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Subject:  Multiple Intermediate Segments in Recent RNP AR (SAAAR) IAPs. 
 
 
Background/Discussion:  IACC and FAA specifications require the charting of the 
intermediate and final approach fix and segments shown in the profile view of IAP charts. The 
course reversal, when published, must also be shown in the profile view. (See Attachment # 1)  
The profile view provides an additional procedural cross-check during the critical phase of flight 
on an IAP when other than terminal/en route obstacle clearance is provided.  This is critical for 
obstacle clearance in non-precision IAPs (See F70 RNAV 18 IAP) and for ATC compliance in 
multiple intercept point ILS IAPs (See KSEA ILS 16R IAP).  In 1974 the TWA 514 CFIT 
accident may have been avoided had the profile view been in compliance with these IACCs 
specifications, which were in effect on the date of that accident (See KIAD 1974 VOR/DME 12 
IAP). 
 
Until recently RNP AR IAP procedures (thus charts) have had one intermediate segment, thus 
IACC compliant profile views (See KRIL RNP AR Z 26 IAP).  The RNP AR order, 8260.52 
implies a single intermediate segment. With the recent publication of initiated RNP AR IAPs at 
KBOI and KRDU, the ad hoc concept of multiple intermediate segments has now appeared “to 
facilitate flow control and industry use.”  (See Attachment #2, Flight Procedures Standards 
Waiver.  Also, see KBOI RNP AR RNP Z 28R IAP and note foreshortened profile view) 
 
It should be noted here that the issue of the chart clutter in the new KBOI and KRDU RNP AR 
procedures is not an issue being brought forth by this Recommendation Document.  That is 
being handled by the PARC’s Charting Action Team and DOT’s Volpe.  This Recommendation 
Document is limited to the issue of foreshortened profile views.  It should also be noted that this 
issue of foreshortened profile views is concurrently being brought before the PARC.  The FAA’s 
RNAV/RNP Office recently recommended that NBAA also bring the profile view issue to the 
ACF’s Charting Group. 
 
Attachment #2 illustrates what is essentially a boiler-plate waiver for each of the RNP AR IAPs 
at KBOI and KRDU.  In NBAA’s view these waivers do not document an equivalent level of 
safety.  Further, NBAA believes this is an incorrect use of the Flight Procedures Standards 
waiver process; that process is intended for waivers of TERPs criteria under TERPs, Paragraph 
141.  The waivers at issue are waivers of charting standards.  Charting standards should not be 
subject to blanket waivers, rather when justified, the charting standards should be changed. 
 
There are presently three low-traffic airports (KBZN, KOTH, and KLWS) where RNP AR 
procedures are being developed with multiple intermediate segments.  Thus, it is appears the 
NFPO is developing procedures criteria and charting specifications on an ad hoc basis, 
following the KBOI and KRDU “model.”  Presumably, this will result in the routine issuance of 
waivers to the IACC and FAA profile-view charting specifications.  Who will fly what simulator to 

  

 
 



verify that these procedures are “validated in the simulator with satisfactory results?”  (Attached 
waiver’s equivalent level of safety #4.) 
 
Troubling as well are deviations from these charting specifications without a waiver being 
documented (See KLWS RNAV (RNP) 12 & 8260-3 excerpt).  This procedure is being 
presented for coordination without any reference to the deviation from the IACC specification 
and the FAA Order.  Will future RNAV (RNP) AR procedures with multiple IF’s and deviating 
from the requirement to chart the intermediate segment in the profile view also fail to document 
the applicable waiver, in effect establishing a “normalization of deviance”?   
 
The importance of complying with these charting requirements is noted in NTSB’s 
recommendation to the FAA concerning adherence to the IACC specification resulting from the 
accident investigation of TWA 514 (see attached).  FAA’s administrator accepted this 
recommendation (see attached letter).  
 
 
Recommendations:  The development of multiple IF RNP AR IAPs should be suspended, 
pending an objective safety review by this forum in coordination with the PARC.  NBAA does not 
object to consideration being given in the interim to change air-carrier-initiated multiple IF RNP 
AR IAPs to special instrument approach procedures.  Any other RNP AR IAPs currently in 
development should contain only one IF so that present charting specifications will be 
respected. 
 
