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EFNI: LOXUN BRAUTAR 06/24 A REYKIAVIKURFLUGVELLI

Lokun brautar 06/24 4 Reykjavikurflugvelli hefur haft fyrirsjdanlegar afleidingar i vetur. Pad sem af er
vetri hefur pad itrekad gerst ad flugvollurinn lokast i hvéssum SV vindum. Med tilliti til sjikraflugs er
betta grafalvarleg stada eins og fjélmargir dbyrgir adilar hafa bent a.

Lokun brautarinnar var byggd & tveimur skyrslum fra verkfraedistofunni EFLU. Onnur skyrslan fjallar
um mat 4 nothesfisstudli skv. stadli Alpjédaflugmaélastofnunarinnar (e. International Civil Aviation
Organization, ICAQ), hin um nothzfistima, sem er 6skilgreint hugtak samkvaemt ICAO og ma ekki finna
i regluverki stofunarinnar. Braut 06/24 var ad endingu lokad eftir nidurst6du Haestaréttar { mali nr.
268/2016 eins og kunnugt er.

Eftir itarlega athugun komst Oryggisnefnd Félags fslenskra atvinnuflugmanna (hér eftir OFIA) ad peirri
nidurstddu, ad Gtreiknadur nothaefisstudull Reykjavikurflugvallar skv. ICAO stadli an brautar 06/24 {
skyrslu EFLU veeri rangur og skyrslan dnothaef sem grundvollur ad dheettumatsskyrsiu Isavia vegna
lokunar brautar 06/24. Alvarlegasta villan ad mati OFIA er st ad hemlunarskilyrdi 4 flugbrautum voru
ekki tekin til greina i Utreikningi 4 nothaefisstudli Reykjavikurflugvallar pratt fyrir skyldu um slikt skv.
reglugerd nr. 464/2007 um flugvelli og ICAO ANNEX 14.

OFIA fékk & grundvelli upplysingalaga nr. 140/2012 afhent télvupdstssamskipti milli EFLU og Isavia
vegna gerdar skyrslu um mat & nothaefisstudli. [ afhentu afriti af samskiptum milli starfsmanna Isavia
og EFLU 30. oktéber 2014 kemur eftirfarandi fullyrding fram: ,/ pessari greiningu verdur notast vid
13kt hlidarvindhrada mdérk d brautum 01, 13, 19 og 31, pd er lagt pad mat ad ekki parf ad taka tillit til
bremsuskilyrda sem leidir af sér ihaldsamari nothaefisstudull”, Hvergi er rékstutt i fyrrnefndri skyrslu
EFLU med hvada hatti EFLA mat pad ad um ihaldsamari notheefisstudul veeri ad reeda og ekki porf fyrir
ad taka tillit til bremsuskilyrda. Hinsvegar ma rada af lestri skyrslunnar ad hofundar virdast rangtilka
grein 3.1.3 { ICAO Annex 14 med peim afleidingum, ad ekki var tekid tillit til
bremsuskilyrda/hemlunarskilyrda 4 flugbrautum. pad blasir pvi vid ad notheaefisstudullinn er ekki
reiknadur Ut i samraemi vid verklag ICAO og nidurstada skyrslu EFLU réng.

pann 9. september 2015 sendi OFIA bréf til Innanrikisrédherra par sem umraedd skyrsla Eflu var
gagnrynd og alvarlegar athugasemdir gerdar vid framvindu mélsins. Afrit af bessu bréfi var ennfremur
sent til Umhverfis- og samgdngunefndar, Isavia og Samgéngustofu. Enn pann dag i dag hefur OFfA ekki
borist svar fra vidtakendum bréfsins. ba er ekki vitad til pess ad umraett bréf OFIA hafi verid lagt fyrir
fagrad um flugmal til samraemis vid géda stjérnsyslu.
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A8 fengnu samradi vid stjérn FIA dkvad OFA ad f4 alit ICAO 4 pessum alitamalum. Erindi var sent sem
fulltrdi alpj66asamtaka flugfélaga (e. IFALPA) Cpt. Mike Jackson bar undir aalskrifstofu ICAO (e.
Secretariat) i samraemi vid bad verklag sem haft er um fyrirspurnir af pessu tagi.* Svar barst OF(A par
sem tdlkun OF[A 4 grein 3.1.3 i Annex 14 var stadfest, p.e. ad taka skuli hemlunarskilyrdi og énnur
vedurfarsleg atridi med { reikninginn pegar nothzfisstudull er reiknadur. Ennfremur ték 1ICAO undir
tdlkun OFfA & SARPS (e. standards and recommended practices) hugmyndafraedi ICAO, ad leitast astti
vid ad na nothafisstudli flugvallar eins haum og unnt vaeri, nema landfrzedilegar takmarkanir vaeru til
stadar. bad blasir pvi vid ad skyrsluhdfundar hafa mistdlkad grein 3.1.3 i Annex 14 og lokun
brautarinnar var ad endingu réttlzett med galladri verkfraediskyrsiu.

