Government/Industry Aeronautical Charting Forum 06-01
April 19-20, 2006

MINUTES
l. Opening Remarks

The Aeronautical Charting Forum (ACF) was held at the Advanced Management
Technology, Incorporated (AMTI) office in Arlington, Virginia. Mr. John Moore,
National Aeronautical Charting Group (NACG), the ACF Co-Chair and Chair of the
Aeronautical Charting Forum, Charting Group, opened the Forum on April 19, 2006
with thanks to AMTI and AMTI representative Mr. Tom Reiss for hosting the
meeting. Mr. Reiss welcomed the ACF participants to AMTI. Mr. Moore
acknowledged the ACF Co-Chair Mr. Tom Schneider, AFS-420. Mr. Schneider
chaired the ACF Instrument Procedures Group meeting held on April 18, 2006.
Separate minutes of that meeting will be distributed.

I. Review of Minutes from Last Meeting

The minutes from the 05-02 ACF meeting were accepted with the following
correction: Section VII: 05-02-177 Identifiers for Copter Point-in-Space Procedures
change Mr. Gary Bobick to read Mr. Gary Bobik.

[I. Agenda Approval

The agenda for the 06-01 meeting was approved with the following additions:
Section VI. New Charting Topics add item 06-01-185 RNAV 1 and RNAV 2
Descriptors for DPs, STARs and Routes and item 06-01-186 STAR Procedures and
their Terminations.

V. Presentations, ACF Working Group Reports, ACF Project Reports

High Altitude Redesign Briefing
Mr. John Timmerman, System Operations, was unable to attend the ACF. No
briefing or update was provided.

ATA Charting Committees

Mr. Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, reported that the Air Transport Association (ATA)
Chart and Data Display Working Group has not met since the last ACF. The last
meeting was held in August 2005; as a result no update is available.

ACTION: Mr. Thompson will report on the ATA Chart and Data Display Working
Group at the next forum.



SAE G-10 Electronic Symbology Committee Report

Mr. Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, updated the ACF on the Society of Automotive
Engineers (SAE) G-10 Committee. Mr. Thompson provided a brief overview of the
committee’s ongoing efforts to develop a basic, simplified set of symbols for use in
electronic chart displays and electronic maps. The group met twice since the last
ACF, once in February in Orlando, Florida and an off-cycle meeting in April in
Montréal, Canada. The group is chaired by Pedro Rivas, and attendees include
representatives from Jeppesen, National Aeronautical Chart Group (NACG),
Honeywell, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA), Air Line Pilots
Association (ALPA), International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQO), Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center, and other interested parties. The group has been
tasked by the FAA Certification Group to help simplify and standardize the
appearance of symbols used in the various electronic displays. To date, the
committee has developed an intuitive set of symbols for VHF and LF radio aids to
navigation. Also, intuitive symbols for airports, and airspace fixes have been
created. Volpe NTSC conducted human factors testing on pilot recognition of the
symbol set. Approximately 150 pilots took place in the study with good preliminary
results. The testing on the initial set of symbols confirmed they were intuitive and
proved a high recognition rate of upwards of 65%. To broaden the spectrum of the
testing to include pilots that are currently using more advanced avionics, Volpe will
be extending its testing to include some members of National Business Aviation
Association (NBAA). Volpe will be providing the results of the study in a report to the
FAA in September 2006. The SAE G-10 will continue to work on additional symbols,
such as airspace symbology. The group is progressing and plans to complete their
initial work by January 2007. The outcome will be a standard set of symbols that the
FAA can use in the certification process that are intuitive and universally
recognizable. The next SAE G-10 meeting is scheduled for August 7-10, 2006 in
San Diego, California. Mr. Thompson encouraged additional participation and
requested that interested parties contact Pedro Rivas for additional information. Mr.
Gary Bobik, FAA/ATO-R, commented that the Radio Technical Commission for
Aeronautics (RTCA) Special Committee (SC) 206 was established at the request of
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to provide a data transmission of weather,
Notices to Airmen (NOTAMSs), and other aeronautical information via satellite to the
cockpit. SC 206 will be coordinating the symbology with the SAE G-10 Committee.

ACTION: Mr. Thompson will report on the SAE G-10 Committee at the next forum.

RNAYV Airway Program Sub-group

Mr. Brad Rush, NFPO, reported the ACF RNAV Airway Program Sub-group was
formed to review and make recommendations to the ACF concerning the naming
convention for RNAV routes in the National Airspace System (NAS). The group,
chaired by Mr. Rush, conducted two telcons since the last ACF to discuss ICAO,
Mexican, and Canadian chart standards for RNAV route classification. The group
recommends that domestic RNAV routes at or above FL180 be designated as ‘Q’
Routes and RNAV routes below FL180 be designated as ‘T’ Routes. All RNAV



routes and associated route data will be charted in blue and DME/DME/IRU
Minimum En Route Altitudes (MEAs) will be charted with a ‘D’ suffix. T Routes
should not overlap existing Victor airways and chart clutter should be considered
when developing the routes. Route developers should coordinate with NACG
Requirements and Technology Team prior to submitting the new routes for the
Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM). FAA Order 7400.2, Procedures for
Handling Airspace Matters, and the Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM) should
be amended to reflect the recommendations of the Sub-group. The proposed
changes for consideration by the Office of Primary Interest (OPI) are attached to
these minutes. The ‘T’ and ‘Q’ route designations will facilitate a low and high
altitude stratum. It will provide the basis of navigation as GNSS. It will allow
addition of other RNAV capabilities as authorized without requiring changes to the
majority of published charts, through the chart legends. It will also allow other RNAV
capabilities in the low altitude stratum as deemed necessary in future applications.
Mr. Rush reported that the Sub-group recommendation was forwarded to AFS-410
and AFS-420 for comment and human factors evaluation in February 2006. Mr. Eric
Secretan, NACG, inquired if the Canadian and Mexican RNAV routes are charted
using the same route designators as the U.S. Mr. Rush responded that Mexico is
using the ‘T’ designator while Canada is using ‘Q" and both are using the ‘R’
designator to indicate RNAV routes, there is no consistency. Hopefully once the
U.S. position is established Canada and Mexico will follow the U.S. lead. Mr. John
Moore, NACG, reported that ICAO has provided four route designators ‘Q’, ‘T’, Y’,
and ‘Z’ for all Air Traffic Service (ATS) routes in North and South America. He
explained that there are no constraints on the U.S., based on what other countries
are charting. Once the U.S. position is established the International Office will, if
necessary, coordinate the U.S. position. The ACF participants discussed the Sub-
group’s recommendation that T Routes should not overlap existing Victor airways.
Mr. Secretan stated that overlying RNAV routes on Victor airways should not be a
charting issue as long as both routes use the same fixes. Problems arise when new
fixes are established for the RNAV route instead of using the underlying or existing
fixes established for the Victor airway. As long as the routes use the same fixes, the
hierarchy concept will handle the charting of overlying routes. Mr. Rush explained
that there is no need to overlay T Routes/Q Routes on existing Victor/Jet routes.
The existing Victor/Jet route should be modified to authorize RNAV operations by
adding a Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) or DME/DME/IRU MEA. Mr.
Rush informed the group that there is a plan to start shutting down VHF omni-
directional radio range (VORS) in the next few years. As facilities are shutdown the
associated routes should be evaluated to determine if the route is required and if an
RNAV route at its current location should replace the Victor/Jet route or moved to
facilitate air traffic. Mr. Secretan inquired about the status of the VOR/DME RNAV
routes in Alaska. He explained that these four or five routes are causing
programming issues for the NACG’s en route automation. Mr. Rush agreed to look
into the possibility of changing these routes to RNAV routes. Mr. Ted Thompson,
Jeppesen, stated that in the mid 1970’s Jeppesen created a series of RNAV/DME
route charts. Last year after polling their users, Jeppesen discontinued the separate



RNAV/DME chart, with minimal impact to their users. The RNAV Route Naming
Convention Recommendation is attached to these minutes. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Mark Steinbicker, AFS-410, and Mr. Thomas Schneider, AFS-420,
will report on the RNAV Route Naming Convention Recommendation at the next
forum.

ACTION: Mr. Rush will submit a recommendation document outlining the
VOR/DME RNAV routes in Alaska issue.

RNP Chart Briefing

Mr. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, was unable to attend the ACF. Mr. Bill Hammett,
AFS-420/ISI, provided the following briefing. An ad-hoc group meeting was held in
October 2005 to determine if RNP values should be charted for RNAV RNP missed
approach procedure text. Representatives of AFS-420, AFS-410, AOPA, ALPA,
Transport Canada, NACG, Cartographic Standards, NGA, and Jeppesen attended
the meeting. The group consensus was that a note is only required when other than
a 15 degreed splay to RNP 1.0 is used in the procedure design; however, the actual
missed approach RNP value is not required. After subsequent AFS/AIR
coordination, the following policy guidance is to be included in the Order 8260.19
Flight Procedures and Airspace:

RNAV (RNP) missed approach procedures require a note in the briefing strip that
informs the pilot when the missed approach segment requires the use of RNP
less than 1.0. Use: "Chart Note: Missed Approach Requires RNP less than 1.0".

Mr. Hammett added that this note is required when the final approach segment
(FAS) RNP is carried into the missed approach segment; i.e., missed approach does
not splay at 15 degrees from the FAS RNP area. The RNAV Missed Approach
Charting Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes are attached to these minutes. CLOSED.

RNAV-1 and RNAV-2 Descriptors for DPs, STARs and Routes
This briefing has been assigned FAA Control Number 06-01-185. The report and
group discussion are part of Section VI, New Business.

Reconfiguration of Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) Enroute High and Low
Altitude Alaska Charts

Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG, briefed that beginning 8 June 2006 the FAA will introduce
a reconfiguration of the Alaska IFR Enroute High and Low Altitude Charts. The
charts will have a larger scale to allow for improved depiction of aeronautical
information and the area of coverage has shifted slightly. The most significant
change will be the depiction of the Low Altitude Chart L-2. The L-2 chart will be
three separate charts L-2 East, L-2 Central, and L-2 West combined on one piece of
paper. There will be no increase in the amount of charts. Graphics depicting the
new chart coverage are attached to these minutes. CLOSED.



V.

Outstanding Issues

00-01-119 Raising Nationwide Charting Standards (PCNs)

Mr. Dave Goehler, Jeppesen, was unable to attend the ACF. Mr. George
Sempeles, Cartographic Standards, provided the following briefing. The
ad-hoc Airport Source Data Committee met in February 2006. Boeing
Aeronautical Information Retrieval System provided the National Flight
Data Center (NFDC) and Airport Safety Data Program Office, AAS-330,
Pavement Classification Numbers (PCNs) for 934 U.S. open to the public
airports. The Airport Safety Data Program Office was not comfortable
publishing the PCN data without verification of the data by the FAA.
Through a letter from Mr. Ben Castellano, Airport Safety Data Program
Office, AAS-330, the FAA has requested that Federal and State Airport
Inspectors as part of their annual airport inspection process verify the
PCN data submitted from Boeing. Upon verification the National Flight
Data Center (NFDC) will enter the PCN data into the National Airspace
System Resource (NASR) database and publish the PCN data through
the National Flight Data Digest (NFDD). Mr. Sempeles reported that
there has been a minor problem with the Airport Inspector’'s Labor Union
objecting to the additional workload. The union is currently negotiating
with the FAA’s Airport Division to resolve the issue. The next Airport
Source Data Committee meeting is scheduled for June 2006. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Goehler will report on the Airport Source Data Committee
recommendations at the next forum.

02-02-148 Obstacles not in Public Database

Mr. Kevin Haggerty, Obstruction Evaluation Service, provided the
following update. The FAA is actively working to improve the processes
for collecting and dissemination of obstacle data in the NAS. Over the
last four years the Obstruction Evaluation Service Office has been
working towards automating the 7460-1, Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration, in nine regions. Currently 86% of all reported
7460-1s are filed electronically. Evaluations and responses are all
submitted electronically with the results posted on the web at
https://oeaaa.faa.gov. There is no paper submitted for those studies filed
electronically. These are immediately added to the website where the
public can view the site and determine the impact proposed structures
will have on the NAS. Next in the automation process is the 7460-2,
Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration. During this automation
process several issues have arisen with the —2, NACG, and other user
groups. The Obstruction Evaluation Service is working to resolve the
automation issues. In addition, there are current logic issues that don’t
conform to the automation process, which need to be resolved. Mr.
Haggerty will provide access to the actual OE/AAA working site.




