comment for 3.1.1. Definitiofi©®3b) Runway condition co(

(RWYCC))

The proposed definition is not correct and the added Note does not help n
The current wording states tia G KS w2,/ / RS&aONAROGSa {F
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| 26 SHSNE aNUzy gl & adaNFIFOS O2yRAGAZ2YE A
section (103d))
meaning the actual descriptive condition of a runway, like slippery when wet, slush, ic
Thus, the current wording insinuates, that the RWYCC describes directly the desc
condition.

This, however is not the case, for two reaso
1. one RWYCC can correlate to multiple runway surface conditions,

2. the RWYCC, due to down/gpading, migt not match the actual runway surface conditi
at all

The runway contaminant type and depth (i.e. "runway surface condition") can give a R
but a RWYC
can never give contaminant type and depth. The RCAM can and must not be read bacl
However,the proposed definition of the RWYCC insinuates that backward reading
possible.

response| Accepted.

Seealsoresponse to comment 109.

comment | 114 comment by:CAA Norway

AMC 25.1592

Comment 1, Applicability.
Clarification is needed as for the applicability to steep approach and short landing oper:

Rationale:

For these types of operations, a tight control of speed and profile is necessary to en |
safe operations. For example, a long transitiorgreent is not compatible with stee
approaches.

Comment 2, Default values, Compacted snow.

CAA Norway proposes to challenge the temperature limilsf C to consider compacte
snow to be considered as RWYCC 3. We propose to introduce the TemperBtewepoint
spread as an additional parameter to temperature.

Rationale

We are of the opinion that the 20 % reduction in friction value (from 0.20 to 0.16) fo
contaminant is significant and should be properly justified. We cannot see such a jtistifit
Consequently, we propose that more work is performed in to provide provided

justification and to investigate whether the discriminating temperature;d> C could bt
raised, possibly in combination with a relative humidity parameter, for exardpivpoint
spread. This, because practical experience, not only from aviation, indicates that

relative humidity makes for a more slippery surface than a low relative humidity regal
of temperature.

More work is needed on this issue

response| Patially accepted
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Comment 1 is accepted. Assumptions to derive landing distances in case of steep app
will be addedn CS25.

Comment 2 is not accepted. THES °C criterion is kept as a conservative value until rese
or supporting data will justify an alternative solution. However flexibility will be provide
the concept of specially prepared winter runwaygerationsdeveloped in RMT.0704.

115 comment by:CAA Norway
#2

Chapter 6

Comment/proposal:

6.2 Transition Distancdast sentence within brackets at page 45 of 96 dejstet-reported
braking actiornand insertreported RWY CCorrected text to read:

(see Table 1 below for the wheel braking coefficient of the full braking configuration of
runway surface condition and reported RWYCC).

Rationale:
Table 1, first columrists RWYCC. These are not the piggiorted braking action AIRE
Consequently, the text proposed is not consistent with the Table 1 that it refers to.

Comment/proposal:

AMC 25.1592 6.Zransition Distance,

Table 1, second column; keep text in headirgplace text where not compliant with te;
used in the PANSerodromes (Doc 9981) as written in ICAO State letter AN-46228 dated
5 May 2016, Table 8 Assigning a runway condition code (RWYCC) and TapRubway
condition assessment matrix (RCAKbptnote 1 included. Footnote 1 is also applicable
text -15°C and Lower air temperatusnd should be inserted.

Rationale:

Second column in Table¢ICorrelation between wheel braking coefficient and RWYCC i
ICAO global reporting format compliant. To be compliant and also for consistency pu
to avoid confusion the text used in the column should mirror the text wmitte PANS
Aerodromes (Doc 9981) e.g. the text used in ICAO State letter ANL8/28 dated 5 May
2016, Table & Assigning a runway condition code (RWYCC) and TabRabway conditior
assessment matrix (RCAM). Minor editorial changes identified pashgsthe State letter i
identified in the comment above.

