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Asunto 1: Evaluación de los ensayos y demostraciones pre-operacionales en las rutas RNAV 

UT 780 (Santiago- Lima/Miami), UT 795 y UT 799 (Sao Paulo-Río de 
Janeiro/Miami). – Reporte Pilotos. 

 
 
 

(Presentada por IATA) 
 

Resumen 
 

Este nota de estudio presenta los reportes proporcionados por los pilotos 
participantes en las pruebas y demostraciones de las rutas UT780, UT795 
y UT799, los cuales fueron recibidos por la oficina regional de IATA. 
 

 
1. Introducción 
 
1.1 En la primera reunión/taller de trabajo de las Autoridades y Planificadores de ATM la oficina 
Regional de IATA fue encomendada a recolectar los reportes de los pilotos participantes en las pruebas y 
demostraciones de las rutas anterior mente mencionadas. Con este propósito se preparo un formulario 
llamado "Pilots Evaluation Form" (Apéndice 1), distribuido entre las aerolíneas participantes. El 
formulario consta de 15 casillas a ser rellenadas por los pilotos. Diez de estas casillas corresponden a los 
datos básicos del vuelo, tales como numero de vuelo, fecha, etc.…, esta información no es reflejada en 
esta nota de estudio por ser irrelevante. La información provista en las cinco casillas restante son 
reflejadas en esta nota de estudio y son dedicadas a los siguientes aspectos: 
 

10) Separación longitudinal y vertical. 
11) Autorizaciones y desviaciones.  
13) Comunicaciones.  
14) Evaluación de la ruta por la tripulación basándose en reducción de costos operativos.  
15) Sugerencias por los tripulantes respecto a seguridad aérea y regularidad. 
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1.2 Un total de 258 reportes fueron recibidos de cinco compañías aéreas. Todas las manifestaciones 
de los tripulantes han sido clasificadas por ruta y adjuntada a esta nota de estudio en sus Apéndices 2,3 y 
4.  Las exposiciones de los tripulantes han sido tratadas con un mínimo de correcciones para mantener la 
integridad del reporte y evitar alteraciones no deseadas. Los originales de estos reportes están disponibles 
a cualquier delegado de la reunión.  
 
1.3 En el Apéndice 3, cual trata de la ruta UT799, solo toma en consideración el tramo desde 
MUGAS a PCX, ya que el resto de la ruta coincide con la ruta UT795. En el Apéndice 4 (UT795) se han 
sido vertidos todos los reportes de ruta UT799 desde URSUS a MUGAS.  
 
1.4 Estos reportes han sido compendiados de la siguiente manera: 
 
 
2. Análisis 
 
2.1 Ruta UT780 Santiago de Chile – Miami 
 
2.1.1. 26 reportes por parte de American Airlines y United Airlines fueron recibidos. 
 
2.1.2 En general estos reportes nos informan de carencia de problemas relacionados con separaciones 
longitudinales o verticales en la ruta. Es importante hacer notar el excelente nivel de comunicaciones 
manifestado en VHF en toda la ruta.  
Dos reportes indican que sus respectivos vuelos no fueron autorizados por el controlador a volar la ruta. 
Posiblemente estos dos casos ocurrieron al principio de las pruebas, y podríamos presumir que los 
controladores no estaban informados de las mismas. 
 
2.1.3 El 96 % de los reportes consideran que la implementación de esta ruta mejoraría el sistema. Solo 
un reporte esta en contra de su implementación sin especificar el motivo. 
 
2.1.4 Igualmente que en el resto de las rutas, los pilotos nos informan de la necesidad de crear una carta 
aeronáutica con la ruta que incluya las frecuencias, aeropuertos, rutas de escape, etc…  
 
2.1.5 Dos comentarios recomiendan la revisión de los STAR’s a Santiago de Chile.  
 
 
2.2 Route UT799 Rio de Janeiro – Miami 
 
2.2.1 70 reportes por parte de American Airlines, United Airlines y VARIG fueron recibidos 
 
2.2.2 No hay anotaciones importantes respecto a la separación longitudinal, ni a la vertical. 
 
2.2.3 Varios pilotos nos informan sobre posibles conflictos de tráfico con otras rutas en el extremo sur 
de la ruta. Parece ser que  los SID’s y STAR’s  en SBGL no conectan con la ruta UT799. 
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2.2.4 Otros reportes nos informan de pobre comunicación en VHF en las inmediaciones de NABOL. 
En algunos casos, también estas comunicaciones defectuosas son aplicables a transmisiones HF. En 
contraste a lo anterior dos reportes nos informan de buenas comunicaciones en la ruta. 
 