03-01-153

Interested persons should contact him at 202-267-9219. Mr. Scott
Jerdan, NACG, commented that some of the issues were being worked
independently of the ACF, through the Aeronautical Information Service
Working Group (AISWG) and that NACG is also working directly with
Kevin at the bi-weekly Configuration Management Board meetings. Mr.
Haggerty informed the group that the —2s can now be submitted
completely digitally. In the past the paper —2 was submitted to Air Traffic
(Obstruction Evaluation Service) for review prior to going to the NACG.
Now with the digital =2, NACG receives the information much quicker.
The -2 is immediately put on the web for use by the airlines and other
interested user groups, after it is reviewed for completeness by the
Obstruction Evaluation Service. The information can then be easily
downloaded. Mr. Mark Ingram, ALPA, asked if the paper mailers are still
being sent to effected airports. Mr. Haggerty responded that they are in
the process of eliminating the paper mailers and in the near future all
correspondence will be electronic. Mr. Bill Hammett, AFS-420/ISI
expressed his concerns about the issue being worked by two different
groups, at the ACF and the AISWG. Mr. John Moore, NACG,
recommended that the ACF issue be closed and the issue remains open
at the AISWG. Mr. Hammett requested that Mr. Haggerty participate in
the quarterly AISWG meetings. The next meeting will be held on July
12, 2006 at the NACG facility in Silver Spring, Maryland. CLOSED.

Depicting LAHSO Hold Short Lights and Hold Short Points

Ms. Val Watson, Cartographic Standards, reported that Requirement
Document (RD) 595, Charting of Land and Hold-Short Operations
(LAHSO) points on airport diagrams was signed by the IACC and
implemented for the 13 April 2006 effective date. Jeppesen currently
depicts the LAHSO distance information as part of the Additional
Runway Information section of their airport diagrams. ALPA requested
that the depiction of LAHSO points on NACG and Jeppesen charts be
consistent. FAA will provide a copy of RD 595 to Mr. Ted Thompson,
Jeppesen, for review. Mr. Brian Townsend, ALPA, questioned the
LAHSO data currently published on the 10-9 pages for Las Vegas
McCarran International. Mr. Townsend explained that Las Vegas does
not participate in LAHSO and charting the information is misleading to
the flight crews. Ms. Valerie Watson will contact Terminal Operations to
verify the information. LAHSO data is published by the NFDC as an add-
on page to the NFDD. However, NASR version 7.2 scheduled for
release in October 2006 will include discrete LAHSO fields. Mr. Mark
Ingram, ALPA, inquired about the depiction of LAHSO lighting. Mr.
Thompson responded that due to chart congestion Jeppesen would not
chart LAHSO lighting. Mr. Ingram inquired if the lighting information was
available in NASR. Ms. Watson responded that standard LAHSO
lighting is always installed at the LAHSO points. Therefore charting of
this information is not required. Mr. John Moore, NACG, informed the



03-01-154

group that the LAHSO distance information is published alphabetically by
city, state and airport name in Section O of the Terminal Procedures
Publication (TPP) Legend. CLOSED.

Charting of RNAV legs adjacent to Fly-Over and Fly-By Waypoints
Lt. Col. Monique Yates, NGA/OMSF, reported that the Department of
Defense (DoD) Flip Coordinating Committee (FCC) non-concurred with
the proposed IACC RD to graphically depict the flight path for fly-over
waypoints as a stylized line on all procedures. Mr. James Spencer,
NAVFIG, reported that the Navy non-concurred with the IACC
recommendation based on aircraft performance characteristics and the
differences in cockpit displays, and moving map displays. The stylized
line may not graphically depict the ground track of the aircraft. The Navy
prefers point-to-point  straight-line  depiction. The Air Force
representative stated that they non-concurred for the same reasons.
The DoD (Air Force, Navy and Army) unanimously non-concurred. The
military response led to extensive discussion by the ACF participants.
Mr. Vincent Chirasello, AFS-410, expressed his disappointment stating
the fly-by portion of the requirement was eliminated in October 2004
based on the recommendation of the ACF and now we are getting
pushback on the fly-over issue. The ACF participants provided several
examples of NACG procedures that are currently using the stylized lines.
Mr. John Moore, NACG, responded that there are specifications outlining
the charting standards and using a stylized line is not currently in our
specifications and the procedures in question should be corrected. Mr.
Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, commented that there are several other
situations where flight tracks are symbolic in nature and do not reflect the
true flight tracks such as holding patterns, course reversals, and turn-
and-proceed direct-to flight tracks and these are accepted. Mr.
Thompson stated that based on user requests, this subject is one of
several chart and database compatibility issues being considered by
Jeppesen. Regardless of the group’s decision, Jeppesen will continue to
pursue the issue. Mr. Mark Ingram, ALPA, questioned how many fly-
over points are currently in the Jeppesen database. Mr. Thompson
responded thousands; the fly-over points will never be eliminated.
However, in comparison the percentage of fly-over points are
considerably less then fly-by. Mr. Moore inquired if the Military Services
would be willing to reconsider their position. Lt. Col. Yates stated that
the military would not reconsider their position. Mr. Moore noted that the
current specifications are clear and require point-to-point depiction. Mr.
Chirasello stressed the importance of charting standardization. Mr.
Moore recommended providing DoD examples of problematic charts
corrected to show point-to-point depiction for the FCC to review. Lt. Col.
Yates commented that perhaps the DoD pilots were not as familiar with
the procedures as are the airline pilots. She suggested that ALPA
representatives brief the issue at the next FCC meeting. OPEN.



04-01-167

04-01-168

ACTION: NACG and Jeppesen will provide problematic charts for the
FCC briefing.

ACTION: ALPA representatives Mark Ingram, Kevin Comstock or Brian
Townsend will brief the FCC.

ACTION: Lt. Col. Yates will report the FCC decision at the next ACF.

Charting of Altitude Constraints on SIDs and STARs

Ms. Val Watson, Cartographic Standards, reported that the IACC is
currently coordinating RD 616 for IACC signature. The RD will establish
the requirement for using over line and underline bars to depict
maximum/minimum altitudes and airspeeds on SIDs, STARs and
Instrument Approach Procedure (IAP) Charts. OPEN.

ACTION: The MPOCs will report on the IACC response at the next ACF.

Identifiers for Heliports and Helipads

Mr. Dick Powell, ATO-R, was unable to attend the forum. Mr. John
Moore, NACG, provided a brief recap of the issue. The FAA is working
to create location identifiers for heliports and helipads in order to support
helicopter operations. The initiative is intended to provide the required
NOTAM support to private use heliports and helipads. Ms. Val Watson,
Cartographic Standards, reported that Mr. Mark Washam, ATO-T,
provided NFDC a listing of private heliports that require identifiers.
These facilities have been assigned reserved location identifiers. Mr. Bill
Hammett, AFS-420/1SI, expressed his concerns regarding the NOTAM
Office ability to accept NOTAM data for facilities with a reserved location
identifier.  Mr. Hammett informed the group of a recent incident
concerning a special procedure. Mr. Gary Bobik, ATO-R, stated that
they are currently working to reeducate the NOTAM Office to prevent a
recurrence of the issue. Ms. Valerie Watson recommended performing a
test of the NOTAM system to insure that the system is operating
accurately. Mr. Bobik responded that the NOTAM system is normally not
used for testing. However, they will consider the recommendation. Ms.
Watson inquired if the NOTAM system can accept four character
alphanumeric reserved identifiers. Mr. Bobik stated that according to
their contractors it could. However, the problem resides with the legacy
systems. Sixteen facilities may not accept a FDC NOTAM with this type
of identifier. Mr. Bobik stated that a FDC NOTAM will be issued and
each Flight Service Station (FSS) will be polled to verify that the
information has been disseminated properly. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Bobik will provide an update at the next forum.



04-02-169 Location of PRM monitor frequency on NACG charts for ILS PRM
and LDA PRM approaches
Mr. John Moore, NACG, provided a brief overview of the issue. RD 602,
PRM Frequency, was signed by the IACC in January 2006. The RD will
standardize the placement of the PRM frequency by placing the
frequency in the tower frequency box. Jeppesen includes PRM
frequency information in the communications section of the briefing strip.
The NFPO has issued P-NOTAMs to cancel the PRM communications
notes contained on the 8260s. CLOSED.

04-02-170 Idents and Coordinates for Parachute Jump Areas

Mr. George Sempeles, Cartographic Standards, briefed that National
Airspace System Resource (NASR) would be modified sometime in FY06
to include data fields for unique identifiers, geographic position, civil or
military use and jump volume. The identifier field will accommodate a six
character alphanumeric identifier. The geographic coordinate field will be
expressed in degrees, minutes, seconds and fraction of seconds to four
decimal places. There will be one field for latitude data and a separate
field for longitude data. The civil or military use field will display the
values as ‘civil’, ‘military’ or ‘joint-use’. The jump volume will display the
level of activity/intensity. Mr. Sempeles inquired as to what type of
information would be shown in this field. Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG,
reported that this field was requested by Mr. Edward Scott, U.S.
Parachute Association and would show the activity schedule, i.e.,
weekends only. Mr. Sempeles informed the group that this type of
scheduled activity is currently available in the parachute jump remarks
portion of the NASR database. The radial and distance information
currently available in NASR for the 100+ parachute jumping areas will be
converted to geographical positions. Mr. Mark Ingram, ALPA, inquired if
a charting/no-charting field would be added to NASR. Mr. Sempeles
explained that the charting/no-charting information is currently available
in NASR. Additionally, the information is published in the Parachute
Jumping Area section of the Airport/Facility Directory (A/FD). Jump sites
that are depicted on the appropriate visual chart are indicated in the A/FD
by a lower case letter “c” next to the jump site name/location. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Sempeles will provide an update at the next ACF.

05-01-173 ASR Symbol on Visual Charts
Mr. Mark Washam, ATO-T, was unable to attend the forum. Mr. Eric
Secretan, NACG, provided the following update. On Sectional charts the
NACG currently charts the negative type R symbol to indicate the
availability of airport surveillance radar (ASR). The criteria to chart the
ASR information have been determined to be shaky. Currently, the ASR
symbol is added to the airport data block of the closest airport to the
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antenna site. Mr. Washam provided the NACG with a listing of FAA
towers that have the ASR equipment. However, the listing does not
provide the necessary information to determine if the equipment and
personnel are certified. The group discussed ASR, flight following, and
VFR advisory service. Mr. James Spencer, NAVFIG, inquired about the
source for this information at military facilities. Mr. Spencer indicated
that a listing of certified and non-certified military facilities is available
from his office. He expressed his concern regarding charting the
negative type R symbol at facilities that are not certified. Mr. Secretan
reiterated that the original intent of the recommendation was to delete
the ASR symbol. However, the ACF has requested that the NACG keep
digging into the source issue and determine the criteria for adding the
negative type R symbology. The NACG will not pursue the AOPA
recommendation to add the frequency data until the source and criteria
issues are resolved. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Secretan will provide an update at the next ACF.

ACTION: Mr. Washam will continue to work with Mr. Jim Grant, NACG
and report at the next ACF.

ACTION: NACG will determine the criteria for charting the ASR symbol.

ACTION: Mr. Spencer will provide the military ASR listing to NACG.

05-01-174 Top Altitude Note on Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs)

Mr. Don Porter, ATO-R/RNP, provided the following update. At the
05-02 ACF, Jeppesen and the NACG agreed to produce prototype charts
for evaluation by the group. The requirements for the prototype charts
were provided to both charting offices. The intent of the requirement was
to standardize the depiction of ‘Top Altitude’ information on SIDs by
placing the information in a standard location. Additionally, a box
attached to the route will indicate the top altitude using a line above the
altitude to indicate cross at or below and a line below the altitude to
indicate cross at or above, as described in issue 04-01-167. Mr. Brian
Townsend, ALPA, explained the ‘Climb via’ requirements and stated that
charted altitude restrictions must be complied with. The group discussed
several different SID procedures, and how the top altitude information
applies to MEAs, and lost communication procedures. Mr. Porter
inquired as to the source for the top altitude information. Mr. Ted
Thompson, Jeppesen, stated that the source is the 8260 and the
information must be clearly depicted by the procedure designers on the
form. Several participants expressed issues with the depiction of the
‘TRALR’ box on the Jeppesen prototype. Mr. Thompson provided an
example of the Jeppesen Barkway Two Sierra Departure at London. Mr.
Thompson recommended using standard text to relay the information.
He expressed his concerns about the use of additional boxes on the
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chart stating more information in more boxes will only add to pilot
confusion. Mr. Brad Rush, NFPO, stated that the term ‘Top Altitude’ is
misleading and should be changed. Mr. Townsend recommended the
use of the term ‘Initial Clearance Altitude’ because this is the altitude
provided by air traffic control (ATC) on the initial clearance. Technically,
this will be your top altitude until additional clearance information is
provided by ATC or in the event of lost communications you would follow
lost communication procedures. Mr. John Moore, NACG, stated the
subject is still in the concept and coordination stage and recommended
that the issue continue to be worked outside the ACF. Mr. Rush, and Mr.
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, should get involved with Mr. Porter and Mr.
Townsend’s group to refine the issue(s). Then, after the procedural and
ATC issues are resolved, the next step would be to consider the charting
implications. Mr. Porter stated that he would coordinate a telcon to
include Mr. Rush and Mr. Schneider. The Jeppesen and NACG
prototype charts, and the Jeppesen Barkway Two Sierra Departure are
attached to these minutes. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Porter and Mr. Townsend will provide an update at the

next forum.