Comment/Proposal

AMC 25.1592 6.Zransition Distance,

Table 1, footnote 3.

The hydroplaning speed referred to ¥~ ¢p K (the mathematical formula is natisual
in the comment field. Pleassee the attached file to view the complete formula), wheggs\
the ground speed in kt and P is the tire pressure in Ib/in2 represent the classical hydroy
ALISSR SljdzZ A2y d ¢KAa Sljdz GA2yT (y26Yy
researcher aNASA who proposed it in 1963, is representative for hydroplaning spee
crossply tire and not representative for the hydroplaning speed for modern aeroplane t
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The 15yearold report the NLRTR2001-216 - Safety aspects of aircraft performance wet
and contaminated runway8.W.H. van Es, A.L.C. Roelen, E.A.C. Kruijsen and M.K.H. G
document that hydroplaning speed for a radial tire is about 27 per cent lower than for a
ply tire of the same pressure. Footnote 3 should identify thiignificant difference it
hydroplaning speed as accurately as current knowledge allows.

Rationale:

A difference in hydroplaning speed of 27 per cent is considered significant. For safety r
this difference, adjusted for knowledge gained since thgorewas published in 2001, shou
be reflected in footnote 3.

Accepted

148 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 41

AMC 25.1592

1.0 Purpose

The text in the existing, published AMC 25.1591, para 2.0 (Technical Limitations o
contains information that is relevant to the landing case, but it has been omitted it
drafting of 25.1592..e. Should the following be included in AMC 25.1592?

Gt NPGARSR AG Aa NBO23IyAaSR (KFd GKS 2
contaminants (water, slush, dry snow and wet snow) is limited in terms of the accurac
timeliness with which it can be made and relayed to the flight crew. Frmbee, shallow
depths of contaminants do not generally reduce wheel braking friction below that of ¢
runway, except in unfavourable circumstances for which lower than expected ru
condition codes (RWYCCs) are reported (see AMC 25.1592). In lintesttational Civi
Aviation Organization (ICAO) and Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) standards, a depth
than 3 mm for contaminant accountability ibANDINGperformance assessments
considered as a reasonable lower threshold. Below this depth rtinway is considered t
0S S0 F2NJ 6KAOK !a/ HpdPmpdm R2Sa yz2i

Not accepted.

The mentioned text doesat apply as wet runway performance is within the scope of 2
25.1592However it is correct to ention in the applicability pagraph that, similarly to AM(
25.1591, when data are provided for contaminant type and depth, the information in t
paragraphs is applicable. In any case, depth limits for loose contaminants apply for I
whether performance is published for contamnts or for RWYCCs.

149 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 41

AMC 25.1592

2.0 Applicability of data.
2"4sentence
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wSLX I OS aovdoddl aaSaaySyida Yrée o0S RAFTFSN
withd dpoddddl 384S3aYSyida YLIe 6S RAFTFSNByY
CtKS g2NR az2yfeéeé¢ aKz2dZ R 0SS NBY2OSR FNRBY

not limited to contaminated surfaces only.

Partially accepted

The first comments is accepted.

The second is not accepted because, data of AMC 25.1592 for contaminated runws
intendedfor use boh at dispatch and at time dadrrival while data for dry and wet runway
areintendedonly for use at time of arrival.

150 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 42

AMC 25.1592

4.1 Frost.Frost is considered here for landingv/hy does it not appear in AMC 25.1591
take-off?

Accepted.

It will be added.

151 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 43

AMC 25.1592

6.0 Derivation of Landing Distance.

This appears to reproduce some of the information from CS25.125 and FAA7 AEl’&iht
Test Guide), but deviates from it by being less specific. For example, the certification rt
very specific about time delaystween crew actions, but here the use of terms suck
W2 LISNF GA2ya Ay aSNBAOSQ YR WONBgafthsTs
intentional the differences should be clarified. If this is not intended to be different, then
is neeckd to be entirely consistent with the certification rules.

