
  

 

   

  
 

  

   
 

    

 
  

  
  

  
     

 
   

  
   

   
   

 
  

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
   

  
   

   
    

  
  

 

AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING (ACM) 
MEETING 22-01 April 25-26, 2022 

Virtual – Zoom platform 

Instrument Procedures Group (IPG) Meeting Minutes 

1. Opening Remarks: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group, welcomed 
the participants and provided an in-depth guide to how the virtual meeting would be managed. 
An attendance roster for the virtual meeting is attached. 

2. Review of Minutes from Last Meeting, ACM 21-02: Steve VanCamp, Digital iBiz, 
advised there were no comments, and the minutes were accepted. 

3. Briefing: ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG): Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the new review process for submitted ACM 
issues for both the Instrument Procedures Group and Charting Group from the attached slides. 
Generally, there are many issues for the Agency to consider and finite resources are available to 
address and potentially implement ACM recommendations. All representatives for the affected 
offices may not be in attendance when new recommendation documents (RDs) are first presented 
at the ACM. There have been instances when a new issue is accepted for work, but after the 
meeting, necessary offices advise they are not able to do the work. It is also difficult to determine 
the benefits and impacts of an issue during the initial RD introduction, especially when all 
stakeholders are not present. The intent of the ARRG is to review benefits and impacts of new 
RDs and decide if the Agency should accept proposed RDs for future work. The results will be 
briefed at the following ACM, however, if the item was accepted, work may commence prior to 
the next meeting. ARRG acceptance or declination of an issue may be revisited if other factors 
become apparent, and ARRG review may not be necessary if the appropriate stakeholders 
acknowledge the recommendation and are willing to accept it for work without ARRG review. 
Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, said the ACM is one of the best avenues of feedback to the FAA, but 
does understand the ARRG effort. Jeff said this is not an effort to discourage new RDs, but 
rather provide consideration of merits for each due to finite resources available in the Agency. 
John Moore, Boeing/Jeppesen, pointed out ARRG has no non-FAA members deciding issues to 
be worked by the Agency, adding the ACM is transparent and he would hate to lose that. The 
ARRG process will only review items after they are first discussed the ACM, with the ACM 
discussion captured in the minutes. Bruce McGray, FAA Flight Operations Group (FOG), added 
the ACM has functioned well in the past, and wants that to continue. Rich Boll, NBAA, asked 
what the timeline is for the ARRG to review and make these decisions, trying to avoid a possible 
six-month lag time for the next meeting. Jeff said the intention is for the ARRG to meet about a 
month after the ACM. TJ Nichols, FPAG, said part of the effort is to be more reactive, allowing 
work to start earlier than the next meeting on items that the Agency can work. John said it may 
possibly become incumbent for non-FAA participants to socialize issues between themselves 
prior to the ACM to help present the best case for each RD to be presented at the ACM. John 
stated he was worried that transparency may be lost, but added he does understand the 
constraints the Agency has in working issues. Jeff confirmed that ARRG decisions will be 
briefed at the following ACM. TJ pointed out the Agency does this with other groups already. 
Jeff and TJ discussed the idea of the submitter of the RD being informed of the decision soon 
after the ARRG to facilitate the process and increase transparency. Joshua thought the slide 



 
     

 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

   

     
  

    
     

 
   

      
 

 
   

  
  

    
  

  

   
  

 
    

 
  

     
   

 

presentation could be reworked to show this is an internal FAA process and not a major change 
to the ACM itself. Jeff added once the ARRG process is refined over the next few months it will 
be incorporated into FAA Order 7910.5, Aeronautical Charting Meeting. TJ appreciates all folks 
who are and have been involved in the ACM, pointing out not long ago the continued necessity 
of the ACM was questioned by upper level management, which ultimately resulted in changes to 
the order. He also pointed out that the ACM cannot assign work to the Agency, but does provide 
valuable input to the Agency on what is important to the users of the system. Jeff added we have 
great participation by management from various offices in the ARRG. Rich asked if it is feasible 
when a decision is made to work an issue for the Agency to task individuals outside the Agency 
to assist with issues accepted for work, and both TJ and Jeff thought that would be a good idea. 
John Collins, Foreflight, thought this was a solution without a problem, and the ARRG should 
have to justify a decision to not accept an issue for work. TJ pointed out the Agency ultimately 
has to make these decisions anyway, and this effort was to attain consistency in the decision-
making process for acceptance based on benefits and impacts. Rich suggested that each office 
identified in the ARRG should have a representative at the ACM, and Jeff stated he thought this 
was a good idea. 