05-02-177 Identifiers for Copter Point-in-Space Procedures

Mr. Mike Webb, AFS-420, briefed that since the last ACF, a meeting was
held with the critical players to identify the challenges associated with
helicopter Point-in-Space (PinS) instrument procedures. The main focus
of the group was to determine how to get the final approach fix identified
as a destination that can be used for a point-in-space approach. From
this point the copter will proceed visually to the landing area. The issue
is identifying these points or destinations for NOTAM support, and in the
future OE/AAA support. Mr. Webb stated that his group recommended
using a unique five-character identifier for these points. The first two
characters will be the two letter state abbreviation followed by three
unique characters. He informed the group that the state of Pennsylvania
was considering adding a large number of GPS Helicopter approaches
along Interstate 80 for evacuation purposes. Mr. Webb reported that the
NOTAM system could handle five character identifiers. However, there
is a problem with some of the equipment at the FSS locations. The
equipment is not standard throughout all the FSS locations. This issue
will be resolved when Lockheed Martin begins installing new equipment
in the spring of 2007. Mr. Webb stated that the requirements and
funding issues will need to be resolved and it could take four years. The
final approach fix point or destination will be a waypoint. These
waypoints must be a pronounceable five-character name otherwise it
becomes an ATC and an Air Traffic Union issue. The group will work
with Air Traffic to resolve this issue. Mr. Gary Bobik, ATO-R, reported
that the five-character identifiers would be accepted in all the legacy
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05-02-178

systems except the sixteen Oasis systems. Oasis cannot store, process
or retrieve any five-character identifiers. He stated that a test FDC
procedural NOTAM would be issued to determine the facilities’ handling
capabilities. Mr. John Moore, NACG, inquired if the group discussed the
placement of these procedures in the TPPs or a listing in the A/[FD. Mr.
Webb responded that the group is looking into the technical aspects first.
Once they are resolved they will resolve the implementation issues. Mr.
Moore requested that the individuals/organizations that expressed an
interest in participating on the working group at the last ACF be included
in the next telcon. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Webb will provide an update at the next ACF.

ACTION: Mr. Bobik will continue to investigate the NOTAM issue and
report at the next ACF.

ACTION: The NACG will provide circling issues/concept to Mr. Webb

Listing of Glider Field Frequency on Sectional Charts

Mr. George Sempeles, Cartographic Standards, reported that the
Soaring Club of Houston has in excess of 12,000 operations a year.
They have approximately 42 based gliders with over 40 gliders operating
in the area at one time. The soaring club obtained authorization from the
Federal Communications Commission to use the frequency 123.3 for
local traffic advisories. They requested that the frequency information be
charted. The NACG received a memorandum requesting the charting of
a boxed note on the Houston Sectional, Terminal Area, and Flyway
Planning charts to read:

CAUTION
Intensive Glider Activity
123.3

The note was published for the 16 March 2006 effective date. CLOSED.

05-02-179 Attention All-users Page for Simultaneous, Parallel RNAV

Departures and PRM Approaches

Mr. Mark Steinbicker, AFS-410, was unable to attend the forum. Mr. Eric
Secretan, NACG, provided a brief recap of the issue. The attention all
users pages contain generic data or boilerplate information that is
repeated at each facility that has simultaneous operations. The
recommendation was to take this boilerplate information and publish it as
a standardized text page in the A/FD or TPP Legend. Local operational
notes for a particular facility could be added to the charts. Mr. Vincent
Chirasello, AFS-410, recommended that the issue be tabled until the
next forum. OPEN.



ACTION ITEMS HELD OVER FROM LAST FORUM: Mr. Steinbicker
will obtain the airport specific data to determine if the notes can be added
to the face of the procedure; or option 2, add the information to the A/FD
and publishing a caution note on the procedure; or option 3, add a
separate page to the TPPs. Mr. Steinbicker will coordinate with Mr.
Rush, Mr. Schneider, and NACG.

ACTION: Mr. Steinbicker will provide an update at the next ACF.
VI. New Charting Topics

06-01-180 Voluntary Designation of Collection Facilities for Contaminated
Fuel, Used Oil, Universal Wastes, and Hazardous Materials on
Airport Diagrams
Mr. Michael Baum submitted this issue. Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG,
briefed the ACF. The improper handling/disposal of fuel, oil, and other
chemicals used to operate and service aircraft (collectively “chemicals”)
can contaminate soil, surface water, and ground water, degrade air
quality, and harm wildlife, as well as violate the law, and in the longer
run, harm aviation generally. The disposal of chemicals by pilots is
hampered by not knowing the location and availability of chemical
collection sites and ignorance of the impact of improper HazMat
disposal.  Pilot awareness is further challenged by non-uniform
communications from airport and environmental authorities concerning
collection sites. Recognizing the significant environmental consequences
of improper disposal/handling of hazmat, this proposal seeks to advance
environmental quality of airports and adjacent communities, create
awareness and heightened visibility of petroleum disposal and recovery,
highlight progressive airports’ collection programs and encourage other
airports to do better. Recommendations are to: 1. Include environmental
collection sites in the approved list of “Source Data” permissible to be
included in airport diagrams; and (optionally) 2. Approve one or more
unique symbols to represent Collection Sites in airport diagrams. Mr.
Secretan provided the group with the IACC Specifications and the ICAO
Specifications that outline the primary intended use of airport diagrams.
IACC 4 Specifications Chapter I, Section 1.1.1 reads: Airport Diagrams
are specifically designed to assist in the movement of ground traffic at
locations with complex runway/taxiway configurations and to provide
information for updating computer-based navigation systems aboard
aircraft, i.e., GPS, INS, etc. Airport Diagrams are not intended for use in
approach and landing or departure operations. ICAO Annex 4 Chapter
14, Section 14.1, reads: This supplementary chart shall provide flight
crews with detailed information to facilitate the ground movement of
aircraft to and from the aircraft stands and the parking/docking of aircratft.
Mr. Secretans briefing resulted in extensive discussion by the forum
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participants. Mr. Hal Becker, AOPA, recommended the information be
added to the airport remarks portion of the A/FD. Acquiring the source
and maintaining the data could be an issue. The initial consensus of the
group is the intended use of airport diagram is to support ground
movement of aircraft. The depiction of hazardous waste dumpsites is
outside this intended use and scope. However, the issue will be
forwarded to Air Traffic, for a formal reply and Mr. Becker stated that
AOPA would revisit their position. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Becker will coordinate the issue with AOPA and report at
the next ACF.

ACTION: Ms Valerie Watson, Cartographic Standards, will obtain a
formal reply from Air Traffic and report at the next ACF.

Declared Distance Information on Airport Charts

Mr. Richard Boll, NBAA, submitted this issue and provided the following
briefing. Declared distances are frequently used by Airport Authorities to
comply with FAA requirements for Runway Safety Areas specified in AC
150/5300-13, Appendix 14. A runway’'s declared Accelerate-Stop
Distance Available (ASDA), Takeoff Run Available (TORA) and/or
Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) may each be shorter than the runway
length depicted on an Airport Diagram. A runway’s declared Landing
Distance Available (LDA) may be shorter than the length of the surface
beyond the Landing Threshold Point. In order to realize the intended
safety benefits of declared distances, the information must be readily
available to pilots on airport diagrams and in databases used by FMS.
Currently, neither airport charts nor ARINC 424 databases consistently
make available declared runway distance information. Because pilots
rely on distances presented on airport diagrams and in FMS databases
to calculate takeoff and landing performances, an absence of declared
distance information may cause pilots to inadvertently exceed the
maximum permitted takeoff and/or landing weight, thus nullifying the
potential safety benefit of the declared distance. The NBAA
recommends that Airport Diagrams should provide all declared distance
information — TODA, TORA, ASDA, and LDA — whenever these differ
from the total runway length. Additionally, when ARINC 424 data are
used to calculate takeoff and landing performance, those data should
include declared ASDA, TODA, TORA and LDA. Until pertinent 424 data
can be provided by industry, flight crew operating guidance for FMS
should require manual insertion of the most restrictive distance in
accordance with the aircraft certification basis and operating rules.
Currently the FAA provides declared distance information in the A/FD.
The airport diagrams depict any variance in runway length by a note;
e.g., Rwy 13 Idg 5000'. Jeppesen provides TORA and LDA information
on their 10-9 pages in the Additional Runway Information section. Mr.
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John Moore, NACG, inquired if there was a requirement to publish this
information from any other group or organization. Mr. Ted Thompson,
Jeppesen, commented the TORA, TODA, ASDA, and LDA information is
provided by the FAA via the NFDD. Those declared distances represent
the best the airport can offer. However, actual performance values of the
aircraft can be significantly less. Several years ago the Air Transport
Association made the same recommendation to Jeppesen. The
consensus of the airlines was that each airline had their own dispatchers
to compute and provide the distance information to flight crews. Their
concern was the possibility of conflicting information. The distance
provided by the dispatcher could be different from the information
provided on the airport diagram. As a result the issue was dropped. Mr.
Thompson stated that adding this information would have a significant
impact on chart revisions. Jeppesen does not update their airport chart
for physical runway length changes of less than 200'. If the declared
distance information was added to the airport chart using 25’ as an
update trigger there will be numerous revisions. Mr. Thompson stated
that approximately 65% of the airports worldwide have no distance
information available or the distances are the same as the runway
length. The remaining 35% have distance information. Mr. Boll
expressed the importance of this information to commercial carriers. Mr.
Eric Secretan, NACG, stated that the information is available in the A/FD.
The A/FD is a flight supplement to be used for flight planning and in flight
and supplemental information should be published in the A/FD. Lt. Col.
Monique Yates, NGA/OMSF, concurred with Mr. Secretan stating that
DoD would not publish the information on their airport diagrams. Mr.
Secretan reiterated the primary intended use of airport diagram is to
support ground movement of aircraft. The group discussed the value of
runway slope information. The NACG currently charts runway slope on
their airport diagrams when the slope is equal to or greater than 0.3%.
However, Jeppesen does not chart slope data. Mr. Boll stated that it
would be of value to have the information charted on the Jeppesen
charts. Mr. Boll provided alternative options for ACF consideration: 1)
Provide complete landing distance information, don’t show partial
information; 2) Incomplete information currently depicted should be
removed; 3) Add a note to the airport diagram to read: Declared
distance information available for this airport; see A/FD. Mr. Boll also
requested that the terminology currently used for landing distance
information agree with the terminology in the Pilot Controller Glossary.
Mr. Thompson stated that Jeppesen will pursue the issue and will
explore the possibilities of a format change to their airport charts. Mr.
Moore stated that we need general aviation input and additional input
from the air carriers, DoD and AFS-200 for the next forum. The Runway
Declared Distance Information briefing is attached to these minutes.
OPEN.
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ACTION: Mr. Hal Becker, AOPA, will provide the general aviation
position at the next forum.

ACTION: Mr. Thompson will report the Jeppesen position at the next
forum.

ACTION: Lt. Col. Yates will report the DoD position at the next forum.

ACTION: Mr. Kevin Comstock and Mr. Mark Ingram will report the ALPA
position at the next forum.

ACTION: Mr. Moore will obtain a position from AFS-200 and report at
the next forum.

ACTION: Mr. Secretan will report the NACG position at the next ACF.