Not accepted

The intent of this text, taken from FAA AC-2Z5 paragraph 8.1.3, is to ensure that t
distances published for the {itight landing performance assessment can be achie
consistently by trained airline pilots with normal approach guidance and aimimgspdihe
text in CS25.125ndicates that the distances established under that paragraph
representative of those achieved by airline pilots in operations:

Goo0 /KIy3aSa Ay O2yFAIAdzNI GA2y S LI2gSNI 2
the esablished procedures for service operation.

(4) The landing must be made without excessive vertical acceleration, tendency to t
nose over or ground loop.

6p0 ¢KS flFyRAYy3Ia YlI& y2G NBIldANB SEOSL
The flight test guide however allows test flights in conditions that are more challenging
in standard operations, to be used as a basis for establishing the AFM landing distanc
differences betweerCS25.125 and AMC 25.1592 paragraph 6.0 are mhéa highlight that
in particular the airborne distance included in the distances at time of landing shot
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consistent with the way the aircraft is actually flown in service. How this can be achie
detailed in the following paragraphs, highlighginn particular that, airborne distance
resulting from the application of the parametric method described in ABZ25are not
appropriate for the iAflight assessment.

153 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 46
AMC 25.1592 Table d RWYCC 1Why is the wheel braking coefficient here 0.08, wt
AMC?25.1591 uses either 0.05 or 0.077?

Accepted.

Values will be harmonised at 0.08ee also reply to comment 248.

154 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 46
AMC 25.1592 Note 2Whilst the coefficients of 0.625 and 0.375 appear broadly reason
where do they come from? What is the supporting evidence for them?

Noted.

The coefficients are deriveddim the relationships of default ansikid efficiencies for thes
systems in AMC 25.1009.

155 comment by ESDU, IHS Mark

Page 47

AMC 25.1592

6.3 Final Stopping ...Distance.

The runway condition code (RWYCC) splits wheel braking coefficient into six, pres
conservative, values. For any particular landing the braking coefficient to use is deter
by the airport or a pilot. This seems logical, provided that the cormeidietween any code:
wheel braking coefficient and an actual aircraft capability is correctly understood b
aircraft manufacturer. There is no guidance on how this might be achieved.
understanding and methods vary significantly between differefi®BVhat documentatior
has been used to establish the conservatism of the scheduled values?

TALPAARC presents something that at first glance appears to be a completely satist
closed loop system, when in fact it is heavily dependent on interprethadysis that is no
mandated by regulation. There is a general weakness in this regulatory area, in that th:
no regulations governing any aspect of performance data reduction and analysi
presentation, which historically have been agreed toiwas different standards by
regulatory authority and the individual aircraft manufacturer.

Noted.

The methods used by OEMs to build the performance model used for determining le
performance data are subject to review by EASA in the type certification process.
include a number of conservatisms which are also introduced in the computatiohec
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landing distance at time of arrival. While methods may differ between OEMSs, this
different from what is commonly being done ithe determination of other existin
performance limitations such as thecelerateStopDistance (ASD).

comment | 195 comment by:DassaulAviation

DassaulAviation

Page 45 text:
GLFT GKS FANJI RA&aGlIYyOS A& olFaSR 2y | (AY
over the runway threshold, this air distance is considered valid for downhill runway sloy

toH 272 €

Comment:

This statement differs with paragraph 8.2.7 of AG325which considers that 7s/0.98 ¢
distance is valid for downhill runway slopes up to 1 %. Dassault supports EASA proj
which simplifies implementation of TALPA.

response| Noted.

comment | 212 comment by Embraer S.A

Embraer concurs with EASA concerns regarding the need for aofiareival reassessmer
of landing performance. However, Embraer understands that addressing these conc
AMC §25.1592 simultaneously wilight-planning issues is not the most suitable approe
Embraer understands a better approach would be to split the two scenarios flighihing
and timeof-arrival) into two different requirements with their corresponding AMCs:

1 the proposed requirement 825.1592, dealing only with landing on contamin
runways for flight planning;

1 a separate requirement, §825.XXXX, addressing EASA concerns regardiod
arrival landing performance assessment; this proposed requirement @ndNC
would refer to other requirements (825.109, §25.125, §25.1592) as necessary.