2.2.5 Cuando se pregunta a las tripulaciones si aprobarían esta ruta, 67 reportes de 70 o el 96 % están 
en favor de su implementación. Tres reportes negativos fueron recibidos, manifestando bajos niveles de 
vuelo, demasiado tráfico en la ruta y que 15 minutos de separación fueron mantenidos durante el vuelo.  
 
2.2.6 Entre los comentarios positivos, es importante hacer notar el siguiente: “La ruta reduce 
chattering y congestión en las frecuencia, lo cual conlleva una reducción en las barreras de lenguaje, y 
los errores en las comunicaciones, con un claro resultado en el incremento de la seguridad del vuelo”   
 
2.3 Ruta UT795 Sao Paulo  – Miami 
 
2.3.1 233 reportes fueron entregados por American Airlines, TAM, United Airlines y VARIG.  
 
2.3.2 Respecto a la separación vertical, 48 reportes indicaban problemas en autorización de los niveles 
deseados, mientras que 4 reportes informaban no haber tenido problemas con los niveles en la ruta. Los 
problemas principalmente detectados, causantes de la falta de obtención del nivel optimo fueron: tráfico 
en la aerovía, interferencia con tráficos en otras aerovías y la imposibilidad de obtener los niveles debido 
a un incremento en la separación longitudinal.  
 
2.3.3 16 reportes informaron que la separación longitudinal era de 15 minutos y no de 10 minutos como 
estaba especificado en los términos de referencia de estas pruebas. 5 reportes informaron que el FIR de 
Curaçao requería 15 minutos de separación, 4 reportes manifestaron que el FIR de Maiquetia requería 15 
minutos, y dos reportes no especifican el FIR. 
 
2.3.4 19 vuelos reportaron problemas en la ruta. Básicamente, estos reportaban de problemas en los 
FIRs de Manaus y Brasilia, tales como interferencia con otras aerovías y la posibilidad de falta de 
conexión entre la aerovía y los SIDs y STARs de SBGR. 
 
2.3.5 Respecto a las comunicaciones, 109 reportes informaron de problemas en la ruta. Estos 
problemas son clasificados por FIRs como sigue: 
 

! Habana FIR – 15 reportes. No comunicaciones diez minutos antes de llegar a GELOG en 
120.25 y 123.7. Algunos reportes informaban de comunicaciones débiles en GELOG.  

 
! Kingston FIR – 2 reportes – No comunicaciones 10 minutos antes del FIR. No 

comunicaciones en cruce del FIR. 
 
! Curaçao FIR – 33 reportes – Todos los reportes expresan su preocupación de no poderse 

comunicar en las inmediaciones de DIBOK en el noroeste del FIR de Curaçao. 
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! Maiquetia FIR – 44 reportes – No comunicaciones en VHF por la mayor parte de la 
porción sur del FIR de Maiquetia FIR. Se reportan también comunicaciones muy pobres 
en HF. 

 
! Manaos y Brasilia FIR’s – 20 reportes recibidos, los cuales manifiestan falta o muy pobre 

comunicación en el norte de FIR de Manaos en VHF. También se reporta que en 
diferentes zonas de los FIRs de Brasilia y Manaos FIR con pobre comunicacione en VHF. 
En aquellas partes donde VHF no esta disponible se sustituye con HF. 

 
2.3.6 152 reportes son favorable a la implementación (94 %). Once reportes se oponen a la 
implementación, debido a congestión en la ruta, lo cual no facilitó la obtención de niveles óptimos. 
 
2.3.7 Las tripulaciones manifiestan preocupación por es el uso de dos cartas de navegación. Es esencial 
incorporar esta ruta y las anteriores en una nueva carta RNAV para la región CAR/SAM. 
 
2.3.8 2 reportes comentan que la posición VUMPI debería ser de reporte obligatorio. Otras sugerencias 
nos dicen que deberían crearse rutas paralelas. 
 
2.3.9 Finalmente, un reporte indica que: “Ahorramos 2.8 toneladas de combustible y 32 minutos”.   
 
 
3.  Acción sugerida 
 
3.1 Se invita al Grupo a tomar nota de la información recibida de las tripulaciones que participaron en 
las pruebas y demostraciones, especialmente aquellas relacionadas con seguridad de vuelo. 
 