Alternate Missed Approach Holding Pattern

Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG, submitted this issue and provided the
following briefing. The alternate missed approach holding instructions
when established are published on the FAA Form 8260. Currently, they
are not depicted on the instrument approach procedure charts requiring
the controller to verbally provide the detailed clearance to the pilot. The
alternate missed approach instructions are not charted. Mr. Bill
Hammett, AFS-420/I1SI, commented Chapter 8, paragraph 8569 of the
8260.19 reads: Alternate missed approach holding/termination facility/fix
must be charted in the planview. Mr. Secretan stated that there has
been comments from users reference the charting of this information.
Mr. Secretan provided prototypes of the ILS or LOC Rwy 24 procedure at
Lambert-St Louis Intl for discussion. The first handout is the current
charted procedure that depicts the missed approach fix (FTZ) boxed.
The alternate missed approach holding pattern, and radials are depicted
(leg lengths, if available, would be shown). The first prototype depicts
the alternate holding pattern and radials as shaded gray to differentiate it
from the missed approach holding. The second prototype chart includes
the depiction of the St. Louis VORTAC and associated information
shaded gray. The NACG recommendation is to depict the alternate
missed approach holding pattern and its associated data in a shaded
gray color. Lt. Col. Monique Yates, NGA/OMSF, briefed the DoD
position. The issue was submitted to the FCC in March 2006. Their
conclusion was the shaded gray information was misleading. Pilots who
are cleared to the missed approach could easily mistake the alternate
missed approach hold for the missed approach hold. The FCC
recommends that the alternate missed approach pattern not be charted
on the IAP. Lt. Col. Yates commented that we are charting information
that should be verbally provided by the air traffic controller. Therefore,
we are deviating from the intended use of the charted procedure. Mr.
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John Moore, NACG, commented that not charting the information would
deviate from the 8260.19. Mr. Hammett stated that this same issue was
brought before the ACF six or seven years ago. At that time, the ACF
participants agreed that charting the alternate missed approach holding
pattern on the IAPs benefited both the pilot and controller. Depicting the
information eliminated the pilot's need to write down the information and
eliminated the controller's requirement to verbally provide the
information. Additionally, if the alternate missed approach fix were not
charted on the IAP the pilot would need to scramble to locate the fix on
the enroute chart. Mr. Hammett stated that the final decision of the
forum was the alternate missed approach holding instruction would not
be charted, but the alternate missed approach holding pattern would be
charted on the IAPs. Providing the information on the IAPs increases the
pilot's ability to easily understand, identify and locate the alternate
missed approach holding fix and pattern. Mr. Ted Thompson, Jeppesen
commented that there is more to this issue than charting; there are also
database coding issues. Coding multiple holding patterns is a problem.
Charting the alternate missed approach holding pattern is only one piece
of the puzzle; you still need the means to get to this point. Mr.
Thompson recommended that all/or none of the information be shown.
Charting partial information is creating more problems than it solves. Mr.
Hammett responded if the alternate missed approach holding is on the
8260, then it must be charted. The group discussed when the alternate
missed approach procedures are flown. Alternate missed approach
holding is used during NAVAID outages, and during practice
approaches. Jeppesen currently charts alternate missed approach
holding patterns as a planview inset labeled ‘Alternate Missed Approach
Fix.  Mr. Secretan stated that he agreed that the charting of the
information could be a human factors issue. However, the shaded gray
color should differentiate the missed approach from the alternate missed
approach holding. The alternate missed approach holding would be
charted as an inset box when it's outside the planview and labeled
‘Alternate Missed Approach Fix’. Mr. Hammett expressed his concerns
over the use of the inset box stating sometimes the missed approach
holding and sometime the alternate missed approach holding is charted
as an inset box. This is more of a human factors issue than the shading.
Mr. Secretan commented that NACG would also consider always
labeling the alternate missed approach holding pattern. Mr. Brad Rush,
NFPO, informed the group that the policy for creating an alternate
missed approach holding is anytime the final approach course facility
and the missed approach course facility differ then you will develop an
alternate missed approach. Any ILS procedure will get an alternate
missed approach,; if a VOR approach goes to a NDB it will have an
alternate missed approach and, if the NDB approach goes to a VOR it
will have an alternate missed approach. Therefore, approximately 80
percent of the conventional procedures will have an alternate missed
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approach. Mr. Rush explained that the issue is a charting problem with
the way the information is portrayed that could cause a human factors
issue. However, the basic reasoning behind the charting of the
information is extremely sound. An airport could have numerous
procedures (ILS, VOR, NDB, and ASR) where all the missed approach
procedures go to the VOR for holding. If the VOR goes down you not
only lose the VOR approach, you lose all the procedures, resulting in a
VFR airport. Mr. Rush stated that both the missed approach and the
alternate missed approach holding are flight checked. Mr. Moore
commented that according to the 8260.19C policy the alternate missed
approach holding pattern, when established, would be charted. The
issue remains how to chart the information. From a NACG perspective
we need to insure that all required alternate missed approach holding
patterns are charted. However, the information needs to be
standardized. The NACG could create additional prototypes based on
the participant's comments. Lt. Col. Yates requested a human factors
study before they would support the issue. Mr. Hammett agreed to
coordinate the human factors study with AFS-400. Mr. Rush requested
that the study be expanded to include the impact to the pilot if the
information was not charted. Mr. Hammett requested that the NACG
provide the minutes from the original submission. This history data will
be included in the request for human factors study. Mr. Secretan stated
that this is a DoD and general aviation issue and therefore should be
addressed at the IACC. He recommended that prototypes of the IACC
recommendation and the human factors study results be presented at
the next ACF. Mr. Mark Ingram, ALPA, stated from a general aviation
position he liked the second prototype using the graying of the STL
VORTAC and associated information. OPEN.

ACTION: NACG will provide additional prototype to the IACC for final
recommendation and report at the next ACF.

ACTION: NACG will research the original submission.

ACTION: Bill Hammett will coordinate the human factors issue and
report at the next ACF.

ICAO Location Indicators on Visual and Enroute Charts

Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG, submitted this issue and provided the
following briefing. This issue stems from other ICAO Location Indicator
briefings from as early as 1998. These historical ACF minutes reflect the
ACF consensus that ICAO location indicators established outside the
contiguous United States should be charted. Those facilities within the
contiguous United States have a universal ‘K’ prefix added to the FAA
identifiers for use as ICAO location indicators and the ‘K’ is not charted.
With the advancements in onboard databases this issue has become
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critical to the aviation community at facilities outside the contiguous
United States. Recommendation is made to add the ICAO location
indicator to the airport data block on the Visual and Enroute charts. This
will result in the charting of both the State (FAA) identifier and ICAO
location indicator, where available, outside of the contiguous United
States. In addition, the ICAO location indicators for Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands should be added to the Airport/Facility Directory. Ms.
Valerie Watson, Cartographic Standards, inquired about charting both
identifiers on the TPPs. Mr. Secretan responded that depicting this
information would be a major resource impact on the NACG Instrument
Approach Procedures Sub-Team. The initial thought was for database
support; the ICAO indicators are critical in the en route environment.
ACF participants reported that ICAO indicators are universally used for
meteorological reports. However, the NOTAM system still uses the three
letter identifier. Mr. Secretan stated charting both the location identifier
and the location indicator is a compromise. The Alaska Supplement and
the Pacific Chart Supplement currently chart both. Recommendation
from the ACF is to also provide both the ICAO location indicator and the
FAA location identifier on the TPPs. To reduce the resource impacts on
the NACG the information could be phased-in. Mr. Brad Rush, NFPO,
recommend that Mr. Gary Bobik, ATO-R, be notified of the issue. Ms.
Watson stated that the ICAO location indicators remain an issue for the
Oasis systems. Mr. Secretan commented that in the future the hope is to
only chart the ICAO location indicators. He also stated that there is a
small wrinkle in this process. Adding the prefix ‘K’ to the location
identifiers in the United States does not provide an official ICAO location
indicator. Only airports of entry are assigned ICAO location indicators.
Mr. Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, reported that about 15 years ago
Jeppesen began charting both the identifier and ICAO location indicator.
To alleviate the terminology problem in the United Stated Jeppesen
called these indicators ‘Navigation Database ldentifiers’. The group
discussed the problems associated with the alphanumeric identifiers.
Ms. Watson reported that the ICAO field in NASR is suppressed. NFDC
will clean up the ICAO location indicators currently published in NASR.
OPEN.

ACTION: The MPOC will modify the RD to include the TPPs and report
at the next meeting.

ACTION: Ms. Watson will report on the NASR cleanup at the next
forum.

Missed Approach Leg Length and Direction

Mr. Eric Secretan, NACG, submitted this issue and provided the
following briefing. Historically the missed approach on conventional
procedures was extremely short and usually involved climbing turns to a
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NAVAID for holding. However, with RNAV procedures, the missed
approach procedure legs are described in terms of distance. Current
specifications do not require the depiction of headings or distance
information. The recommendation is on those procedures, to depict
course and distance information along segments of the missed approach
procedure, in the same manner as terminal routes, using the information
provided on the 8260 procedure source. The altitude information in the
examples provided by the NACG is in error and should not be shown.
Mr. Secretan reported that this issue was submitted from a
recommendation from the last ACF. Mr. Brad Rush, NFPO, concurred
with the basic concept as long as the altitude information is not shown.
Mr. Rush recommended that AFS-410 comment on the issue. Mr.
James Spencer, NAVFIG, inquired if inset boxes or mileage breaks
would be used. Mr. Secretan responded that each procedure would
need to be analyzed, both inset boxes and mileage breaks could be
used. Mr. Rush questioned the computation of courses for CF legs used
in some RNAV procedures stating a magnetic facility must be used. Mr.
Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, stated that these magnetic values are only a
reference. OPEN.

ACTION: The RD will be modified to delete the depiction of altitude
information. The RD will be submitted to the MPOC for coordination.
The MPOC will report at the next ACF.

RNAV-1 and RNAV-2 Descriptors for DPs, STARs and Routes

Mr. Mark Steinbicker, AFS-410, submitted this issue. Mr. Frank
Alexander, Northwest Airlines, provided the following briefing. Several
flight crews have reported that the current Type A/Type B equipment
notes published on RNAV SIDs and STARs are confusing. Advisory
Circular (AC) 90-100, US Terminal and Enroute Area Navigation (RNAV)
Operations will be revised to eliminate all reference to RNP. The
standard Type A and B procedure chart notes on approximately 190
RNAV DP and 22 RNAV STAR procedures will be replaced with new
performance definitions. These new terms will be defined as RNAV-1
and RNAV-2 and will conform to ICAO standards:

RNAV-1 (+/- 1nm 95%)
RNAV-2 (+/- 2nm 95%)

All RNAV terminal procedures will be flown as RNAV-1. Mr. Alexander
reported that the final draft of the AC would be submitted to the
Performance Based Aviation Operation Rulemaking Committee (PARC)
in June or July 2006. The proposed publication date of the revised AC
will be February 2007. Mr. Brad Rush, NFPO, stated that February is a
change notice date for the chart cycle. Therefore, the date will need to
be pushed forward to March or back to January. Mr. Alexander
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recommended coordinating the effective date with Mr. Steinbicker and
Mr. Vincent Chirasello, AFS-410. Mr. John Moore, NACG, inquired
about changes to the chart title. Mr. Alexander responded that all the
procedures would be RNAV-1. Is it necessary to depict this as part of
the chart title or could the information be added to the AIM. He stated
that in his opinion the less extraneous information on the chart the better.
The performance expectations could be published in the AIM. However,
the group would make the final decision. The participants asked since
the ICAO standard is to no longer use RNP, would the term RNP still be
used on the charts? Mr. Alexander responded that is to be determined.
Mr. Rush stated that this change will likely only affect RNAV SIDs and
STARs; the RNAV RNP procedures will not be affected. Mr. Ted
Thompson, Jeppesen, inquired if the RNAV RNP related notes would be
removed from all 200+ procedures in one cycle. Mr. Rush responded
yes and proposed that the issue be coordinated through the AISWG.
The changes will be provided via an Excel spreadsheet to the NFDC and
published as an add-on page to the NFDD. Mr. Thompson requested
clarification on the note issue. Mr. Rush responded currently there are
three possible notes that could be published on the procedures for Type
A and three separate notes for Type B. Of these three notes the
equipment note (for Type A) ‘DME/DME, DME/DME/IRU, or GPS
required’ will remain. The other two notes ‘Pilots of RNP-capable
aircraft, use RNP...” and the Type A (or Type B) note will be removed.
The PARC will determine if a RNAV-1 note will be added to the charts.
Mr. Moore and Mr. Rush both recommended that the RNAV-1 note not
be charted. Mr. Rush commented that the issue could not be
implemented until the AC is approved. The RNAV-1 and RNAV-2
briefing is not available for review at this time. The briefing will be added
to the NACG website upon receipt from AFS-410. OPEN.

ACTION: Mr. Steinbicker will report the PARC recommendation at the
next forum.

ACTION: Mr. Steinbicker, and Mr. Chirasello will coordinate the effective
date with the PARC and AISWG.

ACTION: Mr. Rush will forward the issue to the AISWG.

STAR Procedures and their Terminations

Mr. Brian Townsend, ALPA, submitted this issue and provided the
following briefing. A Continental crew flying into Cleveland, Ohio brought
this issue to the attention of the Air Traffic Procedures Advisory
Committee (ATPAC) approximately three years ago. The group
discussed several STAR procedures at Cleveland Hopkins Intl and Las
Vegas McCarran Intl revealing two common themes regarding the
terminating fix. The procedure either ends at the terminus fix or ends at
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the terminus fix followed by a specified heading. Without a published
heading, it may be somewhat confusing as to what heading should be
flown in the event ATC does not issue a heading upon crossing the
terminus fix or if the aircraft has lost communications. This is a gray area
for both the pilot and controllers. Procedures that end with a specified
heading prevent unpredictable flight tracks in the event of lost
communications, blocked frequencies, and busy controllers. ALPA
recommendations are:

e STAR Order should reflect more precise guidance regarding the
terminus fix and lost communications.

e Published headings should follow the terminus fix, if not tied to
an instrument approach.

e Each facility should consider the most efficient heading to use
at the terminus, based on airspace and terrain.

e All STARs should contain standard formatted Lost
Communication Procedures information boxes to include
specific guidance.

e Emphasis should be placed on the enhanced safety benefits of
the proposed changes

o Consistent charting
o Clear and consistent guidance to pilots at the terminus
fix of the procedure
0 Unambiguous lost communication direction
o Enhanced predictability for ATC in the event of blocked
or lost communication after the terminus fix.
The ATPAC recommendations:

e Published headings should follow the terminus fix.

e All STARs should contain standard-formatted Lost
Communication Procedure information boxes.