As EASA is also pursuing harmonization with FAA rules, NPA28h6uld also discuss tt
applicability of its methods to autoland and lewisibility scenarios, as the BAas done ir
paragraph 8.2.6 of its AC 25.32.

response| Partially accepted
The applicability of AMC.25.1592 will be clarified as being valid at time of arrival for d

wet runways and in all cases (dispatch and time of arrival) for contamimatedays, but it
is preferred to keep all the information for landing in the same AMC.

comment | 213 comment by Embraer S.A
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60-9YONI SN adza3sSaida G2 FYSYyR GKS 1l ai
assumptions required to attain thperformance data are different that the usual for c
NHzy 6 82 GKS@ YdzAadG oS LINBaSyiSR Ay ! Cad

Partially accepted

The sentence will bdeletedas it is out of the AFM scope.

214 comment by Embraer S.A

8.2 - Embraer suggests tamend the first sentence as follow: "In addition to performai
information appropriate to operating on a contaminated runway, the AFM should also in
recommended procedures associated with this performance information if such proce
are specific2 G KS | SNRLJX | ySdé

Accepted.

215 comment by Embraer S.A

83-LYy AGSY ydo 2F lal HpPMphHI GKS F2ff
provided for a range of contaminant depths, e.g. greater than 3, 6, 9, 12, 15hmmthe
AFM should clearly indicate how to define data for contaminant depths within the ran
GKS O2y il YAYlIY(l RSLIIK&A LINRPJARSRDE

1 Interpretation 1: the intent of the item would be to require AFM to clearly corre
each set of data to the associated contaminant depth. If this is so, we sugg
change the wording to "Where data is provided for a range of contaminant de
e.g. geater than 3, 6, 9, 12, 15 mm, then the AFM should clearly correlate eac
of data to the associated contaminant depth".

1 Interpretation 2: the intent of the item would be to require AFM to present guida
on how to obtain data associated to contammalepths between two figures. E.C
AFM presents data for 3 and 6 mm and operator wants to define data for 4.5 n
this is so, we suggest to change the wording to "Where data is provided for a
of contaminant depths, e.g. greater than 3, 6, 9, 12, mm, then the AFM shoul
clearly indicate how to define data for contaminant depths that falls within
values of the contaminant depths provided".

9YONI SN faz2 &adzaasSada G2 |YSYR GKS as
develop the perfov  y OS RIFGFé a F2ft26Y aLF GKS
attain the performance data are different that the usual for dry runway, they mus
LINBaSyidSR Ay | Ca®¢é

Accepted.

The intent of point 8.3 is the one described in Option 1 in the comment. A suitable wc
will be used to clarify this intentRegarding lte last suggestion of the comment, tl
mentioned sentence will be deleted.
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comment | 231 comment by ERAA

AMC25.1592 2.0 p. 41 and 5.0 p. 42:

Is factoring assumed for landing distance calculation? Widerge operates all landings
yon YSGNB NHzyél &a Fa WwWadSSLI | LILINRIF OKQ
assumptions should be adjusted to reflghts type of landing, including screen height,
distance, transition distance and full braking distance.

response| Noted.

See response to comment 299.

comment | 232 comment by ERAA

Table 1, p. 46: What is meant by 0.20 and 0.16? How doesdtislate to mu measured b
surface friction tester?

response| Noted.

See response to comment 299.

comment | 233 comment by ERAA

Table 1, p. 46, RwyCC:

The proposed Rwyd@ble is under some conditions both more liberal and more conserv
than current practice in Norway. It is more liberal with rime and wet snow; it suggest:
wet snow has same friction as dry snow at e.g. A&@Tegrees C. This is too coarse, asy
be too liberal for wet snow and too restrictive with dry snow.

