CFl Lesson Plan for Daniel K. Inouye International
Airport (HNL) - Runway Safety

STANDARDS

0 The student will exhibit satisfactory
knowledge of common airport markings
for taxi and runway operations at Daniel
K. Inouye International Airport and be
able to successfully demonstrate to the
instructor effective taxiing operations
from the aircraft parking area to the active
runway for takeoff and from the runway
after landing to the aircraft parking spot.

O The student will exhibit satisfactory knowledge of the problem of wrong surface
landings, their applicability to HNL, and will be able to successfully demonstrate to
the instructor effective arrival procedures and techniques to ensure landing on the
assigned runway.

MATERIAL

Approved Daniel K. Inouye International Airport diagram, FAA runway/taxiway
markings diagram and the short FAA video reviewing Daniel K. Inouye International
Airport operations near runways 4/22 L&R and south ramp.

OUTLINE

This should be scenario-based training or one-on-one training, depending upon
student experience.

Review taxiway markings with special attention for “hold short lines,” runway
and taxiway signage and enhanced taxiway markings

- Emphasize “hold short line” locations at HNL between runways 4R and 4L
(22L and 22R)

Review a typical taxi instruction from both T Hangar area and from flight
schools/businesses located on Daniel K. Inouye International Airport south
ramp to the active runway

- Review a taxi scenario from the GA students normal parking area to the
active runway (use both trade and Kona wind operations)



Help student develop a short-hand method to copy taxi clearances and to

review airport diagram for route review

- Ensure student listens to ATIS for any runway/taxiway closures or work

Ensure students perform ALL checklist items when NOT moving

- Develop procedures of “eyes outside” when taxiing and what and when
increased vigilance is required

Remind students if uncertain to stop and ask (progressive taxi instruction)

Review HNL runway 4 and 22 landing patterns

- Explain the potential for a wrong surface landing, i.e. incorrectly landing
on the parallel runway or on Taxiway C

Have students develop a memory aid for landing runway assignment

Assist students in developing an active scan which visually identifies
the correct landing runway

Emphasize that pilots should request clarification if unsure of their
landing runway assignment

- Describe common errors which lead to wrong surface landings

Expectation Bias
Misidentified Landing Runway
Pilot Experience

Distractions

Airport Geometry

Flight Planning

- Review what students should do after landing on runway 4L (or 22R)—again
hold short lines. It is OKAY to block runway 4L (or 22R) if not cleared to cross
parallel runway (ATC aware)

- Review what students should do after landing on runway 4R (or 22L)—again
hold short lines but okay to cross to clear active but NOT to enter taxiway C

e Play the FAA video reviewing Daniel K. Inouye International Airport runway
4/22 operations and discuss the video — https://youtu.be/OzwZvJPcGls




REVIEW

O Have student demonstrate knowledge of common airport markings for taxi and
runway operations at Daniel K. Inouye International Airport. Have the student
demonstrate by actual operation of an aircraft or by verbalizing procedures in the
classroom by using the airport diagram for taxiing from various parking spots to the
active runway and return operations after landing.

O Have student demonstrate knowledge of HNL wrong surface landing risks and
demonstrate by actual operation of an aircraft or by verbalizing in the classroom,
techniques and good operating practices to avoid landing on the wrong surface at
HNL.

RESOURCES

e FAA Pilot Hand book of Aeronautical Knowledge, Airport AC 150-5340,
Chapter 14, Airport Operations

https://www.faa.gov/regulations policies/handbooks manuals/aviation/phak/

e Single Pilot Taxi Procedures

https://www.faa.gov/regulations policies/advisory circulars/index.cfm/go/docum
ent.information/document|D/1020226

e FAA WSA Quality Assurance Group, Wrong Surface Analysis

e FAASTeam Notice Number NOTC 7400: Wrong Surface Landing Incidents
https://www.faasafety.gov/SPANS/noticeView.aspx?nid=7400

e FAA Runway Safety Pilot’s Page

https://www.faa.gov/airports/runway safety/pilots/

e AOPA Air Safety Institute Safety Spotlight — Runway Safety

https://www.aopa.org/training-and-safety/air-safety-institute/safety-
spotlights/runway-safety

e FAA Safety Team (FAASTeam) Safer Skies Through Education

https://www.faasafety.gov/
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Wrong Surface Analysis Group

WSA Quality Assurance Group, AJI-1240

Background: The Western Service Area convened a group of subject matter experts to conduct causal
factor analysis of incidents in which a pilot landed on the wrong surface. The SMEs included Air Traffic
Control Specialists from WSA Quality Assurance, Quality Control Group and the Runway Safety Group
and a pilot from the Western Pacific Flight Standards Division. The group had access to audio and radar
replays of the event and the final pilot deviation investigation report from Flight Standards for 47 events
the past two years.