3.2 También se solicita al Grupo tomar nota de las siguientes deficiencias existentes, al igual que las 
sugerencias reportadas por los tripulantes para mejorar del sistema. 

  
a) Revisar los SID’s y STAR’s que conectan las aerovías con los aeropuertos. 
b) Implementar comunicaciones o mejorarlas donde fuese necesario, según el caso. 
c) Establecer 10 minutos de separación longitudinal.  
d) Aplicación de valores RNP y rutas paralelas.  
e) Aplicación de RVSM con el objeto de reducir congestión de tráfico. 
f) Pronta implementación de las rutas con el objeto de la publicación de las cartas definitivas.  
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 Long-haul RNAV Routes  
Trials and Demonstrations Program  

Caribbean and South America ICAO Regions 
Pilots Evaluation Form  

INSTRUCTIONS 
Flight Crew - Please fill out one form per flight. Without this input permanent implementation of Long-haul RNAV routes will not be 
achievable. Upon arrival please hand this form to the flight operations agent or follow your airline’s instructions. A complementary 
questionnaire will be filled out by the ATC controller. 
Flight Operations Agent - Please forward this questionnaire to Angel Lucas, IATA Regional Operations Office:  e mail - 
lucasa@iata.org - Telephone 1 305 266 7552 - Fax 1-305-266 7718, or follow your Airline’s instructions. This evaluation program 
will end 22 March 2001. 

1-Date 2-Airline 3-Flight # 4-From  5-To 6-Aircraft 
Registration 7-Aircraft type 

       

8-Route Evaluated                  UT780 (SCL)   ❏                UT795 (SAO) ❏               UT799 (RIO) ❏   

9-Is the aircraft equipped with              FMS   ❏                    IRS or INS   ❏                            GPS ❏  

10-If unable to obtain the FL proposed in the Flight Plan, requested during flight or maintain 10 minutes longitudinal separation, 
please note reasons (e.g. ,not authorized by controller, traffic, weather conditions, aircraft weight, etc...) 
 
 
 
 

11-If unable to proceed with the route approved in the Flight Plan, please note reasons (e.g., not authorized by controller, weather, 
traffic, etc…) 
 
 
 
 

12-If you have ACARS on board.  
Did you send messages to the ATC?    Yes ❏  No ❏                 Did you receive messages from the ATC? Yes ❏  No ❏    

13-If unable to establish proper communication with ATC, please indicate if VHF or HF, position or portion of the route, control 
center and the possible reasons. 
 
 
 

14-Additional comments - Compared to conventional route, do you consider that this route reduces the operational cost of your flight?  
Yes    ❏                 No      ❏  
15-Please add any other comments that can help us to evaluate this route, especially in reference to Safety and Regularity issues.  
 
 
 

Thank you for helping in improving the efficiency of the Air Transport in the CAR/SAM Region 
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Appendix 2 
 

Reports from the “Pilots Evaluation Form” on the route UT780 Santiago de Chile - Miami 
 
 
Answers to item number 10 – Problems encountered with Flight Levels and Separation  
 
9 reports out of 26 make the following observations:  
 

- 4 reports – “No problem with Flight Levels” 
- “Fl290 for awhile due to traffic” 
- “Miami controller authorized FL290 (filled 330) when reached Havana authorized 

fl370” 
- “Unable initial FL due to traffic” 
- “Unable to altitude requested due to turbulence” 
- “Unable to climb to fl 350 according to on calculation we had longitudinal separation 

with American 912 ahead also 912 was on separate airway, we stayed at 310 until 
Havana airspace” 

 
 
Answers to item 11 – Problems encountered in route  
 
5 reports out of 26 make the following observations:  
 

- 3 reports – No problems with the route selected 
- 2 reports – Not cleared to proposed route by Santiago Control 

 
 
Answers to item 13 – Problems encountered in communication  
 
4 reports out of 26 make the following observations:  
 

- “No contact with Lima on 128.7” 
- “Good comm. on VHF” 
- “Good comm. entire route “ 
- “Great route good communication” 

 
 
Answers to item 14 – Compared with the standard route do you think this one is better? 
 
25 reports out of 26 assert than the proposed RNAV route is better than the standard one. The report 
which is not in favor of the RNAV route does not provide the reason for this conclusion.  
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Answers to item 15 – Any comments or suggestions by the crew members 
 
16 reports out of 26 make the following observations:  
 

- 6 reports – Need chart, need freq., nav aid, escape routes, emergency airports… etc  
- “Parallel routes will improve the system “ 
- “Since route is mostly over water it avoids convective activity over the land” 
- “Route south bound should be changed to after SULNA direct TOY UW208 EMBAL 

Andes 4 arrival” 
- “Route should be filed to TOY as this is normal clearance” 
- “No problem with route” 
- “Keeps you away from Andes better” 
- “Lowers work load” 

- “I like the small number of reporting points and I like no high altitude emergency 
escape routes” 

- “Good route no problems noted” 
- “Easier to flight than the old route” 
- “Cut down operational work load” 
- “South of GVY route infigies on high terrain area” 
- “ATC controllers requiring high mach numbers to cross a fix at a certain time this 

increase operational cost of the route” 
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Appendix 3 
 

Reports from the “Pilots Evaluation Form” on the route UT799 Rio de Janeiro - Miami 
 
Pilots’ comments provided in this annex refer only to the UT799 portion from MUGAS to PCX. Pilots’ 
comments related to the rest of the route from MUGAS to URSUS (common part with UT795) are 
included in the next Annex 4 
 