[ umségn Samgdngustofu dagsett 1.6.2015 um fyrirhugada lokun flugbrautar 06/24 &
Revykjavikurflugvelli segir: ,Samgdngustofa minnir 6 ad gera parf sérstakt Ghaettumat um framkveemd
breytingarinnar komi til pess ad dkvedid verdi ad loka flugbraut 06/24.” EkKki er vitad til pess ad petta
dheettumat hafi farid fram. bann 1. névember 2016 sendi OFIA fyrirspurn til Samgdngustofu vardandi
petta atridi, fyrirspurnin var itrekud i lok jandar 2017 en svér hafa ekki enn borist frd Samgdngustofu.

[ bréfi dagssettu 18. april 2016 er umsdgn skipulagsfulltria og svér vid athugasemdum vegna
endurskodunar & deiliskipulagi Reykjavikurflugvallar. Alls barust athugasemdir fra 51 adila, par af 6
sveitarféldgum. f umsdgn skipulagsfulltrda er ftrekad vitnad { skyrslu EFLU um nothaefistima (pa skyrslu
sem SamgBngustofa ryndi ekki) og &ll framvinda malsins réttleett med peim heetti.

[ nidurstddu déms Héradsdéms Reykjavikur { mali nr. E-299/2016 er vitnad i umraedda skyrslu EFLU:

»Er ad pessu leyti fallist d sinarmid stefnda um ad vidunandi ryggis- og pjénustustig
Reykjavikurflugvallar hafi verid forsenda stefnda fyrir gerd samkomulagsins, enda pott
rdBherrann virdist ekki hafa talid naudsynlegt ad gera beinan fyrirvara gert i pessu
efni. Hins vegar telur démurinn ad stefndi hafi ekki faert ad pvi nein haldbeer rék ad
bessi forsenda hafi brostid. Ollu heldur verdur rédid af gégnum mdlsins, einkum
Ghaettumatsskyrslu réttargaeslustefnda 22, mai 2015 og skyrslu EFLU um mat d
notheefisstudii Reykiavikurflugvallar samkveemt vidmidi ICAO i ndvember 2014, ad
lokun flugbrautarinnar muni ekki hafa meiri dhrif G notkun eda rekstrarleyfi
flugvallarins en gera mdtti rd@ fyrir f oktdber 2013 midad vid paer upplysingar sem pd
Idgu fyrir.”

Ekki kemur fram { héradsddmi a6 rikid hafi véfengt efni og inntak skyrslu EFLU fyrir domi og par med
a0 forsendur fyrir samningum veeru brostnar. ba segir ennfremur i nidurstédu héradsdéms:

»Pd ber ad hafa i huga ad vid mebferd valds sins i mdlefnum Reykjavikurflugvallar er
innanrikisré@herra sem endranzer dbyrgur gagnvart Alpingi samkveemt almennum
reglum. [ krafti almennra heimilda sinna getur Alpingi einnig, ef pvi er ad skipta, gefio
rdBherra fyrirmeeli um framkveemd mdlefna Reykjavikurfiugvallar, svo og sett sérsték
16g um médlefni vallarins, p. d m. um sterd og umfang flugvallarins, eftir atvikum
bannig ad kvedid sé d um heimildir til eignarndms vegna dkvaedis 72. gr.
stjérnarskrdrinnar, sbr. 10. gr. laga nr. 97/1995, og forgang laganna gagnvart hvers
kyns deetlunum sveitarstiérna samkvamt skipulagsiégum nr. 123/2010.”