The home page for the world renowned ski wax brand SWIX illustrates well what is kn
most people accustomed to winter conditions. SWIX is in fact producing 8 different s
waxes for temperatures ranging from 0 degrees-30 degrees.

Sand has a demonstrable effect to increase friction and Widerge's FlyvesglSksipgges
that the friction characteristics for compacted snow is studied in more detail before s¢
hard limits for friction coefficients.

The TALPA ARC takes the following condition into consideration when assessing the |

Contamination
Type

Depth
Temperature
Coverage

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS suggest that more variables are put into the equation wk
runway conditions are assessed and the RWYCC assigned. As a minimum should thg
variables be considered:
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Contamination

Type

Depth

Coverage

Use of sand

Use of frozen sand

Use of chemicals

Runway surface temperature
Air temperature

Dew points temperatug

- See comments under RIA.

Noted.

See response to comment 299.

242 comment by Thomson Airways

6.1 Air Distance

Time must be made available for the aircraft manufacturers to provide operators wit|
necessary performancealculation tools to enable accurate compliance with the propc
landing performance factors.

Noted

The certification standards are intended to be available to manufacturers sufficien
advance of the entry into force of the operatiorrauirements.

245 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes that the data basis for dry runway time of arrival landing performan
different from what is shown in CS 25.125. The manufacturer certifyinglifierent sets of
landing performance could be a potential source of confusion for operators and would
additional burden for the OEM that does not seem to have been considered fully i
analysis.

The development and maintenance of two differesaits of dry runway landing performan:
will require separate AFMSs and databases which will add unnecessary complexity a
for what is considered a minimal increase of safety given the existing dry runway di
requirements in CAT.POL.A.230.

GAMArecommends that the agency limit the proposed required time of arrival assessr
to non-dry runways onlyas there should be sufficient margin from dispatch requiremen
CAT.POL.A.235.

Not accepted.
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The current standard for landirdjstance on dry runways at time of dispatch is not suitat
for in-fight checks at time of arrival. This unfortunately leads to two different data sets f
dry and wet runways. However it should be ndteat the operational requiement for in
flight checkat time of arrival, for thecase of dry runways may be limited to simply confirn
the dispatch calculation.

comment | 248 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

AMC 25.1591 Section 7.3.1 revises the ice value from 0.5 tonOldble 2. AMC 25.15¢
Section 6.2 however, presents an ice value of 0.8 in Table 1. There does not appear
physicsbased reason why different values are reasonable for different phases of oper
GAMA notes that the TALPA ARC recommended 0.08.

GAMA views is essential that the agency achieve harmonisation of the braking coefi
between AMC 25.1591, 25.1592 and A€3252532.

Therefore, GAMA recommends a common value for this runway condition and that this
be harmonised with FAA glance in AC 282 at 0.08 for ice; i.e., 0.08 for both takeoff a
landing.

response| Partially accepted

A single value will be provided, which is howeserat0.07. Such vak is selectedecause.
for most aircrafttypesin most conditionsit allows the 15% operational margin to cove
degradation of the actual coefficient to 0.05, a value that was observed$eivice accident
and incidents. This would not bénd case for 0.08. It is understood that the FAA 1
harmonize with the EASAlue.

comment | 249 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

The agency in AMC 25.1592 Section 6.1 provides guidance on air distance and seem:
mandatory use of 7 seconds and 0.98 Vref.

GAMA recommends that AMC 25.158rmit landing air distances based on flight test d
that has been shown to comply with CS 25.101(f)(h) and therefore determined in accol
with procedures established by the applicant for operation in service and are able
consistently executedby crews of average skills, and do not exceed sink rates specif
method 2 of AC 25C air distance methodology.

response| Accepted.