Answers to item number 10 – Problems encountered with Flight Levels and Separation  
 
2 reports out of 69 reported 
 

- “Requested FL350 for route assigned FL330 from GIG to north of BRS until aircraft 
ahead flew off another route allowing us to climb to FL350” 

- “Unable to climb at NABOL due to traffic” 
 
Answers to item 11 – Problems encountered in route  
 
11 reports out of 69 reported: 
 

- “Not authorized due to traffic rerouted UA315” 
- “After BRS Brasilia center would like us on UT317 to PAI which is the arrival fix for 

Rio if you stay on UT799 after BRS you are in conflict with aircraft departing Rio 
northbound” 

- “At BRS was cleared direct to PAI” 
- “Need SID’s. “ 
- “In RIO controllers does no know the route” 
- “No authorized by the controller to use UT799” 
- “Once the controlled turned us off route for traffic” 
- “Terminate route at PAI VOR” 
- “There is confusion over Brasilia the cleared routing is UT799 to PCX but ATC said 

they expected us to transition to UA317 for the arrival in GIG” 
- “We were warned by other flight crew to watch out for the route change from UT799 to 

UA317 over Brasilia, We had to ask the controller and he took us off the filed route 
over Brasilia and put us on UA317” 

- “Route should terminate at PAI not at PCX - facilitate approach” 
 
Answers to item 13 – Problems encountered in communications  
 
8 reports out of 69 reported: 
 

- “A bit difficult around NABOL on 125.2 8855 55526 10094 125.05” 
- “At NABOL unable to contact MANAOS center, on HF reception poor” 
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- ‘’Difficult contacting Brasilia on both HF and vhf from NABOL to 75 nm south of 
NABOLl” 

- “Good comm. entire route” 
- “No contact Brasilia approaching NABOL at fl330 on 125.2  called Manaos on HF” 
- “No contact with Brasilia on 125.2 or 135.9 from NABOL to DAGLO” 
- “Unable to talk to Manaos at crossing point from Brasilia” 
- “VHF entire route” 

 
 
Answers to item 14 – Compared with the standard route do you think this one is better? 
 
Out of 69 reports, 66 consider that this route is superior to the standards one. 3 reports consider is inferior 
to the standard one due to:  
 

- “Today was not beneficial” 
- “Route was clogged. Route is not valid with 15 minutes “ 
- “No beneficial low FLs “ 

 
Answers to item 15 – Any comments or suggestions by the crew members 
 
17 out of 69 reported: 
 

- 8 report - Escape routes, airports frequencies on chart needed  
- “As safe and regular as a non RNAV route” 
- “Easier to flight than the old route” 
- “Efficient RNAV route” 
- “Most absolutely reduces operational cost, recommended we announce of frq 123.45 

and in use” 
- “No problems” 
- “Please put it permanent” 
- “Reduces chattering, miscommunication and enhances safety” 
- “Route was clogged. Route is not valid with 15 minutes” 
- “Several aircraft were observed on TCAS at our altitude. One instance required the 

controller in Brasilia control to vector us behind him” 
- “Should we report deviations from UT799 on 123.45?” 
- “This kind of routes are more efficient and should be implement as a permanent route” 
- “Today was not beneficial” 
- “Too much traffic” 
- “Very efficient route” 
- “Very nice route” 
- “This route reduces chatter, freq. Congestion, miscommunications and languages 

barriers



RNAV-II 
NE/10 

Apéndice 4 
 

 

Appendix 4 
 

Reports from the “Pilots Evaluation Form” on the route UT795 Sao Paulo - Miami 
 
Answers to item number 10 – Problems encountered with flight levels and Separation 
 
60 out of 232 reported: 
 
Although longitudinal separation and vertical separation are interrelated, it was classified into two groups 
for clear understanding.  
 

Related to vertical separation  
 

- 4 reports – “no problems in FL” 
- “23 reports - No beneficial low FL’s or not obtained the requested FL” 
- “Over EKUNA was unable to climb FL390 due to another flight same route mach .82” 
- “Controller had us to descend from FL350 to Fl310 due to us passing other UT095 

traffic at fl 350 (non radar environment)” 
- “Given FL250 climbing out of Miami, this is the first time in 4 years to have this 

happen. Miami told us this is due to traffic, if you look at the charts all 3 routes south 
begin at the same fix” 

- “In Kingston area were need to descend to 330 due to control request due to traffic on 
UA311 and returned to 370 near ESPINO” 

- “Initially flight planned alt of fl 350 but at controllers request we had to descend to 
FL310 prior to leaving radar coverage in Brazil” 

- “Manus do not authorize FL350 intermediate altitude without justification, requested 
due to weather “ 