After due consideration, if an objective consensus is reached  that final-segment-only profile 
views are acceptable (or preferred) in RNP AR IAPs, NBAA will fully support  both IACC and 
FAA charting specifications being changed to reflect this for RNP AR IAPs only. 
 
 
Comments:  This recommendation affects IACC and FAAO 8260.19D profile charting 
requirements. It also affects the NFPO’s apparent internal policy change to design all pending 
and future RNP RA IAPs with multiple intermediate segments. 
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Organization:  NBAA 
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ATTACHMENT # 1 – ICAA AND FAA PROFILE VIEW SPECIFICATIONS 
 
 
 
IACC Specification: 
 
3.4.5.1.1: 
 
A profile diagram of the instrument approach procedure shall be placed in the space provided 
below the planview. Those facilities, intersections, fixes, etc. identified in the procedure to be 
used in executing a course reversal and/or involved in the Intermediate/final approach segment 
with minimum altitudes, as required by the procedure, shall be shown. Size and style of type 
shall be as indicated in the appendix. 
 
 
FAA Specifications (FAAO 8260.19D): 
 
805 i (4): 
 
Develop intermediate segments for all IAPs except "hold-in-lieu-of-PT" and "PT No-FAF" 
procedures.  Where intermediate segments have been established, the intermediate fix (IF) will 
be defined on the procedure in the planview. 
 
 
852 b (3): 

 
On procedures that do not authorize a PT or holding pattern at the FAF, enter the fix/facility 
from which the profile is to start.  The profile must include the intermediate fix.  If required for 
clarity, the profile may be extended to include all fixes established on the final or intermediate 
course. 
 



ATTACHMENT # 2 – BOISE RNP AR 28R TERPS WAIVER 
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MEETING 09-02:  Mr. Richard Boll, NBAA, presented the issue and suggested that until the larger issue of 
RNAV RNP approach chart complexity is resolved through the FAA PARC Charting WG review, the “waivered” 
public use RNAV AR procedures, i.e. Boise and Lewiston, should be withdrawn from public use.  Instead, 
these public use procedures should be restricted for use only by approved operators who accept the waiver to 
not chart the 5 intermediate fix route segments in the profile view. 
Mr. Tom Schneider, FAA/AFS420, suggested another option could be to chart only the IF route that is aligned 
to the FAC. This idea was not received well, and some commented that it could be misleading and might 
cause additional misunderstanding. In the case of Boise, only 1 of 5 routes would then be shown in the profile. 
Mr. Schneider then suggested that maybe a reference note could be added to the profile view to tell pilots to 
refer to the chart planview for IF route segment information. 
It was discussed that the FAA PARC Charting WG, led by Mr. Pedro Rivas, ALPA, has been tasked with 
reviewing RNAV RNP Chart Saturation regarding these types of situations and will provide recommendations.  
Mr. John Moore, FAA AeroNav Services, and Mr. Schneider commented that the ACF does not have the 
authority to suspend any program, including RNAV AR procedure development. 
It was mentioned that the PARC Charting WG plans to complete its review of RNAV RNP Chart Saturation and 
provide recommendations to the PARC by April 2010. An alternative would be to carry the issue until the next 
ACF pending ACF consideration of the PARC’s recommendations. 
Still at issue is how many public use RNAV RNP AR procedures with multiple IF segments are “in the pipeline” 
and might be released in the interim. Mr. Schneider said there are several such procedures in work. 
ACTION: Mr. Richard Boll will coordinate with Mr. Brad Rush, FAA/AeroNav Services, as to a point of contact 
within AeroNav Services management to express NBAA’s concern. 
ACTION: Mr. Pedro Rivas to report on recommendations from the PARC. 
 
 
 
 
MEETING 10-01: Mr. Brad Rush, FAA/AeroNav, and Mr. Richard Boll reported no new information was 
available but the PARC was expected to comment on the recommendations noted in the RNAV (RNP) 
Charting Options.  
Mr. Tom Schneider, FAA/AFS-420, noted that the charting of multiple IF’s on RNP SAAAR procedures will be a 
waivered practice. 
 
ACTION: Mr. Pedro Rivas, ALPA, to report on recommendations from the PARC. 
 
 
 
MEETING 10-02: See RNAV (RNP) Chart Options in paragraph V. D). 
 
STATUS: CLOSED 
 
 