The mentioned paragraph of the AMC 25.1592 provides:

a!ytSaa GKS AN RAaAGL y26.85 d@p@dentative NarOseral
pilot flying in normal operations (see flight test demonstration below), the air distance
F2NJ 2LISNI GAZ2Y It fFYyRAY3a LISNF2NXIyYyOS | a
This means thausing a demonstrated airborndistance in line with the comment

acceptable in line with the FAA AG25.

comment | 250 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen
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The agency states in note 1 to Table 1 in AMC 25.1592 that a 90 percent of theefig
baseddry runway braking coefficient of frictiobe used unless it can be shown that test
was based on operationally representative amounts of rubber contamination and

stripes on the runway.

GAMA notes that the term "operationally representative’sigjective. (As an example, w
photographic evidence be required of the flight test touchdown zone and with subse
area percentage of rubber contamination analysis?)

Additionally, the 90 percent factor seems subjective and no justification wasdaain the
NPA for the factor. (Except for listing AG35in the reference section.)

Finally, the manufacturer certifying two different sets of landing performance data plac
additional burden on the OEM that does not seem to be fully consideréteianalysis.

GAMA recommends that EASA not create an additional burden on the manufactu
forcing the second set of data and risk causing confusion among operators by providi
sets of dry landing data.

response| Not accepted.
The note is irine with TALPA ARC proposals reflected in the ICAO doc 10064 (APM) &

FAA AC 282. The additional burden is limited since a specific dataset must be produc:
account for realistic air distance, slope and temperature anyway.

comment | 251 commentby: General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMA notes that AMC 25.1592 appears to be missing a section that addresses cr
reverse thrust which exists in FAA AC325see section 10).

GAMA recommends that the agency update ARECL592 to include a section that provid
credit for reverse thrust to ensure that the guidance material is harmonised with FAA-/
32.

response| Noted.

Concerns on the use of reverse credit for the determination of the landing distance at ti
arrival have been raised at Certification level. The Agency will engage on a ¢
consultation with OEMs on this issue, to determine under which conditions this m:
possible.

comment | 252 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Associatiddennig

AMC 25.1592, Section 7.0, Table 2 shows the contaminant maximum depth as 15 |
slush and standing water.

GAMA notes that this value is not harmonised with A€25Section 9.3, which lists tt
contaminant depth as "1/2 inch (13 mm)".

GAMA recommends that AMC 25.1592 and AG25e harmonised.
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response| Partially accepted

The contaminat depthvaluesare removed from the table. See also the rationale of comn
74.

comment 258 comment by Norwegian Air (Norwegian Air Norwayprwegian Air Internationa!
Norwegian Air UK and Norwegian Air Shutt

3.2.2. C&5 Book 2 AMC 25.1592 6.0 Derivation of Landing Distance

It should be included in a note in table 1 that runway temperature may be used
available. There is a gener@ncern about thel5C limit for compact snow. It seems ratl
low, with no rationale behind why this limit was picked. In Norway we have experience
this limit should be closer t&C. It will have a negative impact on regularity if th8C limit
is introduced. We have operated for many years with my 0.2 on compact snow W
temperature limit. It is therefore difficult to explain why the sudden decrease to 0.]
temperatures betweerl6C and;8C. On the other hand, we have experience that shaiv
poor braking is often associated with moist Kevel atmospheric conditions. We think i
strange that the RCAM do not cater for relative humidity.

response| Not accepted.

The-15°C criterion is kept as a conservative value until researshjgporting data will justify
an alternative solution. However flexibility will be provided by the concept of spe
prepared winter runways developed in RMT.0704.

comment | 261 comment by:General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hen

GAMAdisagrees with the agency's proposal to require a single prescribed air timi
touchdown speed ratio AMC 25.1592, Section 6.1, because it is not reflective
aeroplane's capabilities. Additionally, disallowing / not properly accounting for runwpg
effects unnecessarily complicates the computations, so that the final data is not reflec
a physicsased evaluation. We also note that this is not a conservative approar
establishing runway performance.

Allowing the proposed method to be aligable for downhill slopes in magnitudes up tc
percent is norconservative and not in agreement with FAA A€25vhich only permits i
magnitudes up to 1 percent.