- “Not authorized by Maiquetia to FL390 at VUMPI” 
- “Not authorized FL310 over SURDO due to traffic we descended to FL280” 
- “Our proposed fl was 350 we had to stay at FL310 the entire flight due to traffic” 
- “Restrictions on FL” 
- “Takes longer to get altitude” 
- “Unable FL’s due to traffic. This happens every day I used this route. Traffic 

congestion” 
- “Unable initial cruise FL350 till north of Manaos due to slower 767” 
- “Unable to maintain FL350 in Manaos due to traffic 50 nm ahead” 
- “Unable to obtain 350 or 310 upon entering Manaos airspace maintained FL280 

because other traffic on UA315. Obtained FL350 80 nm prior to MUGAS with limited 
mach 0.79” 

- “We were not authorized Maiquetia control to FL390 at VUMPI “ 
- “Due to traffic during 3 hours we reduced the speed from .82 to .8 to obtain the FL 

proposed” 
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- “We are not authorized by Manaos center to maintain FL proposed due to controllers 
ignore this rules” 

 
Related to longitudinal separation 

 
- 2 reports – “Curaçao maintaining 15 minutes longitudinal separation” 
- “On Curaçao have to reduce from Mach .81 to Mach .76” 

- “Over EKUNA requested FL390 and MAIQUETIA informed that Curaçao 
requested 15 min separation we had to maintain FL350” 

- “Unable to get requested altitude due to traffic behind us he was 12 minutes 
behind but Maiquetia said they required 15 minutes separation on UT799” 

- “Reduction on Manaos to mach .81 due to separation” 
- “At SUMBA Maiquetia req. mach .74” 
- “15 minutes separation instead 10 “ 

- “Curaçao using 15 min separation too much time We initially got FL270 but 
were given FL370 all the way to SAO PAULO” 

- “During over flight Curaçao area this center requested us a 15 minutes separation 
between aircraft’s when the correct separation on the routes is 10 minutes” 

- “Not authorized due to a traffic behind with separation of 8 minutes” 
- “Unable to obtain FL proposed on MAIQUETIA area due to MAIQUETIA wants 
15 minutes separation (not 10 minutes ) between another traffic on FL350” 

- “Unable to step climb from FL310 to 350 due to AA980 being 10 minutes in 
from at FL350” 

- “FL390 not authorized by Maiquetia control 127.95 due to 15 minutes aircraft spacing” 
 
 
Answers to item 11 – Problems encountered in route  
 
18 reports out of 232 reports make the following observations:  
 

- “Miami center not cleared on UT795 controllers very  hostile lost 40 minutes of flight” 
- “No authorized by controller due to traffic” 

- “Route should be go from MATEC to CURTI or MARCO RPR CURTI to pick 
up Tuca 2 Arrival to Sao Paulo” 

- “A good idea is a shorter track to join UT795 instead of SCB UB694 until BRU 
then MARCO which is the present clearance “ 

- “Brasilia center cleared us direct to PASTA then UL5 with no further clearance. 
The controller could not understand why we wanted to go back to UT795, so next 
controller who spoke better English cleared us back to UT795” 

- “Cleared by ATC to join UT795 at MARCO” 
- “Miami center does no have route in the computer” 



  RNAV-II 
 NE/10 
 3 Apéndice 4 
  
 

 

- “A problem exist with the airways UW9 from CPN to ATF, then route UT795 overlays 
those airway we had clearance problem with Brasilia center, they would only clear us on 
UW9, they said Manaos center would have to authorize the use of UT795, having 
RONIL and SURDO be the same is also a problem for controller” 

- “Crl. Clearance did not recognize UT795 off of TONI departure to CPN cleared us via 
TONI SCB UB694 BRU then direct MARCO” 

- “Deviation  - + 20 nm from route due to weather” 
- “Flight plan was not approved due to weather and traffic” 
- “Minor weather deviation” 
- “No authorized by controller till ATF” 
- “Not authorized by controller until Marco intersection” 
- “Send from SAO PAULO to East given TONI departure CSB transition direct to BRU 

NDB then dct to MARCO. Filled route was TONI dct CPN (than will never happed) 
BRU dct PASTA intersection (not on RTE ) but obtained direct to MARCO the 
UT795” 

- “The route of flight was never changed from the filled one” 
- “Weather deviation at ATF” 
- “Dispatch filed conventional route. Requested RNAV from Brasilia after MARCO,  

ATC advise unavailable” 
 
 
Answers to item 13 – Problems encountered in communication  
 
109 reports out of 232 reports made the following observations:  
 

Related to Havana FIR 
- “Unable to make contact with Havana center 10 min before Havana boundary 120.5, 