The team was led by an experienced Risk Analysis Panel facilitator and used the same procedures and
taxonomy to identify causal and contributing factors. The team also identified a potential set of
geometry factors that were thought to potentially influence wrong surface landings. The group took
The group analyzed 47 events from FY-16 and FY-17 that occurred in the Western Service Area.

Analysis Results: The most common causal factors for pilots landing on the wrong surface can be
grouped into six areas (Note: Most events cited more than one contributory factor)

Contributing Factor or Group of Factors Number of Events in Which Observed
Pilot Expectation Bias 18 (38%)
Pilot Mis-Identfied Landing Runway 16 (34%)
Pilot Experience (Lack of) 15 (32%)
Distractions in Cockpit 13 (28%)
Airport Geometry 12 (26%)
Flight Planning/Crew Preparation 9 (19%)

WSA Quality Assurance Group, AJI-1240

April 11, 2017 Page 1






1. Pilot Expectation Bias: Eighteen of the events were found to be influenced by pilot expectations.
Pilots were convinced they should land on a particular runway even when they acknowledged
something else to ATC. Pilots in fourteen of the events correctly read back the runway assignment. A
common reason for the expectation was the violation of what the pilot believed to be an operational
norm. For example, full stop landings or a particular type of aircraft might always go to a particular
runway or a certain runway might be associated with a specific frequency. An unusual operational
direction was also cited in several instances. Pilots used to landing south and then landing on a
particular runway might focus on that runway in the seldom used landing direction, regardless of what
runway ATC assigned. In three instances, pilots expected to go to the left or right runway when
operating in the left or right traffic pattern, respectively.

2. Pilot Mis-ldentified Landing Runway: In sixteen events, pilots knew they were to land on a particular
runway but they picked out visually a different landing surface. In five events, the group identified a
parallel runway which was more visible than an adjacent parallel (due to width or color) as a
contributing factor. Four events involved low time pilots and four involved aircrews who were not
familiar with the airport layout. All but four events happened during daylight hours.

3. Pilot Experience: A lack of pilot experience was cited as contributing in 15 events. In seven event,
the pilot had a low number of flight hours and in eight events the aircraft was flown by a student pilot.
The certificated pilots averaged 152 total flight hours, 82 in that type of aircraft and 21 hours in the last
90 days prior to the event.

4. Distractions in the Cockpit: In 13 events, the Flight Standards investigator cited distractions in the
cockpit as a contributory factor. Specific distractions cited most often were turbulence and noise from
passengers. A list of factors and subfactors for distractions are shown below.

Contributory Factor name or Group Name Number of Events Contributory
Pilot Factors (Distraction) 13

Turbulence

Noise from people

Duty related distractions
Distraction by other aircraft

Distraction-non job related

Aircraft equipment issues
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Aircraft experienced mechanical problems
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5. Geometry: In twelve events, the group cited geometry as a contributing factor to the event. A
parallel landing surface that was more visible than the other surface was cited in nine events.

Contributory Factor name or Group Name Number of Events Contributory

Parallel Pavements in which one is more 9
visible

Closely Spaced Parallel Runways 4

Taxiway geometry gives appearance of a
runway

Staggered Runway Tresholds 5

Closely spaced airports with similar 1

geometry

6. Flight Planning/Crew Preparation: In nine events, the pilot or crew did not adequately prepare for

landing at the airport. In five events, pilots reported being unfamiliar with the airport layout and in
three cases reported feeling rushed during preparation for landing.

Contributory Factor name or Group Name Number of Events Contributory
Pilot unfamiliar with airport layout/environment 5
Pilot/crew felt rushed 3
Operator flight planning 1
Charts/Publications 1

WSA Quality Assurance Group, AJI-1240

April 11, 2017

Page 3