! Captain Mike Jackson, the Representative to ICAO, is based at the ICAO building. He is a permanent IFALPA observer on the ICAO Air
Navigation Commission (ANC) and plays a major part in implementing the Federation’s policies, by influencing the development of ICAO
Standards and Recommended Practices http://www.ifalpa.org/about-us/structure.html




Velta mé peirri spurningu upp hvort hentugast veeri ad hafa skiplagsvald yfir flugvdllum { héndum
rikisins en ekki sveitafélags efa borgar en slikt fyrirkomulag pekkist { ndgrannaldndum okkar.

bad liggja fyrir dtreikningar & nothaefisstudli fyrir Reykjavikurflugvéll med og an flugbrautar 06/24 sem
unnir voru af hollenska Nationaal Lucht- en Ruimtevaartlaboratorium fra arinu 2006. Nidurstada

Gtreiknings peirra & notheefisstudli er si ad verdi flugbraut 06/24 lokad muni nothaefistudull
flugvallarins falla tr 99% nidur { 89,3%.

OFIA gerir engar athugasemdir vid ad kannadir séu kostir & breyttu fyrirkomulagi flugbrauta &
Reykjavikurflugvelli. Pad ver8ur p6 ad teljast grundvallaratridi ad flugvollurinn uppfylli a.m.k. 95%
nothafistudul eins og tilgreint er { ICAO Annex 14 og leiGbeiningarefni med reglugerd
framkveemdastjérnarinnar (ESB) nr. 139/2014 fra 12. febrdar 2014 um kréfur og stjornsyslumedferd
er varda flugvelli samkveemt reglugerd Evrépubingsins og radsins (EB) nr. 216/2008. Ennfremur striGir
bad gegn SARPS hugmyndafraadi ICAO ad skerda innvidi, sem eru til stadar, nidur fyrir pad sem ICAO
tilgreinir sem ,,recommendation” & peim forsendum ad adeins sé um tilmaeli ad raeda.

bad hlytur ennfremur ad vera augljést ad flugdryggi sem hefur préast vid notkun flugvallar med
premur flugbrautum skerdist vid pad ad einni flugbraut sé lokad, an bess ad adrar rédstafanir séu
gerdar til ad vibhalda 6skertu flugbryggi. betta er stafreynd sem er 6hdd Utreikningum &
notheefisstudli. A8 teknu tilliti til pess sem hér hefur komid fram, er pad mat FIA a8 vid lokun
brautarinnar hafi verid farid fram af meira kappi en forsja. AS mati FIA er flugbraut 06/24 i Reykjavik
naudsynlegur hluti af vellinum til ad tryggja flugdryggi og almannahagsmuni i 1jési mikilvaegis vallarins
til sjkra og neydarflutninga. FIA beinir beim eindregnu tilmzelum til samgdngurédherra ad flugbraut
06/24 3 Reykjavikurflugvelli verdi opnud aftur og flugvéllurinn rekinn med premur flugbrautum.

Virdingarfyllst,

lngvar Tryggvasor{/ Ornélfur #nsson g
Formadur OFfA Formadur FiA '

Fylgiskijal 1: Svarbréf IFALPA, dags. 8 mars. 2017, til Ingvars Tryggvasonar.
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The International Federation of Air Line Pilots’ Associations

|IFALPA

The Global Voice of Pilots

Ingvar Tryggvason
Hlidasmari 8

201 Kopavogur
Iceland

March 8, 2017

Dear Ingvar,

Upon receiving your letter dated 6 October 2016 | did an informal inquiry with ICAO to get clarification on
the interpretation of Annex 14 Volume | provision 3.1.3 dealing with the usability factor of an aerodrome.
(See excerpts from ICAO Annex 14 Vol | and its Attachment A Guidance Material at the end of this letter).