123.7 128.7 contact was made on GELOC” 
- “No communication with Havana in 120.25 prior entering fir.” 
- “No VHF coverage in 120.25 at GELOC –“ 
- “No contact with Havana 10 min prior” 
- “Need to improve Havana center VHF coverage south of GELOG.” 
- “Does not exist coverage from Havana on 120.25 or 123.7” 
- “Unable to contact Havana 10 min prior GELOG “ 
- “Unable to contact Havana center 10 minutes prior GELOG freq. 120.25 FL350, 

contact established 4 min before GELOG “ 
- “Unable to contact Havana freq. 120.25 till 10 NM se of GELOG at fl 310 “ 
- “Unable to contact Havana 10 minutes before DIBOK we contact just after DIBOK “ 
- “VHF with Havana north bound we could not receive on 120.25 or 123.7, relay aircraft 

said Havana was reading us” 
- “Unable to com with Havana  at GELOS” 
- “Unable Havana at GELOG 120.25, we hear Havana  the not hear us” 
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- “no contact Havana on 120.25 south of GELOG, established contact with Havana 4 
minutes prior to GELOG” 

- “Unable to contact Havana from 30 NM south of GELOG” 
- “unable to establish contact with Havana 10 min prior to GELOG” 

 
Related to Kingston FIR  
 

- “No communication with Kingston on 128.1 entering fir. “ 
- “No contact with Kingston 10 min prior” 
- “Lost contact with Kingston in DIBOK” 

 
 Related to Curaçao FIR  
 

- Unable to establish contact with Curaçao on freq. 127.1 VHF form DIBOK intersection 
until crossing airway UG444 - Difficulties to establish contact with Curaçao on 127.1 
neither 124.1 before DIBOK intersection we use to call 10 minutes before each position 
of entrance 

- Unable to contact with Curaçao control 124,1 at DIBOK 
- No contact with Curaçao on 127.1 until 12 minutes  south of DIBOK 
- Unable contact Curaçao 12 minutes south of DIBOK on 127.1 or 124.1 
- Unable contact with Curaçao on 127.1 from DIBOK to 150 south 
- Unable to contact Curaçao 127.1 at DIBOK 
- Unable to contact Curaçao from 10 minutes south of DIBOK 
- Unable VHF Curaçao at DIBOK used VHF relay with other aircraft 
- 10 minutes before Curaçao boundary we were unable to establish communications with 

Curaçao control due to technical difficulties on 127.1 124.1 in the sector  
- At DIBOK no Contact with Curaçao 127.1  
- Curaçao control 124.1 over DIBOK intersection was difficult   
- Curaçao do not reach DIBOK in 127.1  
- Curaçao on 127.1 over DIBOK no contact  
- also as instructed called Kingston on 128.1 at DIBOK due to out of range for Curaçao 

on 124.1 
- No contact with Curaçao ATS at DIBOK  
- No contact with Curaçao on 127.1 or 124.1 south bound from DIBOK 
- No VHF contact for the first 80-100 mile into Curaçao airspace after passing their fir 
- At DIBOK no contact for 10 minutes in 127.1 with Curaçao 
- West north of Curaçao airspace has weak VHF coverage 
- Western portion of Curaçao Airspace has poor VHF coverage 
- Unable VHF com with northern Curaçao 
- Unable to contact Curaçao at DIBOK –  
- Unable com with Curaçao position at DIBOK  
- Poor radio contact VHF at DIBOK with Curaçao.  
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- Position DIBOK unable to contact with Curaçao on 124.1 and 127.1 aprox 10 minutes 
into Curaçao  

- we lost contact with Curaçao control 127.1 30 NM to DIBOK 
- Problems with Curaçao on 127.1 and 124.1, 10 minutes before Curaçao control and also 

10 minutes after already within Curaçao control airspace  
- Poor communication in VHF with Curaçao control when entering Curaçao fir coming 

from Miami 
- Unable to contact Curaçao on 127.1 at DIBOK 
- Unable to communicate with Curaçao for 10 min after leaving Kingston  
- No VHF from DIBOK south towards ESPINO freq. 127,1 per about 100 NM Curaçao 

center 
- No com with Curaçao from 5 minutes before DIBOK until 10 minutes after  
- and just established contact with Curaçao 80 NM after DIBOK -  
-  
-  Related to Maiquetia FIR  
-  
- at VUMPI unable contact Maiquetia on VHF on HF communication ok 
- no contact with Maiquetia over VUMPI 
- At VUMPI unable contact Maiquetia neither on VHF on HF communication ok 
- In VUMPI no comm. with Maiquetia in VHF neither in HF 
- Maiquetia 127.95 no contact at VUMPI, HF 8855 worked ok 
- Lost  communication with Maiquetia 120 nm of VUMPI, unable to contact Maiquetia 