GAMA recommends that the agency revise AMC 25.1592 to permit manufacture
compute and schedule the effects of runway slope on landing air distance regardless of
magnitude and direction rather than use a single prescribed air time and speed ratio. ~
distance time from 50 ft above the landing surface and touchdown speed ifatiglé both
be allowed to be determined based on flight testing, provided that the applicant show
it complies with CS 25.101(f)(h), and is not based on the parametric air distance model
AC 257C.

response Not accepted.
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The 7 seconds airborne time is an allowance for an operational airborne distance

adapted to the aeroplane capabilities via the approach speed. As such it does not nec
have to be physically realistic, but rather represent an averdgéevale distance in line
operations.

The effect of slope on the airborne distance is not purely geometrictédsmnfor neglecting
the slope effect is thatexcept for automatic landing, the pilot will aim for the touchdo
zone and thus should achieve relatly consistent airborne distances within the usual ra
of slopes for which aircraft are certifigie. for-2% to +2% The intent of extending thglope
range from that specified ithe FAAAC25-32 was precisely to reduce the burden on t
OEMs, as m method for accounting for higher slopes is provided in the AC or the AM(
autoland, specific airborne distances accounting for slope are applied.

287 comment by:lATA

9 Reference 11.
ICAO Doc 10064: Aeroplane Performance Manual

EASA isncouraged to revise the NPA when the ICAO Doc 10064 will be published and
global harmonization, where applicable.

Acepted.

288 comment bylATA

AMC 25.1592 The Derivation and Methodology of Performance Informatiohdoding
Distance Assessment at Dispatch and at Time of Arrival

4.0 Definitions

4.2 Runway Condition Code (RWYCC)

IATA Comments: See comment on the definition of RWYCC in the Definition sectior
3.11

Accepted.

Seealsoresponse tccomment 274.

299 comment by Wideroe Flyveselskap A
AMC 25.1592 2.0 p. 41 and 5.0 p. 42:

Is factoring assumed for landing distance calculation? Widepaeates all landings on th
yon YSOGNB NYzyél &a Fa WaldSSLI I LIWNZI OKQ
assumptions should be adjusted to reflect this type of landing, including screen heig
distance, transition distance and full biag distance.

Table 1, p. 46:
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Question to EASA:

What is meant by 0.20 and 0.16? How does this correlate to mu measured by surface
tester?

Table 1, p. 46, RwyCC:

The proposed RwyQ@ble is under some conditions both more liberal and more conserv
than current practice in Norway. It is more liberal with rime and wet snow; it suggest:
wet snow has same friction as dry snow at e.g. l&Tegrees C. This is too coarse, azay
be too liberal for wet snow and too restrictive with dry snow.

The home page for the world renowned ski wax brand SWIX illustrates well what is kn
most people accustomed to winter conditions. SWIX is in fact producing 8 different s
waxes for temperatures ranging from 0 degrees-30 degrees.

Sand has a demonstrable effect to increase friction and Widerge's Flyveselskap AS
that the friction characteristics for compacted snow is studied in more detail before s¢
hard limitsfor friction coefficients.

Th TALPA ARC takes the following condition into consideration when assessi
RWYCC:

Contamination
Type

Depth
Temperature
Coverage

Widerge's Flyveselskap AS gest that more variables are put into the equation when |
runway conditions are assessed and the RWYCC assigned. As a minimum should the
variables be considered:

Contamination

Type

Depth

Coverage

Use of sand

Use of frozen sand

Use of chemicals

Runway surface temperature
Air temperature

Dew points temperature

- See comments under RIA.

response| Accepted.

*
*
*

* ok

*
*

*
*
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Assumptions to derive landirdjstances in case of steep approaches will be added-2BC:!
The possibility to upgrade RWYCC will be dealt with in the aerodrome rules whe
NHz SYF{1Ay3 GlFal wac¢odntnn A& AYGNRRAzOAY
6 Ay (G SNJ NHz will ke geferEncesl Eppropriately in the Regulation for air operati

comment | 314 comment by Textron Aviation

2.0 Applicability of Data

The Purpose of this AMC clearly states that the intent is to provide information, guic
recommendations, and acceptable means on compliance in the production of la
performance information for use:

- before flight during flight planning, and

- at the time of arrival.