The response | received from ICAO with respect to the OFIA questions at the end of the letter were:

a) Annex 14 Vol | provision in 3.1.1 calls for “a usability factor of the aerodrome”, regardless of the number
of runways available. In principle, runways are built for the type of airplanes to be served using the most
demanding X-wind at 95% coverage. If this is not possible, then runway(s) for X-wind operations is/are built
to obtain the 95% coverage. In any event, the method used for estimating the usability factor of a system of
runways should be based on assumptions that do not give optimistic results.

b) in respect of the effect of runway surface condition when determining the usability factor, it is
abundantly clear in 3.1.3 that the maximum mean X-wind component of 20 knots should be reduced to 13
knots when poor runway braking action is encountered for operations on runways whose reference length
is 1500m or over (ref. discussions at 7th AGA Divisional meeting). For other categories, the guidance in
Attachment A may be applied. With the new Global Reporting Format (GRF), with two consecutive pilot
reports of braking action of POOR (corresponding to a runway condition code RWYCC = 1) will trigger an
assessment while one pilot report of braking action LESS THAN POOR (RWYCC = 0) shall suspend operations
on the runway. Furthermore, it is noted that manufacturers publish recommendations for maximum
crosswind on contaminated runways. This has historically been taking different forms and
among manufacturers, Airbus has provided information against the friction bands for good/medium/poor
from the table that has now been removed from Annex 14 Vol | and have now switched to a table based on
the GRF.

ICAO did do some substantial research into the intent of 3.1.3 and pointed out that despite it being a
Recommended Practice that it has been widely accepted into the regulations of many States. Please let me
know if | can be of any further assistance in this matter and thank you and the OFIA safety team for their
substantial contributions towards promoting the highest levels of safety.

Respectfully yours,

M f—

Captain Mike Jackson
IFALPA Representative to ICAO

Headquarters Technical Office
485 McGill Street  Suite 700 ICAO Office: Suite 16.30 999 Robert-Bourassa Blvd.
Montreal Quebec H2Y 2H4 Montreal Quebec H3C5]9 Canada
Tel. + 15144191191 Fax.+1514 4191195 Tel. +1 514 954 6306

email ifalpa@ifalpa.org www.ifalpa.org



Attachment

ANNEX 14 VOLUME I

3.1.3 Choice of maximum permissible crosswind components

Recommendation.— In the application of 3.1.1 it should be assumed that landing or take-off of
aeroplanes is, in normal circumstances, precluded when the crosswind component exceeds:

— 37 km/h (20 ke) in the case of aeroplanes whose reference field length is 1 500 m or over,
except that when poor runway braking action owing to an insyfficient longitudinal
coefficient of friction is experienced with some frequency, a crosswind component not
exceeding 24 km/h (13 kt) should be assumed;

— 24 km/h (13 k) in the case of aeroplanes whose reference field length is 1 200 m or up to
but not including 1 500 m; and

— 19 km/h (10 k) in the case of aeroplanes whose reference field length is less than 1 200
m.

Note.— In Attachment A, Section 1, guidance is given on factors affecting the calculation of
the estimate of the usability factor and allowances which may have to be made to take
account of the effect of unusual circumstances.

ATTACHMENT A. GUIDANCE MATERIAL SUPPLEMENTARY TO ANNEX 14, VOLUME I

1.1.2 Climatological conditions. A study of the wind distribution should be made to determine the
usability factor. In this regard, the following comments should be taken into account:

a) Wind statistics used for the calculation of the usability factor are normally available in
ranges of speed and direction, and the accuracy of the results obtained depends, to a large
extent, on the assumed distribution of observations within these ranges. In the absence of
any sure information as to the true distribution, it is usual to assume a uniform distribution
since, in relation to the most favourable runway orientations, this generally results in a
slightly conservative usability factor.

b) The maximum mean crosswind components given in Chapter 3, 3.1.3, refer to normal
circumstances. There are some factors which may require that a reduction of those
maximum values be taken into account at a particular aerodrome. These include:

1) the wide variations which may exist, in handling characteristics and maximum
permissible crosswind components, among diverse types of aeroplanes (including
future types) within each of the three groups given in 3.1.3;

2) prevalence and nature of gusts;

3) prevalence and nature of turbulence;

4) the availability of a secondary runway;

5) the width of runways;
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Attachment

6) the runway surface conditions — water, snow and ice on the runway materially

reduce the allowable crosswind component; and
7) the strength of the wind associated with the limiting crosswind component.

A study should also be made of the occurrence of poor visibility and/or low cloud base. Account
should be taken of their frequency as well as the accompanying wind direction and speed.