4. Old Business (Open Issues) 

a. 15-01-320: Common Sounding Fix Names: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and 
Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed from the (slide). The FPAG did discuss this with AIS, and the 
process to resolve identified issues continues to be via a report through the IFP Gateway website. 
Jeff said various suggestions on how to resolve these issues discussed in the past have not been 
feasible, but added FAA NFDC says the availability of usable fix names is large. There have 
been technological solutions explored, but automated solutions are not available yet and MITRE 
is still investigating possibilities. Jeff said there is nothing more that can be done at this time with 
this issue, since a mechanism is already in place to resolve identified concerns. Bennie Hutto, 
NATCA, said that a recent PARC recommendation to add waypoint names at or near DME fixes 
was rejected, with the shortage of pronounceable fix names provided as a reason, and asked Jeff 
to confirm there is no shortage of five-letter fix names. Valerie Watson, FAA Charting Products 
Integration Team (AJV-A250), said that became an issue of redundancy (placing a five-letter fix 
at the same point where an identifier already exists), adding there is a finite number of useable 
fixes but not a shortage, and they should be used judiciously. Gary Fiske, FAA ATC Procedures 
(Terminal) Team (AJV-P310), added the problem is pronounceability, not the quantity available. 
He suggested the alphanumeric naming as used in other states may have to be considered. Rich 
Boll, NBAA, agreed with Gary, and added understandability is another issue. TJ Nichols, FPAG, 
suggested if the concern is pronounceability, perhaps criteria should exist for fixes that are used 
in ATC communications to be given priority for pronounceability. Jeff pointed out that 
pronounceability is subjective. TJ said this RD was originally about two similar-sounding fix 
names in close proximity. Vince Massimini, general aviation pilot, added this item was actually 
for fix names that the facilities did not want to change when identified. Michael Stromberg, 
Independent Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, concurred with the discussion and agrees the issue 
should be closed. Jeff said the issue will be closed, and the IFP Gateway link is provided here for 
access on how to report identified issues. 

Status: Item closed. 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures


     
 

   
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
  

  

  
 

     
  

   
    

 
   

 

 
   

   
 

   
 

 

      

  
  

   
 

 
 

  

b. 15-02-323: Depiction of Low, Close-in Obstacles on SIDs and ODPs: Jeff Rawdon, 
FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue summary and current 
status from the slide. The Departure Working Group (DWG) has been working on a revision of 
the initial climb area (ICA) for several years, to reduce the quantity of listed low, close-in 
obstacles. The plan is for Order 8260.3, U.S. Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures 
(TERPS) (Version 8260.3E Chg 2 or Order 8260.3F) to include the ICA revision. Order 
8260.46K, Departure Procedure (DP) Program, with the associated revision to low, close-in 
obstacle notes will be published concurrently with changes to Order 8260.3. Bill Tuccio, 
Garmin, asked about the original RD example, and Rich Boll, NBAA, said higher performance 
aircraft are generally well above and not affected by any low, close-in obstacles, so this typically 
applies more to less capable aircraft. These are for pilot awareness if the aircraft performance 
does not allow a climb above the obstacles. Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, said they have noticed 
some charts no longer show obstacle notes. Valerie Watson, FAA Charting Products Integration 
Team (AJV-A250), advised if there are takeoff obstacle notes on the Form 8260-15C, Graphic 
Departure Procedures, they should be on the chart. Rich said the original issue was to reduce 
number of listed low, close-in obstacles in the ICA, and the obstacles should be the same, just 
listed differently on ODPs and SIDs. Jeff said Order 8260.46 and Order 8260.19, Flight 
Procedures and Airspace, guidance has been aligned for consistent requirements on charting 
documentation from a recently closed RD. Dan Wacker, FPAG, said the new ICA and obstacle 
description will be released at the same time, so the pilots will know there is a new ICA by the 
drastically different notes format. Dan will brief anyone that requests an explanation. If a pilot 
sees a T icon on the SID chart they would look in the TPP front matter for the obstacles. Dan 
added there are procedures that still have obstacles listed on the graphic chart, since they have 
not been revised yet. Krystal Kime, FAA Aeronautical Information Services Terminal Charting, 
pointed out there is no chart mismatch on FAA departure charts, since all takeoff obstacle notes 
have been removed and the T icon has been added on SIDs. Only graphic ODPs currently have 
low, close-in obstacles listed. Pat Mulqueen, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-
400), said criteria now allows grouping of obstacles to help prevent lengthy listings. Although 
the listing may appear different due to grouping, it will still cover the same obstacles. Jeff said if 
there is any concern with specific procedures, those should be submitted via the IFP Gateway 
website. 