after that 
- at VUMPI intersection no contact with Maiquetia on freq. 127.95. 
- Poor radio contact with Maiquetia at ESPINO  and  
- No comm. from VULPI till 15 min beyond VHF 127.95, 130.6 and HF 8855 
- Southern Maiquetia control unable on 127.95 
- Unable to contact Maiquetia at the south boundary 
- Unable to contact MAIQUETIA control on 127.95 and 130.6 on VUMPI 
- Unable to contact VHF and HF with Maiquetia at VUMPI contact made 100 nm after 
- Unable to establish comm. at Maiquetia FIR 
- Unable VHF 127.95, 130.6,  HF 8855 with Maiquetia control in VUMPI at 10 minutes 

after VUMPI I get relay with American 972 
- Unable VHF comm. between VUMPI and 214 nm north of VUMPI with MAIQUETIA 

control on 127.95 or 130.6 as assigned by Manaus control 
- At VUMPI no contact with Maiquetia, lost contact with Maiquetia on VHF prior to 

their fir with Manaos 
- At VUMPI position we got contact with Maiquetia control 129.95 through relay 

Transbrasil 7766,  clear contact to Maiquetia control 127.95 approximately 30 minutes 
after VUMPI position  

- Attempted to log on ACARS with MAIQUETIA  
- At VUMPI position no contact with Maiquetia 
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- Between VUMPI and EKUMA comm. only in HF 8855 with Maiquetia 
- Minor difficulties at ESSIO lost contact Curaçao 127.1. Lost contact with Maiquetia 

127.95 30 minutes to CUMPI 
- Difficult to contact Maiquetia on VHF  
- First contact with Maiquetia control  127.95 28 minutes after VUMPI position  
- Had to call Maiquetia 127.95 on 8855 in southern Venezuelan reason out of VHF range 

HF comm. on 8855 only between VUMPI/EKUMA at MAIQUETIA 
- At VUMPI was difficult to contact Maiquetia on 127.95 130.6 8855 and 5526, contact 

established 15 minutes later in 127.95 
- It was unable establish comm. With Maiquetia ATC around VUMPI in VHF and HF 
- Living Manaos airspace we had not comm. for 200 NM prior to talking with Maiquetia 
- No contact with Maiquetia  on 127.95 over VUMPI 
- No contact with Maiquetia at VUMPI on 127.95 or 130.6 
- No contact with Maiquetia center in 127.95 contact made in 8855  
- No contact with Maiquetia from VUMPI until, 10 minutes after  
- No contact with Maiquetia in VHF or HF 
- No contact with Maiquetia  on 127.95 over VUMPI 
- Unable VHF contact with Maiquetia between VUMPI and EKUNA, HF contact only.  
- Unable to establish com on 127.95 and 126.3 at VUMPI position  
- Unable Maiquetia till aporx 100 NM north of VUMPI 
- Maiquetia 127.95 contact only 218 NM after VUMPI 
- No com with Maiquetia on 127.95 over VUMPI 
- No contact after VUMPI for 15 minutes with Maiquetia  
- No VHF contact with Maiquetia at VUMPI - 
- When at 280 NM to VUMPI instructed by Maiquetia to contact Manaos in 124.4  the 

contact with Manaos was a  120 NM from VUMPI. 
- Poor com with Maiquetia over EKUNA and no control with Maiquetia over VUMPI on 

127.95  
-  
- Related to Manaus and Brasilia FIR  
-  
- Manaus communications bad at the northern side at FL280  must get south of VUMPI 

to talk to them 
- Manaus center had terrible VHF comm. gaps both directions - we made position reports 

in HF 8855 
- Manaus center  on HF, only VHF till near Manaus 
- Manaus center was difficult  with HF Comm - the sun was up between VIBOT and 

NABOL 
- No contact with Manaos on 126.3 over VILBO. No contact with Maiquetia over 

VUMPI on 127.95 , contact made on HF 8855 
- Southern Manaos center unable on 123.9, contact made on 8855 then 123.9 
- poor radio contact with Manaos at VUMPI 



  RNAV-II 
 NE/10 
 7 Apéndice 4 
  
 

 

- In SURDO no contact with Manaos in all freq. 2479, 5526, 8855, 19996. 15 minutes 
later contact was established in 8855. 

- Between SURDO and ATF no contact with Manaos on VHF nor HF.  
- Unable to contact Manaos center 123.9 at SURDO 
- Unable to contact Manaos center VHF 80 NM south of ARSAX until SURDO. Could 

hear Manaos transmitting to other aircraft. HF worked ok  
- Unable VHF com in northern Brazil center prior to entering Manaos airspace and while 

in southern Manaos airspace unable com with Maiquetia initially and  
- VHF contact with Manus unable southern ????? - ground radios very bad  
- Unable Brasilia center between ARSAX and SURDO had to communicate with Manaos 

on HF from SURDO to UGEMU  
- Poor radio com between SURDO and ATF at FL390 , com with Manaos established 10 

minutes after SURDO 
- Several HF freq. were very difficult to understand (especially 8855 Manaos 
- There seemed to be route confusion with Brasilia control they keep trying to clear us to 

points on UW9 
- Manaos center sector 5 aft to SURDO on numerous frequencies  VHF and HF all 

aircraft were hearing Manaos center but they no hearing us  
- No com from SURDO in VHF, HF is ok  
- Lost com with Brasilia between ARSAX and aft 
-  

 
Answers to item 14 – Compared with the standard route do you think this one is better? 
 
