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SAFETY:  No 

 
SUBJECT:  Controller Identification of Aircraft Types  
 
DISCUSSION: ALPA has received reports from pilots that indicate controllers are 
issuing traffic using a generic type of identifier such as “RJ” or “Regional Jet” as 
opposed to the phraseology required by FAAO 7110.65, Paragraph 2-4-21.  ALPA 
further contends that due to the significant differences in these types of aircraft it is no 
longer practical to describe them in such generic terms as is being done in the NAS.  
With some “RJs” and/or “Regional Jets” carrying from 50 to over 100 passengers, the 
likelihood of misidentification of types when traffic is issued, increases and could create 
a hazard during many critical phases of flight such as visual approaches where one 
aircraft must visually identify the traffic to follow.  It was felt that sufficient guidelines 
are available for controllers in 7110.65 but that a refresher of current issues may be 
helpful.   
 
SUGGESTED ATPAC ACTION: That ATPAC coordinate with ATO-T. 
 
RECOMMENDATION #1:  Mandatory training for controllers in the form of an 
Air Traffic Bulletin or other required training be accomplished to ensure this 
situation is brought to the attention of controllers and corrected. 
 
125 - Due to insufficient time for the appropriate discussions this AOC will be further 
deferred until 126. 
 
126 - After discussion it was determined that Steve Alogna will draft a recommendation 
for ATPAC to present to ATO-T for an MBI/ATB. 
 
127 - Time constraints did not permit discussion of a proposed memorandum. 
 
128 - The committee agreed on a memorandum for submission to ATO-R. 
 
129 - A written recommendation was presented to Rich Jehlen for consideration of 
ATPAC’s recommendations. 
 
130 - A formal request will be made to ATO-T for action. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  The following information be included in an MBI/ATB: 
*F/ET  The generic term “Regional Jet” of the early 90’s was correctly described as 
a large corporate-sized airplane capable of carrying 50 passengers and powered by 
2 engines that were usually stationed under the vertical stabilizer.  The Bombardier 
CRJ-100 was such an airplane.  As the need for a larger version of the “RJ” grew so 



did the airplane itself with other aircraft manufacturers making their own versions.  
For instance, the newest Bombardier RJ-900 has the same physical shape as the 
preceding “RJs” but is capable of seating over 85 passengers.  The newest Embracer 
entry to this market is the E-195 with engines under the wings as on B737 and 
seating capacity from 108-122.  As you can see issuing traffic on these variants 
leaves considerable room for interpretation by the pilot.  Will the pilot receiving 
instructions for Visual Separation to follow the “RJ” pick the 50 passenger or the 
122 passenger jet behind?  Is this the one you want the receiving aircraft to 
sequence behind or is it the other “RJ?”  The accurate identity of these various 
types of jets is becoming more confusing to the pilot and tower community alike.   
 
It is the controller’s responsibility to ensure the positive identification of traffic 
issued so the pilot may see and/or follow.  The only way to make sure the traffic is 
the one that is intended is to issue the full type description of the traffic such as, “ 
Embracer 195” or “Bombardier CRJ-100.”  When you transmit, “Do you have it in 
sight?” or “ Follow the (blank),” be sure both you and the pilot are talking and 
looking for the correct airplane. 
 
131 - ATO-R will present the memo below to ATO-T for their review. 
 
The Air Traffic Procedures Advisory Committee has identified a potential problem in 
ATC phraseology and procedures.  ATC at many locations when issuing clearance for 
Visual Approaches may provide relevant traffic information and instruct the aircraft to  
“Follow” the designated traffic.  The ATPAC Committee has been made aware that in 
some locations the traffic being issued is being limited to a description such as, “ Follow 
the RJ.”  It is our opinion that this is an insufficient description owing to the large variety 
of “RJs” in the system and the likelihood for the aircraft issued Visual Approach 
clearance identifying and following an incorrect aircraft.  These RJs may now range 
from King Air size to DC9 size and we feel that these types must be made clear to the 
following aircraft. 
 
ATPAC requests you initiate action to ensure this potential problem area is addressed.  
The committee recommends that this may be accomplished through an MBI in the form of 
Computer Based Instruction or an Air Traffic Bulletin. 
 
132- ATB in process expected mid-September. 
 
CURRENT STATUS:  DEFERRED  
 
IOU REMAINS OPEN (ATO-T)
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