The highlighted text contradicts this purpose, stating that these m@share only for time
of-arrival data, and then goes so far as to speculate on the basis of data that was provi
dispatch purposes. It is true that various manufacturers have provided varying for
contaminated data in the past, and based on dif& assumptions, but it is not appropria
here to dismiss all of that data as being inappropriate for use during-oifvaerival. It is alsc
not appropriate to discourage applicants from using this guidance as the basis for di
data. Recommend thdahese highlighted statements be deleted.

response| Not accepted.

The AMC allows data for slippery wahwaysand contaminated runways to be the same
dispatch and idlight purposes. Additionally, CS 25.1592 is applicable to new designs
The use of existing data is dealt withte rulesfor air operations

comment | 315 comment by Textron Aviation

6.1 Air Distance

It is recognized that some OEMSs have historically provided aggressive air distances a:
25.125 certification, knowing that their operators would be applying large dispatch fact
accordance with operational rules. Howeveoyse manufacturers of smaller aircraft ha
historically calculated realistic air distances, determined from test data flown in accort
with AFM procedures and with full accountability of speed, temperature, and runway ¢
because their customers/opators are not required to apply any dispatch factors. Sucl
distance methodology should remain acceptable.

response| Noted.
la/ Hpdmpdn AaGldsa GKFG GKS FANI RA&GL

compliance with CS25.125 is representative of an average pilot flying in noperationX¢
These methodologies remain acceptable.

comment | 316 comment by TextronAviation
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6.1 Air Distance
- the touchdown rate of descent should be in the range d@fft per sec.

This touchdown requirement was taken from FAA AEG25However, this touchdow
requirement was not recommended by the TALPA ARC. It was added BAghéollowing
conclusion of the TALPA ARC, without ARC input or technical discussion. The TA
recommendation was to allow air distance methodology derived from flight test data f
in accordance with AFM procedures, and which complies with 25h@lexisting AC 2BC
guidance.

response Noted.

A too high touchdown rate of descent is one of the reasons why the expected air dic
may not be achievable in normal line operations. This is why for the determination of t
distance for landingerformancedata to be used at the time of arrival a specific rang
recommended.

comment | 317 comment by:Textron Aviation

Table 1
6 -Dry -90% of certified value used to comply with CS 25.125

Recent discussions within the Flight Test Harmonization Working Group discussing
(wet runway stopping performance) have indicated that this requirement is not likely
limiting, as the dry dispatch requirement is much more likely to drive requiénts for dry
runway performance.

Recommend additional discussion or perhaps the deletion of this item. Creation of add
dry data based on slightly different assumptions will require a large effort in terms of
and financial resources, and hagitwo sets of dry data will be confusing to operators i
flight planners. These negative issues far outweigh any benefit, as this data is not li
limit operations or have any impact to safety.

response| Not accepted.

It is true that for dispatch grposes CS 25.125 will drive the requirements for lanc
However, for the assessment of the landing distance at time of arrival, which may be
unplanned airport/runway/weather conditions, the demonstrated friction for a dry run
may not be consenative, which justifies this reduced friction value.

comment | 331 comment by:Bombardier

3.2.2 C25 Book 2, New AMC 25.1592, section 6.1

BA requests EASA to justify why it is acceptable not to correct for runway slope effect
distance, for downslopes up t@%, if using the 7 seconds and 98% speed decay air dis
models. AC232 recommends a correction from% to-2% (but unfortumtely provides nc
methodology).

The FAA AC 929A specifies that downward slope-G86 would increase landing distance
10%: BA determined that this is equivalent to an increase of 23% of air distance for ev
downslope on all BA airplane modelss@iming that the pilot does not correct the airpla
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