Mr. Townsend inquired if the ACF supports establishing a standard
format for Lost Communications Procedures for STARs. If so, what
would that format look like? Mr. Townsend recommends the Jeppesen
format that has been established at Las Vegas. Mr. Townsend
requested ACF support for the ATPAC recommendations and requested
the ACF to develop a Lost Communication format. ATPAC should
coordinate the necessary changes to 7100.9 (and .65 if necessary) prior
to implementation. Mr. John Moore, NACG, commented that from an
ACF perspective you are asking the ACF participants to determine if a
standard format for lost communications is required and if so what that
format would be. The heading depiction would be part of the STAR
order. The NACG currently depicts lost communications information on
its procedures in a box. The information is not shown in a separate
standalone box as on the Jeppesen procedures. Mr. Moore asked since
the information is currently charted, what type of standardization is
required? Mr. Townsend responded that the main thing is to insure that
this information is published on all STAR procedures. Jeppesen and



23

NACG both chart the lost communications procedures when it is
sourced. Mr. Moore stated that the STAR order should be modified to
indicate that lost communications procedures would be published on all
procedures. Mr. Kevin Comstock, ALPA, commented that ATPAC
requested that the issue be reviewed by the ACF. They are looking for
ACF concurrence on the concept of adding the lost communication
procedures to all STAR procedures. Mr. Comstock suggested that
Jeppesen and NACG provide current charting specifications and
examples of current STAR procedures depicting the lost communication
information. Changes to the STAR order will be submitted from the
ATPAC. Mr. Moore agreed to provide an example of the lost
communication procedures. Jeppesen and NACG will both use the
same STAR procedure to show the minor differentiations between the
two charts. For example on the Keatn Two Arrival at Cleveland
Jeppesen charts a 340° heading on the chart while the NACG charts this
information as part of the lost communication instructions. Mr.
Townsend recommended that the NACG charts match the Jeppesen
charts. He stated that narratives are great when you are on the ground
but in the terminal environment you need an immediate picture. Mr.
Moore commented that there seems to be support for the issue.
However, the issue will require internal coordination and coordination
with Jeppesen. Mr. Danny Shelton, NGA/PVA requested that NGA be
included in this coordination. The group continued to discuss STAR
procedures and STARs servicing multiple airports. Mr. Townsend stated
in the case of multiple airports, multiple lost communications notes would
not be created. There will be only one general lost communication
procedure note. Mr. Rush informed the group that this would not be an
issue for RNAV STARs. The 7100.9 indicates that RNAV STARs are
airport specific; they do not service multiple airports. In the future, as the
conventional procedures are reissued they will become airport specific.
Mr. Rush recapped the issue for the ACF participants stating: ATPAC is
working the STAR order issue with Air Traffic. One issue for ACF
consideration is the lost communication procedures on STARs. ATPAC
is requesting that Jeppesen and NACG standardize the depiction of this
information. They are also requesting that a heading be shown for
procedures that don't end at the IAF. The heading will only be shown
when the information is provided in the source documentation. Mr.
Moore requested a reading of the order to determine if the depiction of
the track heading is required on the chart. Mr. Secretan commented that
the IACC Specifications would need to be modified. Charting differences
could be attributed to individual compiler's application of existing
specifications. Written guidance will need to be provided. The STAR
Procedures briefing and the ATPAC Update are attached to these
minutes. OPEN.
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ACTION: The MPOC will review charting specifications and establish
the requirements to depict the heading on the chart. The MPOC will
report at the next meeting.

ACTION: Jeppesen, NGA, and NACG will coordinate standard depiction
of the lost communication procedures and report at the next ACF.

ACTION: Mr. Moore will submit a formal response to the ATPAC.

Editor's note: After the ACF Mr. Kevin Comstock, ALPA, provided the
following summary: The ATPAC recommendations were to remove the
ambiguity/loop holes in the 7100.9D text that allow a STAR to end at a
point in space without a heading and without charted lost comm
procedures. Our AOC to ATPAC and the resultant ATPAC
recommendation is intended to have ALL STARs that don't end at an IAF
to end in a heading with charted lost comm procedures taking the aircraft
to an approach or to the enroute structure, without exception. Other
suggestions for revisions to the STAR Order are to:

1. Require hard altitudes at each waypoint rather than expect altitudes.
In no case should there be no altitude specified. Most STARS,
conventional and RNAV, are being flown using an FMS now days and
hard altitudes get coded in the database, saving heads down time and
fat finger errors by pilots having to enter altitudes as is the case if expect
altitudes are used. It is even worse when there is no altitude depicted at
all because then the pilot has no knowledge of what altitudes will be
issued until shortly before reaching the fix, resulting in less time to enter
it into the FMS, more heads down time in the terminal area and
increased chance for errors.

2.  Remove the textual descriptions of the procedure altogether and let
the graphic stand on its own. Textual descriptions should no longer be
published on the charts and notes that are still required should not be
redundant with information in the graphical depiction.

VII.  Closing Remarks

Mr. John Moore, NACG, again thanked AMTI and AMTI representative Mr. Tom
Reiss for hosting the ACF. He thanked the ACF participants for attending the forum.

VIIl. Next Meeting

The next meeting of the ACF is scheduled for October 17-19, 2006 and will be
hosted by the National Aeronautical Charting Group at their facility in Silver Spring,
MD. Dress will be casual. The following meeting will be held at the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) facility in Reston, VA on May 1-3, 2007.



25

Please note the attached Office of Primary Responsibility (OPR) listing for action
items. It is requested that all OPRs provide the Chair, John Moore, (with an
information copy to Debbie Copeland) a written status update on open issues no
later than September 30, 2006. Note — These status reports will be used to
compile the minutes of the meeting and will be the “for the record” statement
of your presentation. A reminder notice will be provided.

IX. Attachments

Attendees/Mailing List

RNAV Route Naming Convention Recommendation
RNP Missed Approach Charting Recommendation
Alaska Enroute Low and High Chart Graphic
Jeppesen Top Altitude Prototype

NACG Top Altitude Prototype

Jeppesen Stansted, London SID

Runway Declared Distance Presentation

. STAR Terminus Presentation

10.ATPAC Area of Concern 116-5

11.RNAV-1 and RNAV-2 Briefing (unavailable at this time)
12.OPR/Action Listing
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RNAV Route Naming Convention
Recommendation

Overview:

At the last Aeronautical Charting Forum (ACF) a sub work group was formed to review
and make recommendations to the proposed RNAV route naming convention submitted
to the ACF by ATO-R. The group has conducted 2 telcons since the ACF and have
reviewed ICAO, Mexico and Canadian chart standards for RNAV route classification.
The group reached consensus and makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation:

Domestic RNAYV routes are based on GNSS signal coverage and are divided into two
altitude stratums. All RNAV routes at or above Flight Level (FL) 180 will be designated
as “Q” Routes. All RNAV routes below FL 180 will be designated as “T” Routes. All
RNAYV routes and MEAs will be charted in blue.

Other RNAV equipped aircraft (based on DME/DME/IRU) may operate on these routes
if the route has been properly evaluated for DME/DME/IRU signal coverage and have an
established MEA with a suffix “D” to indicate DME/DME/IRU authorization.

T Routes should not overlap existing Victor airways and chart clutter should be
considered when developing the routes. Coordination with the National Aeronautical
Charting Group (NACG) Requirements and Technology Staff should be done prior to
submitting the new routes for the Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM).

FAA Orders should be amended to reflect the recommendations of the Sub Work Group.
Attached are proposed changes for consideration by the Office of Primary Interest (OPI)
for FAAO 7400.2, Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, and the Aeronautical
Information Manual (AIM).

Rationale:

These route designations will facilitate a low and high altitude stratum. It will provide the
basis of navigation as GNSS. It will allow addition of other RNAV capabilities as
authorized without requiring changes to the majority of published charts, through the
chart legends. It will also allow other RNAV capabilities in the low altitude stratum as
deemed necessary in future applications.

RNAV Route Naming Convention Recommendation



Draft

OLD

NEW

5-3-4. Airways and Route Systems

a. Two fixed route systems are
established for air navigation purposes.
They are the VOR and L/MF system,
and the jet route system. To the extent
possible, these route systems are
aligned

in an overlying manner to facilitate
transition between each.

1. thru 2.
3. Area Navigation (RNAV) Routes.

(a) Published RNAV routes,
including Q-Routes, can be flight
planned for use by aircraft with RNAV
capability, subject to any limitations or
requirements noted on enroute charts or
by NOTAM.

5-3-4. Airways and Route Systems

a. Three fixed route systems are
established for air navigation purposes.
They are the VOR and L/MF system,
the jet route system, and the RNAV
route system. To the extent possible,
these route systems are aligned in an
overlying manner to facilitate transition
between each.

No Change
3. Area Navigation (RNAV) Routes.

(a) Published RNAYV routes,
including Q-Routes and T-Routes, can be
flight planned for use by aircraft with
RNAYV capability, subject to any
limitations or requirements noted on
enroute charts or by NOTAM.

(1) RNAV routes are depicted
in blue on aeronautical charts and are
identified by the letter “Q” or "T"
followed by the airway number (e.q., O-

13, T-204).

(2) O-routes are established for
RNAV equipped aircraft to fly through
ATC airspace from 18,000 feet MSL to
FL450 inclusive. Q-routes are depicted
on Enroute High Altitude Charts.

(3) T-routes are established for
RNAYV equipped aircraft to fly on
airways from 1,200 feet above the
surface (or in some instances higher)
up
to but not including 18,000 feet MSL.
These routes are depicted on Enroute
Low Altitude Charts. T-routes will
have an MEA with a"G" suffix and can
only be flown by GNSS equipped
aircraft.

(b) thru d.2.

No Change

Draft
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Draft

OLD

NEW

Chapter 20. AIR NAVIGATION
ROUTES
Section 1. GENERAL

20-1-1 through 20-1-4

20-1-5. ROUTE IDENTIFICATION
a. through b.

c. Identify RNAV ATS routes as
follows:
1. With an "R" suffix.

2. Route numbering shall follow
the guidelines detailed in

paragraph 20-1-5.b.1.a and b.2.

Chapter 20. AIR NAVIGATION
ROUTES
Section 1. GENERAL

No Change

20-1-5. ROUTE IDENTIFICATION
No Change

c. Identify RNAV ATS routes as
follows:

1. Route lettering shall be as
follows:

(a) The letter "T" will prefix
low altitude ATS routes below
FL 180.

(b) The letter "Q" will prefix
high altitude ATS routes at FL
180 through FL 450.

2. Route numbering shall follow the
guidelines detailed in paragraph 20-1-
5.b.2.a and b.

RNAV Route Naming Convention Recommendation
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RNP Missed Approach Charting Ad Hoc Meeting
Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA)
Herndon, VA
October 27, 2005

An ad-hoc group to discuss RNP missed approach charting met following the Aeronautical
Charting Forum (ACF), Charting Group meeting on October 27, 2005. The meeting was
called to order by Tom Schneider, AFS-420, at 9:00 AM. The following participants were in
attendance:

Tom Schneider FAA-AFS-420 405-954-5852 thomas.e.schneider@faa.gov
Bill Hammett FAA-AFS-420(I1SI)  860-399-9407 Dbill.ctr.hammett@faa.gov
Vincent Chirasello FAA/AFS-410 202-385-4615 vincent.chirasello@faa.gov
Hal Becker AOPA 703-560-3588 hal.becker@worldnet.att.net
Kevin Comstock ALPA 703-689-4176 kevin.comstock@alpa.org
Mark Ingram ALPA 417-442-7231 markt@mo-net.com

Deborah Martin Transport Canada  613-991-9925 martidh@tc.gc.ca

Valerie Watson FAA/AJR-321 202-267-9302 valerie.watson@faa.gov
John Moore FAA/AJW-352 301-713-2631 john.a.moore@faa.gov

Brad Rush FAA/AJW-321 405-954-3027 brad.w.rush@faa.gov

Danny Hamilton FAA/AJW-321 405-954-9977 danny.e.hamilton@faa.gov
John Shorter NGA/PVAI 314-263-4806 shorterj@nga.mil

John Ingram NGA/PVA 314-263-8021 john.r.ingram@nga.mil

Ted Thompson Jeppesen 303-228-4456 ted.thompson@jeppesen.com

Background: The Hailey, ID RNAV (RNP) Y RWY 31 approach does not specify a RNP
value for the missed approach. There is an equipment required note stating “Missed
approach requires RNP and a minimum climb of 340" per NM to 11800.” Vincent Chirasello
reported that after several meetings and e-mail traffic between AFS-410 and AIR-130, as
well as AFS-410 coordination through the PARC, the note would specify the RNP value; e.g.
“Missed approach requires RNP x.x. This set the premise for the discussion and the
following comments were recorded:

Kevin Comstock, ALPA: The value has no meaning to the pilot. Dual navigation systems
are required if RNP is mandatory.

Vinny Chirasello, AFS-410: FAA is striving for a performance-based NAS. FAA will provide
the parameters (RNP level) and industry must determine how to achieve it. AC 90-RNP
SAAAR ties it all together. The goal is to take equipment requirements off the chart.

Deb Martin, TC: Supports Vinny’s position. OpSpecs must certificate aircraft to the RNP
level. Aircrews must be aware of what their aircraft is certificated to fly.

Brad Rush, AJW-321: Provided a short synopsis of four different types of missed approach
design. He also noted that it is sometimes impossible to telescope different RNP levels
together in missed approach design.

Mark Ingram, ALPA: Requested courses and distances in lengthy missed approach

depictions such as the Hailey approach. Valerie Watson agreed to take this as an IACC
MPOC discussion item.