 
152 reports or 93 per cent declare that the route is more beneficial operationally than the standard one. 
Eleven reports consider that the route is not favorable due to the following reasons: 
 

- Total flight time was the same as conventional route 
- Unable FL’s due to traffic. This happens every day I used this route. Traffic congestion 
- While using these routes we seen to be stuck at lower altitudes for longer time. So if the 

idea is to save fuel it doesn't work 
- Given Fl250 climbing out of Miami, this is the first time in 4 years to have this happen. 

Miami told us this is due to traffic, If you look at the charts all 3 routes south begin at 
the same fix. This system does not seem as efficient as regular airways. T routes to SJU 
they do not either work 

- We used more fuel because we were unable to climb 
- Takes longer to get altitude 
- Unable to obtain the right levels 
- Too many aircraft on the same route  unable to maintain altitude 
- Traffic 
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- This is the second time I have flown this route both times i have nor been able to take 
advantage - lost saving due to altitude restrains 

- Traffic 
 

 
Answers to item 15 – Any comments or suggestions by the crew members 
 
68 reports out of 163 reports make the following observations:  

-  
- 24 reports - Need freq., escape routes, airports in chart. 
- Fuel saved 2.5 tons 25 min  
- Aircraft heading NW decompression instructions are confusing when with in 182 NM 

se VUMPI it should be either NW VUMPI or se EKUMA  
- Chart is inadequate no emergency airports no terrain depicted, difficult to transpose 

position from RNAV chart to UAL lam Sam chart - no frequencies - no escape routes  
- Created added hazard when pilots request and obtain clearance to fly wrong altitude for 

direction of flight. This is due in part to modern navigation systems enabling more 
precise flying of air routes center line 

- Difficulty in SAO PAULO departures transition to UT795, SAO PAULO ATC had us 
back tracking if unable vector direct - recommended add freq.  

- Difficult to trans late RNAV position with la high chart  
- Excellent routing and comm. shouldn’t way points on fir boundaries be compulsory 

reporting points  
- Great improvement.  
- Great route 
- I would line to see way points that use reference to geographical location 
- Excellent system much better that regular airway 
- For the safety and regularity of the system, ATC involved will know and uses rules 

correctly 
- It seems quite possible that with the comparable  speed and number of aircraft 

scheduled to use this routes at about the same time some airplanes will be relegated to 
the low flight levels placing in jeopardy satisfactory destination arrival fuel  

- Move the route slightly so it does nor coincide with exiting airways and conventional 
traffic 

- Much better route operationally 
- Route interferes with UW9 
- No decompression route found in brief guide suggest to put into chart as booklets pages 

are not numbers  
- No problems  
- Obtained final altitude earlier with no problems  
- Parallel routes or passing procedures  with TCAS use 
- Perfect route 
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- Please make these routes permanent, they are very efficient over standard routes  
- Really like not making so many position reports  
- Reduces radio chatter because no need to request direct  
- Route after BRS is wrong 99 percent of the time you approach BRS UA317 PAI ILS 

15, you never go to PCX  
- Route approved by the crew  
- Route is very beneficial and cost savings 
- Route reduces congestion. 
- Save time and money. 
- Saved 2.8 tons and 32 minutes 
- Some controllers unaware of these trials and demonstrations  
- The RNAV route are effective allow to proceed directly to our destination saspo 
- This is the second time I have flown this route both times I have nor been able to take 

advantage 
- lost saving due to altitude restrains  
- This system does not seem as efficient as regular airways. T routes to SJU they do not 

either work  
- Too many aircraft on the same route  unable to maintain altitude 
- Total flight time was the same as conventional route  
- Two directional parallel routes are needed 
- Very nice, keep  things more simple 
- We used more fuel because we were unable to climb  
- While using these routes we seen to be stuck at lower altitudes for longer time. So if the 

idea is to save fuel it doesn't work 
- Parallel routes will improve the system. 
- VUMPI needs to be a compulsory point in FIR Maiquetia Manaos for safety reasons in 

long haul non radar flights is safer to have the RNAV route, shown in your high act 
chart this way you can see airways that you cross and parallel with a few miles, 
important when deviating for weather 

- VUMPI should be required position report since it is a FIR boundary 
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