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MEMORANDUM 
Ref: AN 10/20  
   
 

To:  Members, Aerodrome Meteorological Observation and Forecast Study Group 
(AMOFSG) 

From:  AMOFSG Secretary 

Subject:  Follow-up of AMOFSG/10 Actions Agreed 10/4 and 10/7 

Action:  Members to note the information 
 
I am pleased to inform you that as a result of part a) of Action Agreed 10/4 of the Tenth 

Meeting of the Aerodrome Meteorological Observation and Forecast Study Group (AMOFSG/10, 17 to 
19 June 2013, Montréal), the Flight Operations Panel (OPSP) and the Aerodromes Panel (AP) have been 
duly consulted by the Secretariat on a user requirement for crosswind and headwind/tailwind information, 
including for gusts, to be introduced into local routine and special reports at the aerodrome. Following 
consultation with these two panels, I can report that both panels identified that there is not a user 
requirement, at the present time, for the aforementioned information to be introduced. A synopsis of the 
OPSP and AP responses is provided at the attachment to this memorandum. Consequently, there is 
no follow-up action required to be conducted by the ad hoc group (WG/1) of the AMOFSG, as was 
called for by part b) of Action Agreed 10/4. WG/1 has already been informed of this situation.   

 
Additionally, I am pleased to inform you that as a result of part a) of Action Agreed 10/7 

of the AMOFSG/10, the Runway Friction Task Force (FTF) of the AP has been duly consulted by the 
Secretariat on the need for the reporting of volcanic ash deposition as supplementary information in 
METAR and SPECI.  Following consultation with the FTF, I can report that the FTF identified that there 
is not a requirement, at the present time, for the aforementioned information to be introduced.  A synopsis 
of the FTF reasoning is provided at the attachment to this memorandum. Consequently, there is 
no follow-up action required to be conducted by the ad hoc group (WG/2) of the AMOFSG, as was 
called for by part b) of Action Agreed 10/7. WG/2 has already been informed of this situation.   
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In both of these respects, the follow-up table of the AMOFSG/10 meeting will be updated 
accordingly, in due time. 

  
 
 

 
 (signed by) 

Greg Brock 
for Neil Halsey 
 

 
Enclosure:  
 Synopsis of responses 



 

  
  

 
ATTACHMENT 

 
 
AMOFSG/10 Action Agreed 10/4 a) 
 
Synopsis of the response of the Flight Operations Panel (OPSP) 
 
The expert opinion of the OPSP was solicited regarding whether a user requirement exists for crosswind 
and headwind/tailwind information, including for gusts, to be introduced into local routine reports and 
local special reports at aerodromes.  
 
The OPSP was of the opinion that there is little value to be gained by providing this wind component 
information in routine and special reports and therefore there is no user requirement for this 
information. 
 
The following are some of the supporting arguments that lead to the aforesaid conclusion: 
 

• Cross-and tailwind component information adds little value to what a competent crew should be 
able to deduce easily from a report of total wind and knowledge of the runway direction. 

• Given the variable nature of wind, presentation of wind components would likely give an illusion 
of precision to information which inherently is lacking in accuracy. 

• Most aircraft airborne systems are capable of computing and displaying, to the flight crew, wind 
component information. 

• Information regarding crosswind and head wind/tailwind component information is dependent on 
a reference orientation (i.e. Runway in use). Including this information on pilot/controller 
radiotelephony (R/T) communications or in ATIS broadcasts would lengthen them, especially in 
large complex aerodromes, and that would negatively impact operations. 

 
 
Synopsis of the response of the Aerodromes Panel (AP) 
 
It seems that for now local procedures for operators that have specific reasons for requiring it to 
support their operations have been put in place and are sufficient. Looking at some wind evolution 
results, requiring greater level of details does not appear necessary relevant and further studies would be 
needed. Further queries on user’s requirements also seem necessary. 
 
The integration of these reports in a future electronic data transmission environment has to be taken into 
account. 
 
Finally, an analysis of these requirements according to the size of the aerodrome, traffic and type of 
operations is important to address the scalability issue of the means required on every platform. 
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AMOFSG/10 Action Agreed 10/7 a) 
 
Synopsis of the response of the Runway Friction Task Force (FTF) of the Aerodromes Panel (AP) 
 
At FTF/9 the topic was discussed and a consensus arrived at. The consensus was mainly driven by the 
position of the aeroplane manufacturers. Based upon this consensus it follows that volcanic ash on the 
runway is considered to be a special condition. Where ground operations are permitted to continue, flight 
operators should contact the aeroplane manufacturers for specific guidance. FTF/9 did not identify any 
special need for the reporting of volcanic ash deposition information in aerodrome routine 
meteorological and aerodrome special meteorological reports. Nor did the FTF/9 identify the need to 
incorporate volcanic ash in the future global reporting format. However, if it should be reported in the 
proposed global reporting format it could be based upon the classification used by Airbus in which dry 
volcanic ash should be treated as a wet runway, wet ash as slush. 
 
FTF/9 DP/05 discussed if the FTF should take on board as a future task to review and further develop 
procedures with regards to the operation at aerodromes when volcanic ash has settled on the ground, and 
if the member composition of the FTF was relevant for the subject. An information paper IP/01 was 
presented at FTF/9 concerning volcanic ash at Kagoshima airport in Japan. 
 
The FTF developed a statement which represented the official position of the FTF (consensus):  

 
The FTF recognizes that the presence of volcanic ash on aerodrome surfaces degrades 
aeroplane performance but to what degree has not been substantiated (Casadevall, 
1994*). Currently, aeroplane operations on surfaces with volcanic ash deposits are 
considered by the FTF as a special condition. If operations are permitted to continue then 
the requirements of Annex 14, paragraph 10.2.8, that specifies the removal of 
contaminants (e.g. such as volcanic ash) from the surface of a paved runway as rapidly 
and completely as possible to minimize accumulation, should be complied with. Where 
this is not possible or where residual ash deposits remain, and aeroplane operations are 
permitted to continue the FTF recommends aeroplane operators to contact the aeroplane 
manufacturers for specific guidance.  

 
*Casadewall, Delos Reyes and Schneider, the 1991 Pinatubo Eruptions and their effects 
on aircraft operations, est. 1994. 

 
It was the opinion of the FTF that aerodrome warnings already give the necessary alert prior to entering 
into a situation where the aeroplane might be exposed to degraded braking action due to presence of 
volcanic ash on the airport movement area for which the aeroplane manufacturers should be contacted for 
specific guidance. 
 

— END — 