RNP Missed Approach Charting Recommendation -1-



Tom Schneider, AFS-420: Offered three scenarios for consideration: 1) if the missed
approach uses conventional NAVAIDs, no note is required; 2) if the MAPCH uses a
standard 15 degree splay to RNP 1.0, no note is required; 3) if the MAPCH is non standard,
add a note “RNP (value) required”.

Vinny Chirasello, AFS-410: The only use for the note is to require dual equipage (any time
other than the 15 degree splay is used in the design).

Kevin Comstock, ALPA: No note is required unless the RNP value is less than 1.0.

Group Consensus: When RNP is required in the MAPCH,; i.e., whenever other than a 15
degree splay to RNP 1.0 is used, add a note “RNP Required”. No RNP value is necessary.

Additional Information: As a result of the ad hoc meeting, additional AFS/AIR coordination
was required. This added coordination resulted in further refinement to the note to specify
when the RNP is less than 1.0. The following policy guidance is to be included in Order
8260.19D:

856d (10) RNAV (RNP) missed approach procedures require a note in the briefing
strip that informs the pilot when the missed approach segment requires the use of RNP less
than 1.0. Use: “Chart Note: Missed Approach Requires RNP less than 1.0”

NOTE: This note is required when the final approach segment (FAS) RNP is carried

into the missed approach segment; i.e., missed approach does not splay at 15
from the FAS RNP area.

RNP Missed Approach Charting Recommendation -2-
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NEW ALASKA IFR ENROUTE HIGH CHARTS
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FAA Control Number 05-01-174

Jeppesen Top Altitude Prototype

At or below
7000’

At or above
8000’

7000’ Rwys 7L/R: Standard (or lower than standard,

if authorized).

Rwys 19L/R: Standard (or lower than standard,
if authorized) with minimum climb gradient of
363’ per NM to 12800’.

Rwy 25L: Standard (or lower than standard,
if authorized) with minimum climb gradient of
332’ per NM to 13200°.

Rwy 25R: Standard (or lower than standard,
if authorized) with minimum obstacle c¢limb
gradient of 220' per NM to 2400' and ATC
climb gradient of 332" per NM to 13200°.

LAS VEGAS
LAS ~

At or above
14000’

RWY INITIAL CLIMB

1L | Climb via 010° course to MEDUW, then via 065° track to NAPSE, then via 071° track to TRALR.

1R | Climb via 010° course to PAWEK, then via 065° track to NAPSE, then via 071° track to TRALR.

7L | Climb via 075° course to WASTE, then via 075° track to BAKRR, then via 063° track to TRALR.

7R | Climb via 075° course to JESJI, then via 074° track to BAKRR, then via 063° track to TRALR.
19L Climb via 190° course to FIXIX, then via 227° track to RCPPR, then via 148° track to CEASR,
then via 076° track to FORGE, then via 046° track to WILLW, then via 049° track to TRALR.
19R Climb im 190° course to JAKER, :5:. via 226° track to ROPPR, _:m:.im 148° track to CEASR,
then via 076° track to FORGE, then via 046° track to WILLW, then via 049° track to TRALR.
251 Climb via 255° course to PIRMD, Em:.im 186° track to ROPPR, :._m:.im 148° track to CEASR,
then via 076° track to FORGE, then via 046° track to WILLW, then via 048° track to TRALR.
25R Climb via 255° course to RBELL, then via 186° track to ROPPR, then via 148° track to CEASR,

then via 076° track to FORGE, then via 046° track to WILLW, then via 049° track to TRALR.

ROUTING ALTITUDE

Via transition. EXPECT filed altitude 10 minutes after departure. MAINTAIN FL 190.

AT - =
KLAS/LAS »JEPPESEN LAS VEGAS, NEV
McCARRAN INTL pro1OTYPE (10-3J) 10 APR 06 RNAV SID
1. DME/DME/IRU or GPS required.
2. Pilots of RNP-capable aircraft, use RNP 1.0.
LAS VEGAS Departure (R) Apt m\mw Trans level: FL180 Trans alt: 18000’ 3. Type B.
125.9 . 2181 4. LAS and BLD must be operational.
5. RADAR required.
7, 10,200° 8 gvﬂg A TRALR TWO RNAV DEPARTURE
72
PROTOTYPE \ (TRALR2.TRALR)
/
NQOT FOR NAVIGATION / ) et
\\ @ Maintain
MSA LAS VOR \\ Y, FL 190
/
% x/\\ \\ P
~
E7s / °J
) S &S 7/ f-\
<~ RALR N AN -
-
NOT TO SCALE TRAL / &7 -
TOP ALTITUDE /PSS R
TRALR /IS Ry DOVE CREEK
NAPSE Departure Transitions / A%\A.d.(OIJ.u >oaa\\«u * DVvC _
At or below Maintain / W\ /)?v N \»\\ Lig
7000’ VAV AR -
/ / o -
\\\\\ €BX oma\&w\\
[} R e
&/ foA pOVEC A
Avow 1% 00\\0>u/ :?ﬁﬁfwﬂ\\* NICLE
S - —=""200 100
MEDUW, \6.1 from MEDUYY S AYGeTs 1489840
PAWEK 16.0 from P
7 Gnd speed-KT | 75 | 100 | 150 | 200 | 250{ 300
WASTE oc.%\ 35: 220" per NM | 275|367 [ 550 | 733 [ 917 {1100
3> 40 6.2 258' per NM | 323 | 430 | 645 | 860 |1075|1280
uAY This SID requires take-off minimums P
= g7a>> 6.1 (for standard minimums, refer to airport chart): 332' per NM_ | 415 553 | 830 |1107]1383|1660
ke a.c\mmh BAKRR Rwys 1L/R: Standard (or lower than standard, 363" per NM 454 605|908 {1210{1513(1815
if authorized) with minimum climb gradient of
At or below 258’ per NM to 7000°. OBSTACLE

Rwy 1L: Muttipie poles, tree and building 450’
from DER, 283" LEFT of centerline, up to 174’
AGL/2132' MSL. Obstacle lighting on windsock
248’ from DER, 224" RIGHT of centerline,

15" AGL/2104" MSL.

Rwy 1R: Multipie sign and building 1331’ from
DER, 448’ RIGHT of centerline, up to 100’
AGL/2120" MSL.

Rwy 7L: Multiple pole and trees 747' from DER,
442' RIGHT of centerline up to 62" AGL/2062'
MSL. Tree 1257’ from DER, 789" LEFT of
centerline, 65" AGL/2077° MSL.

Rwy 7R: LTD windsock 126’ from DER, 290’
RIGHT of centerline, 25' AGL/2051' MSL.

Rwy 19L: Multiple poles, sign and buitding 1394
from DER, 320’ RIGHT of centerline, up to 51’
AGL/2256" MSL.

Rwy 19R: Multiple poles, sign and building 197°
from DER, 125’ RIGHT of centerline, up to 51’
AGL/2256’ MSL. Multiple pole and building 1396’
from DER, 356' LEFT of cenferline, up to 47°
AGL/2262' MSL.

Rwy 25L: Multiple poles, sign and building 1003"
from DER, 251' LEFT of centerline, up to 63’
AGL/2256" MSL.

Rwy 25R: Muitipie poles and road 675’ from
DER, 17' RIGHT of centeriine, up to 100’ AGL/
2301’ MSL. Multiple poles and buildings 533’
from DER, 1’ LEFT of centerline, up to 150"
AGL/2469' MSL.

CHANGES: Prototype: Top Altilude Depiction.

© JEPPESEN SANDERSON, INC., 2003, 2006, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
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FJEPPESEN LONDON, UK
ETGEIES/TSE-IIZ-)N 10 MAR 06 ['S1D |

Trans level: By ATC  Trans alt: 6000’

STANSTED Apt Elev | 1- When instructed contact STANSTED Director or LONDON Control.
Director (R) 348’ 2. SIDs include noise preferential routes (refer to 30-4C). 3. Initial
126.95 climb straight ahead to 850'. 4. Cruising levels will be issued after

take-off by STANSTED Director or LONDON Control.

BARKWAY TWO SIERRA (BKY 2S)
RWY 05 DEPARTURE
FOR AIRCRAFT LEAVING CONTROLLED AIRSPACE VIA BKY

S99 MAX 250 KT BELOW FL100
UNLESS OTHERWISE AUTHORIZED

WARNING: Due to interaction with
other routes do not climb above
5000’ until cleared by ATC.

D7 BKY
N52 06.4 EO00 03.2
A

D3 BKY IS

A+5000’
7 D5 BKY
M At or above
3000’

w
o
D2 BKY
000°06-9
BARKWAY '
) D7 BKY
116.25 BKY AR X 3. X <2 N5158.1 E000 14.9
N51 59.4 E000 03.7 ~284° %
\ [
7795
STANSTED ~» | D2 ISED
[_429 SSD X N51 55.3 E000 17.4
N51 53.7 E000 14.7 /

ILS DME
STANSTED

N [2(110.5) 15e0]
N51 53.2 E000 14.0

NOT TO SCALE

This SID requires a minimum climb gradient
of

352" per NM (5.8%) up to 3000’ for ATC
purposes.

Gnd speed-KT | 75 [100 | 150 | 200 | 250 | 300

352" per NM 441|587 |881 (1175]|1468(1762

ROUTING

Straight ahead, at D2 ISED (BKY R-119) turn LEFT, intercept BKY R-104 inbound by D7 BKY
to D2 BKY, turn RIGHT, intercept BKY R-360 to D7 BKY to leave controlled airspace.

CHANGES: MSA; SIDs transferred. (© JEPPESEN SANDERSON, INC., 2004, 2006. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.




Runway Declared Distance
Information Provided on
Airport Charts and in Navigation Databases

Aeronautical Charting Forum — Charting Group
Presented by: Richard Boll
April 19, 2006
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AC 150/5300-13 Runway Design Criteria

Runway Protection

Zone (RP2) Runway Safety Area
T (RSA)

Runway Obstacle Free
Area (ROFA)

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum 2



Declared Distances

ref: AC 150/1500-13, Appendix 14 & FAA Order 5200.8

« Auvailable option for existing constrained airports with:

— Less than standard RSA, ROFA, or RPZ

— Obstacle penetration of the 40:1 TERPS departure surface
« AC 150/5300-13, chg 9

* Intent: Return the design standard to maximum extent possible

*  Definition:
Distance the airport operator declares available for the airplane’s takeoff run,
takeoff distance, accelerate-stop distance and landing distance requirements.
« ASDA
« TORA
« TODA
« LDA

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum



FAR 121, 135, 91 Operating Regulations

Large & Turbine Powered Aircraft

FAR 25 Accelerate-Stop Distance < ASDA A e
Takeoff Run Available (TORA) ‘ Stopway
> <
Accelerate Stop Distance Available Available (ASDA)
>

Mid-Point
FAR 25 Takeoff Distance < TODA l
FAR 25 Takeoff Run < TORA / 35 ft.

|: Takeoff Run Available (TORA) »L Clearway

Takeoff Distance Available (TODA)

\ FAR 91.605 : FAR 25 Landing Distance < LDA
50 ft. FAR 121.189, 135.379: FAR 25 Landing Distance <60% LDA

Part 25 Actual Landing Distance J >,

Landing Distance Available (LDA)

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum



Available Distances for Takeoff & Landing

Distances Published on the Airport Diagrams

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum



KAPF/APF

Apt Elev 87

NIEPPESEN

NAPLES, FLA

05132
N26 09.2 WOB1 46.5 25 SEF 05 NAPLES MUN AIRPORT DIAGRAM NAPLES MUNI (APF)
ATIS [AS05 when Twr inop] #NAPLES Clear ance #Groond AL-6020 (FAA) NAPLES, FLORIDA
ATIS 134,225
134.22 118.0 121.6 NAPLES TOWER * d 1
#Tower oM 126,62 #FT MYERS Departure (R) MIAMI Center (R) éﬁifCON \
. 121.6
CTAF 128.5 ‘l ]9.75 “I 34.75 when Dep inop. CLNC DEL \I
T T .L!kl:, T T T T T T T T T T ) — T T 118.0 | .:_vp \ i
s 125" o)-47 T4 . A
o \
Closed _to all acft ’ e £ \
exceeding 75,000 lbs N
["|max gross weight ‘\b‘ ] NDB Y Ot 7 | ] i
dual gear as indicated 3 — Elev 8 OI\ JAMUARY 1995
on the alrcraf_t ) Elev 7" ,,\ ANMUAL RATE OF CHAMNGE
|-| operating certificate é". - ‘ 0.1° W
issued by the LY )
aircraft manufacturer. —
B % — | 267 09.5'N L L 1 1 e I I
— O ' . 8
Stage | and Stage 2 jet aircraft —— ELEV o =
operations are prohibited. — 7 < FIELD
[~ | Voluntary restrictions exist for ] ELEV
stage 3 jet aircralt operations, 7 _B_ b
2200-0700 LT. Voluntary restraint ’
[~ | from touch and go operations &, T —
2200-0700 LT. /‘ » N e I
Use care when exiting Rwy 5 f{ A2 0 m t * — i
— % 7 . 26-09 — & >
onto Twy G. Do not turn onto / iR » / A3 —
- i =) m
Rwy 14-32 unless instructed /@ A / = / p—
| |by ATC. V.o e . | = (o —
Twy C from C-1 to approach ' 104 » \ ‘ X HAZARDOUS CARGO/ v GENERAL‘I —
end Rwy 32 not visible from ol e o S BOMB THREAT HOLDING AVIATION
| | he rower. 3N .. Control Tower 43‘;3, | =] AREA G PARKING I GENERAL
Rwy 5, 14 right traffic. %, g AVIATION
Y g Blav 8" 2 Wy TERMINAL
> —
B N ]
)
=2
K /P
1000 4145 26° 09N , é‘ 5'
l l | L]
ADDITIONAL RUNWAY INFORMATION
USABLE LE 5 1212
— LANDING BEYOND A 4
RWY Threshold | Glide Slope TAKE-OFF NWIDTH 0 A —
5 @ MIRL @REIL PAFI-R (angle 3.5°)  grooved S000" 5000" 150" ELEV-_ s & CONIROL | TERMINAL FUEL-I'-ARM / v
23 @ MIRL @ ODALS FAPI-L (angle 3.0°) grooved 8 “} \s ‘ TOWER TANKS ELEV
14 O MIRL @REIL @ FAPI-L (angle 3.5°) ©4420' 00" J ¥ P 104 § J
32 |@MIRL @REIL @ PAFI-L (angle 3.0°) © 4420 Rwy 5 ldg 5000"
. Rwy 14 |dg 4420
100 CAUTION: BE ALERT TO RUNWAY Rwy 23 |dg 5000
CROSSING CLEARANCES. Rwy 32 |dg 4420
B READBACK OF ALL RUNWAY HOLDING = RWY 5-23 1
INSTRUCTIONS |5 REQUIRED. 175
RWY 14-32
81°47.0'W B1° 46.5'W > 175 81°46.0'W
Distance | g0 5me , , , , , ,
. MNAPLES, FLORIDA
I nfor ation FOR FILING AS ALTERNATE AIRPORT DIAGRAM NAPLES MUP?I'(fPlF)
05132
Rwy 23
I —— p— 1 VOR Rwiy 5 _

SE-3, 16 MAR 2006 to 13 APR 2006



» Declared Distances are published in
the Airport/Facility Directory
— Ref: AC 150/5300-13, Appendix 14

 However, the A/FD is not normally
carried in the aircratft

— Not available for in-flight reference

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum 7



Airport/Facility

Government

Commercially-Produced

R ay 14 Directory Airport Chart Airport Chart
etal R o 0)00)/5510)0]0, 0)00)/5510)0]0, 0)0]0)/5)10)0]0,
Takeoff 5,000/5,000 5,000/5,000
Landing // 4,420/4,420 4,420/4,420
ASDA 4{ 4,550/4,870
TORA 5,000/5,000
TODA 5,000/5,000
LDA 4,420/4,420
4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum 8




Potential For Errors When Computing
Takeoff & Landing Performance

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum



N IJEPPESEN

NAPLES, FLA

KAPF /APE
TEMP N 14 32 50 68 86 104 05 (0-9 NAPLES MUN
*NAPLES Clearance *Ground
°C -10 0 10 20 30 40 118.0 1216
WT (LB) | DATA| TAKEOFF SPEEDS (KIAS), TARGET PITCH ATTITUDE}") AND DISTAMCE (FEET) |,., ¥FT MYERS Departure (R MIAMI Center (R)
) 119.75 134.75 when Dep incp.
V1 119 119 119 119 119 119 T T O
VR 119 119 119 119 119 119 i
21,500 130 130 =
« Runway Length = 5,000 ft 9 J 1
5290 7050
e Temperature =30 C T8 18 |
* Runway Weight Limit = 21,048 |bs
118 118 i
21,000 | vz 129 129 129 129 129 129 |
PITCH 11 11 11 11 11 9
DIST 4350 4500 4640 4810 4970 6610 2009
PITCH 12 12 12 12 11 9 | by ATC. P %) ]
DIST 3570 3700 3820 3940 4060 4870 Twy C from C-1 to approach 4
7] 108 105 105 105 105 100 end Rwy 32 not visible from
VR 12 12 112 12 12 112 | | the tower. _ o ]
18,000 | vy 121 121 121 121 121 121 Rwy 5. 14 right traftic. %
PITCH 14 14 14 14 14 1
DIST 3310 3420 3530 3640 3750 4320 - E
Vi 106 08 105 05 05 105
VR 108 108 108 108 108 108 | Feet 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2300 3000 |
17,000 | v2 18 18 118 18 118 118 o o o T
IR I N R
M 108 108 108 108 T8 105 — I I I l AIDDITIé)NAL !IwNw:w INF|ORMAT|]ON ‘ ‘ -
VR 107 107 107 107 107 107
16,000 | vz 16 16 16 16 16 118 — LANDINUGSBAEB\»%%NGTHS
PITCH 3;30 3;30 3;30 3230 3;‘110 3:320 RWY Threshold | Glide Slope | TAKE-OFF _|WIDTH
DIST . =
Vi 108 108 06 05 105 % 5 OMIRL @REIL_PAPIR (angle 3.5°)  grooved | 5y, 5000’ 150°
v 107 107 107 107 107 107 25 OMIBL @ODAIS FACLL (angle 5,00 orooved
15,000 VF: e 6 6 e ot 6 14 O MIRL @REIL @ PAPI-L (angle 3.5°) Q4420' 00"
' PITCH 1 14 14 14 10 12 32 [@MIRL @ REIL @ PAPI-L (angle 3.0°) ©4420°
DIST 3140 3240 3340 3440 3540 3770 swW lo0*
These data were determined for dry runway, zero wind, zero runway gradient, i
anti-ice off, anti-skid on, autospoilers armed, & APR armed.
EFFECTIVITY 0 Activate on 128.5 when Twr inop.
CL-126B P
October 2004 CODE P31 Cal Ch © Last 450" of Rwy 14 not available for landing.
E . © Last 130" of Rwy 32 not available for landing.




-- APF -KAPF -- TAKEOFF PERFORMANCE -- APF -KAPF --
LEARJET 45 NAPLES, FL
ELEVATION 8 TFE731-20AR-1B ENG NAPLES MUNI
AFM REVISION 5

STATIC T/O TAKEQOFF FLAPS 8.0 DEGREES ** APR ARMED **
RUNWAY 14 32

LENGTH 5000 5000 CLIME

SLOPE 0.01 -0.01 i i i

TMP N1-A/I Using an Airport Analysis

DEG C  OFF/ ON RUNWAY -OB — Accounting Declared Distances

24 88.6 20278/114 : Temperature =30 C
26 88.9 20212/114 A 20916/11¢ i it =
S aao FEvEViEeimerroesep © Runway Weight Limit = 20,087 |bs
30  89.5 20087/113| 20778/115
32 BT .3 T9/88, 112 20474/115 21500.
34 88.8 19490/112  20170/114 21500.
36 88.3 19153/111  19813/114 21500.
HW  +LBS/KT 50 35
TW  -LBS/KT 303 293
QNH  +LBS/.1 3 3
QNH -LBS/.1 83 90
A/I ON -LBS NA NA 0
APR  OFF -LBS 320 510 0
ASKD INOP/V1-LBS/KT NA/ © 9710/11
ROLLING T/O-LBS 680 650

ACCEL HT (MSL

Failure to Account for Declared ASDA Results in Exceeding MTOW by 1,000 lbs

810 810

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum 11
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Potential for Errors Using
Electronic Performance Data

Airport Runway Data Stored
iIn the FMS NAYV database

Aeronautical Charting Forum
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Takeoff Performance Page From Dassault Falcon 2000 FMS

Collinz

F TA4KEQOFF REF
I

I'...'I l H

TAKEQOFF REFEREMCE

I|I I|I Fl H

Rldl4

] Ho )

LEMGTH 50
OFE

WIND
oaT
ENH
P oALT
4350

H EI EI WEL |3 ! T
T Ol

DER
AR

FFD || FIFD || ROFD — N
MEHU | &D% | DaTa | FlEY Al
/D FL&APS

FPLH || LEGS FERF
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-- APF -KAPF -- TAKEOFF PERFORMANCE -- APF -KAPF --
DASSAULT FALCON 2000 NAPLES, FL
ELEVATION 8 CFE 738-1-1B ENG NAPLES MUNI
*%* APR ARMED **+* TAKEOFF FLAPS 20.0 DEGREES AIR CONDITIONING
BLEEDS AUTO
RUNWAY 14 32
LENGTH 5000 5000 CLIMB
SLOPE 0.01 -0.01 LIMIT
TMP N1- A/I
DEG C  OFF/ENG LIM i1 *© Temperature =30 C
* Runway Weight Limit = 32,077 Ibs
28 23 A 22162/112 3334/116
30 84.1 32077/112 | 33249/115 38149.
12 83.7 IT7T73/111 32940/115 38152.
34 83.3 31470/111  32631/114 38156.
36 82.8 31138/110  32289/113 38159.
HW  +LBS/KT 99 96
TW  -LBS/KT 447 363
QNH  +LBS/.1 6 6
QNH -LBS/.1 101 105
ANTIICE ON-LBS NA NA 38150
WET RWY-LBS/KTS NA/ O 6410/17

The FMS-Calculated MTOW Exceeds Actual MTOW by 1,600 Ibs!

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum
Courtesy of Aircraft Performance Group, Castle Rock, CO
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Summary

» Declared distances for takeoff & landing are not provided on airport diagrams.

»  Stored runway data in the FMS NAV database does not include declared distances.

. Potential errors:

— Applying incorrect runway distance information when using AFM or QRH data.
— FMS applies incorrect runway data when calculating aircraft performance.

. Results:

— Overweight operations in violation of FAR 121.189, FAR 135.379, or FAR 91.601.

— AC 150/1500-13 airport design criteria are_not achieved.

— A clear safety hazard exists if these design criteria are not achieved.

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum
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Recommendations

Respectfully, the NBAA offers the following recommendations:

v

v

Publish declared distances on the instrument procedure airport charts.

Pilots should be informed via an appropriate means to apply the most restrictive declared
distance in accordance with the aircraft certification basis and applicable operating rules.

The ARINC 424 NAV database should include declared distance information when it
differs from the total runway length.

Until such time that NAV databases and FMS performance routines can be updated
accordingly, flight crews should be instructed to manually insert the most restrictive
declared distance in accordance with the aircraft certification basis and applicable
operating rules.

4/19/06 Aeronautical Charting Forum
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Thank You

Aeronautical Charting Forum
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tE RS EEEEEE R EEEEEEEE RS EEEEEE R R R R R R EEEREEEEEREEEEREEEEEREEREEEEEEEEESREERESE:S.:

* *
* NAPLES, FL NAPLES MUNI *
* *

R R SRR EEEEREEEEEEEEE S5 S EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE SRR E R R R

ATIRPORT CODE - APF ICAC CODE - KAPF

ATRPORT ELEV - 8 FT MAG. VAR. - W04
ALL RUNWAY LENGTHS IN FEET OBSTRUCTION HEIGHTS IN FEET
OBSTRUCTION RULES SET APG OBSTRUCTICN DISTANCES IN FEET

RNWY
14

LENGTH
5000

CLRWAY STPWAY SLOPE | END ELV LND RWY G.S.LGTH ENT.ANGLE
-450 0.01% 8 4420 0 090

OBST:

HT DIST DIST HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

RNWY LENGTH CLRWAY STPWAY SLOPE END ELV LND RWY G.S.LGTH ENT.ANGLE

32 5000 0 -130 -0.01% 7 4420 0 090
OBST: HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST HT DIST
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

DATE OF PREPARATION 14MAROG6
OBSTACLE DISTANCES AND HEIGHTS MEASURED FRCM LIFT-OFF END OF RUNWAY

4/19/06 ~ Aeronautical Charting Forum 19
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STAR Terminus Issue

Captain Brian Townsend
Chairman

National Airspace System Modernization
Team

Air Line Pilots Association, Intl.

Brian. Townsend@alpa.orqg
702.204.0007
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NOT TO SCALE

(Salem Transition)
EXPECT clearance
to cross at FL 240

GONNE TWO ARRIVAL (GONNE.GONNE2)
(DME REQUIRED)

VERTICAL NAVIGATION PLANNING

INFORMATION

Salem Transition: EXPECT clearance to

cross YQG VOR at FL 240.

Turbojets: EXPEGT clearance to cross SMBUSK‘{

EXPECT RADAR vectors

to final approach course
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Licensed: to - AIRLINE PILOTS | ASSOCIATION, ... Printed from JeppView disc (7-04.-
Notice: After 4/15/04 DS01Z this chart should not be used without first checking JeppView of NOTAMs.

STAR

[JEPPEESEN 10 vav 02 (10-2A CLEVELAND,OHIO
patis 127.85 | -HOPKINS INTL

; (ALSO SERVES !!
KEATN TWO ARRIVAL (KEATN.KEATN2)
(DME REQUIRED)

VERTICAL - 'NAVIGATION : - PLANNING
INFORMATION
Turbojets:  EXPECT. ' clearance to . GI3§§

Keatn Int: at - 10000°:
Props | and | Turboprops: 'EXPECT ' clearance

ARRIVAL

After | Keatn ' fnt, fly | 340" headirg. then

EXPECT | RADAR ' vectors: to : final ‘approach

COurse.

Direct distance - from -Keatn Int: to (Private)

u AIRPORTS - SERVED: PAINEVILLE OHIO
Cleveland/Burke Lakefront 35 NM Casement
Cleveland/Cuyshega Co 39 NM 697
Cleveland-Hopkins - Inil 30 NM {:}

Elyria - 31 NM WILLOUGHBY = OHIO
Lorain Co Aegl - 34 - NM Willonghby Lost Nation Mun
Medina Mun 13 NM 626
Middietield/Geauge Co 41 NW 9]
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ATPAC
Recommendations

 Published headings should follow the
terminus fix.

e All STARS should contain standard-
formatted Lost Communication Procedure

Information boxes.




ATPAC
Issues for ACF

* Does the ACF support establishing a
standard format for Lost Communications
Procedures for STARS?

e |f so, what would that format look like?




ACF to ATPAC

ACF sugporis ATPAC recornmendations.
ATPAC s'r ould consider adding -- Wner
oossinle STARs snould end at an AP TAF.
ACFE will rlével 0 2 Lost Cornrn forrmait,
ATPAC snould fOOrfJJerLEE frie necessary
changes o 7100.9 (& .65 I necessary) o
Irnplernent.



FAA Control Number 06-01-186

ATPAC UPDATE
AREA OF CONCERN 116-5

7/14/04
SAFETY: No

SUBJECT: Revision to STAR Order 7100.9D

DISCUSSION: STAR Order 7100.9D states; “STARS Shall: Terminate at an initial approach fix
for a standard instrument approach procedure or at a point in space defined by a fix or
waypoint. An RNAV STAR shall terminate at a point from which radar vectors may be initiated.”
Also: “For RNAV STARS that terminate at a point in space, annotate on the chart that radar
vectors will be provided; e.g. expect radar vectors to final, and annotate the chart with the lost
communication procedure if lost communications procedures differ from 14 CFR 91.185.”

A review of any number of STARSs reveals two common themes regarding the terminating fix.
The procedure either ends at the terminus fix or ends at the terminus fix followed by a specified
heading.

In the first example, it may be somewhat confusing as to what heading should be flown in the
event ATC does not issue a heading upon crossing the terminus fix or if the aircraft has lost
communications with ATC. Ask any number of pilots and you will get multiple interpretations.
Anything from fly the inbound radial, enter the gold if depicted, or fly the default heading after
crossing the fix.

The latter procedure is probably the most common and probably what ATC desires. However,
would that be the case if the airplane had been vectored off the procedure and crossed the
terminus fix from an angle that varied from the published lateral track? In this scenario it could
be quite possible the default heading would direct the aircraft towards other arriving or departing
aircraft.

Procedures that end with a specified heading prevent unpredictable flight tracks in the event of
lost comm., blocked frequencies, and busy controllers. At a minimum, ALPA believes STARs
should end with a specific heading.

Another point of contention is the lack of guidance in the event of lost communications. Most
STARs are consistent with their verbiage — “Expect vectors to final approach course.” Again, it
is somewhat open to interpretation as to how the pilot chooses to proceed to the final approach
course and at what point or time the pilot should commence this.

Statistically, lost comm. could be considered a rare occurrence with today’s equipment. This is
all the more reason for simplifying procedures for flight crews.

SEA has done an excellent job of terminating their conventional STARs with specific headings
and depicting Lost Comm procedure information boxes on the chart. There is no question as to
the steps the pilot should follow. The terrain at SEA probably dictated the need for specific
headings and instructions. Wouldn't it be practical for this to be the standard for the STAR
order?
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Ideally, LAS has developed “automatic” lost comm. procedures on their RNAV STARs that
terminate at an IAF. Three out of four arrivals actually clear the lost comm aircraft for the ILS.
The pilot does not have to consider ETA or holding instructions. Simply fly the arrival, execute
the approach, and land.

The fourth arrival does not terminate at an IAF, but it guides the airplane to within five miles of
the airport on a base leg, giving the pilot two options — maintain VFR and land (since the airport
will probably be in sight), or follow the lost comm. procedure if IMC.

As more and more RNAV STARs are designed and implemented, ALPA believes there will be a
need for procedures to terminate at an IAF. Since this is not the case for most existing
procedures, ALPA believes ATPAC should concentrate on addressing a simple approach to
fixing the current problem with STAR terminus.

SUGGESTED ATPAC ACTION: That ATPAC review this issue and recommend the FAA
revise the STAR Order to reflect more precise guidance regarding the terminus fix and lost
communications. In doing this, the following safety benefits should be considered:

Consistent charting

Clear and consistent guidance to pilots at the terminus fix of the procedures

Unambiguous lost communication direction

Enhanced predictability for ATC in the event of blocked or lost communication after
the terminus fix.

YV VY

Specific recommendations are:

> Published headings should follow the terminus fix.

> Each facility should consider the most efficient heading to use at the terminus, based
on traffic flow and runway usage.

> All STARs should contain standard formatted Lost Communication Procedure

information boxes.

116—The ATO-R, RNP Program Office had the following comments on the committee’s
suggestions:

Published headings should follow the terminus fix.

Design guidance provided to procedure specialist incorporates the use of a heading
following the terminus fix. Consideration will be given in future revisions FAAO 7100.9D,
Appendix 2-b-3 to require the use of a VM path terminator after the last waypoint for those
procedures terminating at a point in space. The use of a VM path terminator would provide
heading guidance from the coded database. Charting conventions currently support the
depiction of the heading for VM legs.

Each facility should consider the most efficient heading to use at the terminus, based on traffic
flow and runway usage.

This guidance is included in FAAO 7100.9D, Appendix 5, as part of the design process.
The inclusion the Lead Operator as part of the RNAV Implementation Working Group provides
feedback on the procedure design and route flyability.
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All STARs should contain standard formatted Lost Communication Procedure information
boxes.

This recommendation if adopted, should be referred to the Aeronautical Charting Forum
(ACF). As a collaborative working group including both FAA and industry experts, the ACF can
make recommendations to charting specifications to ensure uniformity.

After discussing the AOC and considering the comments by the RNP Program Office, the
committee made the following recommendation:

RECOMMENDATION #1:

Published headings should follow the terminus fix = The FAA draft a DCP for this part of
the recommendation.

Each facility should consider the most efficient heading to use at the terminus, based on
traffic flow and runway usage = The FAA review this part of the recommendation and
take appropriate action.

All STARs should contain standard formatted Lost Communication Procedure
information boxes - The FAA draft a DCP for this part of the recommendation and also
advise the Aeronautical Charting Forum (ACF) of the committee’s actions.

117—After discussion it was decided that this issue would be better addressed by the ACF.
Chairman will write a letter to that effect. The ATPAC member on the ACF will provide a
briefing at the next meeting.

118—Letter to ACF is being drafted. Update will be provided in April.

119—Letter written from Chairman to the Aviation Charting Forum. No reply was received.
Expect update in Anchorage. Next ACF meeting is May 11-12, 2005.

120—No response received from ACF. Committee member also on ACF does not recall this
issue being discussed at their May meeting. Update will be provided in October.

121—Update provided to group by Bill Hammett, AFS-420. He indicated that this action was
not brought before the ACF.

Discussion by the group led to the conclusion that the action that ATPAC wanted was
misunderstood. ACF should address the issue and that some ATPAC members would like to
attend the meeting to discuss the issues. The request will be retransmitted to the ACF.

122—Due to time constraints this AOC was not covered at this meeting.

CURRENT STATUS: DEFERRED
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RNAV-1 and RNAV-2 Briefing is
unavailable at this time.



Government/Industry Aeronautical Chart Forum 06-01
Open Agenda Items

OFFICE OF
PRIMARY
RESPONSIBILITY

PRESENTATIONS
REPORTS
AGENDA ITEM/ISSUE

REQUIRED ACTION

Jeppesen

ATA Charting Committees

Ted Thompson: Will report on the ATA Chart and
Data Display Working Group recommendations at
next ACF.

Jeppesen SAE G-10 Electronic Ted Thompson: Will report on SAE G-10
Symbology Committee recommendations at the next ACF.
AFS-410 RNAV Airway Program Sub- | Mark Steinbicker and Tom Schneider: Will
AFS-420 group report on the RNAV Route Naming Convention
Recommendation at the next ACF
NFPO VOR/DME RNAV Routes in | Brad Rush: Will submit a recommendation
Alaska document outlining the VOR/DME route issue.
Jeppesen 00-01-119 Raising Dave Goehler: Will report on the Airport Source
Nationwide Charting Data Committee recommendations at the next
Standards (PCNs) ACF.
ATO-W/NACG 03-01-154 Charting of RNAV | NACG and Jeppesen: Will provide problematic
Jeppesen Legs Adjacent to Flyover charts for the FCC briefing.
ALPA and Flyby Waypoints Mark Ingram, Kevin Comstock or Brian Townsend:
DoD Will brief the FCC.
Lt. Col. Yates: Will report the FCC decision at the
next ACF.
ATO-W/NACG 04-01-167 Charting of IACC MPOCs: Will report on the IACC response at

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards
NGA

Altitude Constraints on SIDs
and STARs

the next ACF.

ATO-R

04-01-168 Identifier for
Heliports and Helipads

Gary Bobik: Will provide an update at the next
ACF.

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards

04-02-170 Idents and
Coordinates for Parachute
Jump Areas

George Sempeles: Will provide an update at the
next ACF.

ATO-W/NACG 05-01-173 ASR Symbol on Eric Secretan: Will provide an update at the next
NAVFIG Visual Charts ACF.
ATO-T NACG: Will determine the criteria for charting the
ASR symbol.
Jim Spencer: Will provide the military ASR listing
to NACG.
Mark Washam: Will continue working with the
NACG and provide an update at the next ACF.
ATO-R/RNP 05-01-174 Top Altitude Note | Don Porter and Brian Townsend: Will provide an
ALPA on SIDs update at the next ACF.




ATO-W/NACG

05-02-177 ldentifiers for

NACG: Will provide circling issues/concept to

AFS-420 Copter Point-in-Space Mr. Webb.
ATO-R Procedures Mike Webb: Will provide an update at the next
ACF.
Gary Bobik: Will continue to investigate the
NOTAM issue and report at the next ACF.
AFS-410 05-02-179 Attention All- Mark Steinbicker: Will provide an update at the
users Page for next ACF.
Simultaneous, Parallel
RNAYV Departures and PRM
Approaches
AOPA 06-01-180 Voluntary Hal Becker: Will coordinate the issue with AOPA

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards

Designation of Collection
Facilities for Contaminated
Fuel, Used Oil, Universal
Wastes, and Hazardous
Materials on Airport
Diagrams

and report at the next ACF.
Valerie Watson: Will obtain a formal reply from Air
Traffic and report at the next ACF.

AOPA 06-01-181 Declared Hal Becker: Will coordinate the issue with AOPA
Jeppesen Distance Information on and report at the next ACF.
DoD Airport Charts Ted Thompson: Will report the Jeppesen position
ALPA at the next ACF.
ATO-W/NACG Kevin Comstock and Mark Ingram: Will report the
ALPA position at the next ACF.
Lt. Col. Yates: Will report the DoD position at the
next ACF.
John Moore: Will obtain a position from AFS-200
and report at the next ACF.
Eric Secretan: Will report the NACG position at the
next ACF.
ATO-W/NACG 06-01-182 Alternate Missed | NACG: Will provide additional prototypes to the

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards

Approach Holding Pattern

IACC for final recommendation and report at the
next ACF.

NGA NACG: Will provide the original issue submission
AFS-420/1SI and minutes to AFS-420/1Sl.
Bill Hammett: Will coordinate the human factors
issue and report at the next ACF.
ATO-W/NACG 06-01-183 ICAO Location IACC MPOC: Will modify the RD to include the

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards
NGA

Indicators on Visual and
Enroute Charts

TPPs and report at the next ACF.
Valerie Watson: Will report on the NASR cleanup
at the next ACF.

ATO-W/NACG
ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards

NGA

06-01-184 Missed Approach
Leg Length and Direction

IACC MPOC: Will modify the RD deleting the
depiction of altitude information and report at the
next ACF.

OPR/Action Listing
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AFS-410 06-01-185 RNAV-1 and Mark Steinbicker: Will report the PARC
NFPO RNAV-2 Descriptors for DPs, | recommendation at the next ACF.
STARs and Routes Mark Steinbicker and Vinnie Chirasello: Will
coordinate the effective date with the PARC and
AISWG.
Brad Rush: Will forward the issue to the AISWG.
ATO-W/NACG 06-01-186 STAR Procedures | IACC MPOC: Will review the charting

ATO-R/Cartographic
Standards

NGA

Jeppesen

and their Terminations

specifications and establish the requirements to
depict the heading on the chart and report the
recommendation at the next ACF.

Jeppesen, NGA and NACG: Will coordinate
standard depiction of the lost communication
procedures and report at the next ACF.

John Moore: Will submit a formal response to the
ATPAC.

OPR/Action Listing
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