Actions: The Agency will report current status of changes to Orders 8260.3 and 8260.46 at the 
next meeting. 

Status: Item open. 

c. 16-01-325: Priority of Terminal Procedure Amendments: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue summary and current status from the 
slide. Susan Walker, FPAG, briefed she and Pat Mulqueen, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures 
Group (AJV-400), worked this issue together. STARs now go through a “quasi-abbreviated” 
amendment process, and this is working well and Pat has agreed to utilize the same process for 
SIDs. There is a list of items that qualify for an abbreviated amendment for SIDs in Order 
8260.46, however STARs have a different list. P-NOTAMs will not be used on either SIDs or 
STARs. Based on the information presented, Jeff recommends the item be closed. Pat 
emphasized the process is for high priority SIDs and STARs to go through the Flight Procedures 
Team (FPT) Office as an abbreviated revision, and be worked as such. The items that qualify for 



 
 

 

 
 

   
   

 
   

   
 

 
   

     
  

  
  

  

 

       
 

  
  

 

 

  

an abbreviated amendment do not affect the flight profile of the aircraft, a redesign or 
environmental evaluation, and do not require a flight inspection. Altitude changes may qualify 
for an abbreviated amendment, and would require a flight inspection review. Michael Stromberg, 
Independent Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, commented that a NOTAM changing a descent 
altitude can be flown by the pilot, but cannot be charted and flown without flight inspection, and 
this abbreviated process would be helpful. Pat said on a T-NOTAM, the process allows for a 
rapid abbreviated amendment to the procedure if followed correctly. Pat said the only drawback 
is that on abbreviated amendments the procedure may not be fully revised to meet current 
criteria. Rich Boll, NBAA, said since T-NOTAMs are only supposed to be out 224 days, this 
amendment process would help, and wants to ensure the abbreviated process would solve the 
issue prior to closing the issue. Sue said the Instrument Flight Procedures Validation Team 
evaluates priorities, and the ATO needs to identify to the FPT the priority of a SID or STAR if 
expedited action is necessary. Rich also pointed out the input of non-airport sponsors to the IFP 
Gateway Portal appears to be unavailable, and are able to input comments for open procedures, 
but not for amendments. Order 8260.3 says you do not need to be an airport sponsor to make a 
flight procedure change recommendation, so they would like it opened back up. Steve Madigan, 
Garmin, concurred it is hard for non-affiliated commenters to make recommendations through 
the IFP Gateway. With these changes Rich said he would agree to close the issue. Dan Wacker, 
FPAG, asked if Rich would prefer an abbreviated amendment for a single altitude change, for 
example to eliminate a T-NOTAM, when the entire procedure actually needs a full amendment, 
recognizing the full amendment could take several years. Jeff pointed out that both could happen. 
Pat added the work request would need to get to them, reminding the group that SIDs and 
STARs go through ATO, and approach procedures go through the airport sponsors. The group 
agreed to close the issue. 

Status: Item closed. 

d. 16-02-328: Increasing Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on SIDs and STARs: 
Dan Wacker, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the Departure 
Working Group (DWG) is working through the concerns with speed restriction notes. Dan will 
put some examples together, then reengage with the PARC PCPSI one more time. Dan will 
report the progress at the next ACM. The item will remain open.  

Actions: FPAG will reengage with the PARC PCPSI and report on discussion results and any 
potential criteria revisions results from that discussion. 

Status: Item open. 



    

   
 

  
  

 

  
 

  
     

      

        

        

     
  

 

     
    

  
 

   

e. 18-02-337: Improve Remote Altimeter Airport Notes: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), said there are several open issues that are somewhat 
related, and briefed this item in conjunction with open ACM issue 19-01-343: Clarify Text of 
Notes that Affect Minima (slide). These issues were submitted at different meetings. Rune 
Duke, FPAG, and Diane Adams-Maturo, FPAG, briefed the issues at ACM 21-02. Rune said 
they presented some solutions to provide clarity for the notes, received comments prior to and 
during ACM 21-02, but received no additional comments since the meeting. Rune said they 
incorporated the previous recommendations into the proposed revision. Order 8260.19 and 
Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM) guidance updates continue on both of these items. 
Criteria already exists to not require a backup altimeter when the airport weather is on WMSCR. 
Order 8260.19J is currently in coordination, and has the revised requirement to use the airport 
identifier instead of the city/airport name for the backup altimeter source. Steve Madigan, 
Garmin, asked how industry would know if a backup altimeter is on WMSCR service, and would 
there be any chance of providing a public distribution channel for 8260-9 forms that contain the 
remote backup altimeter setting information. Pat Mulqueen, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures 
Group (AJV-400), said the form access request is already being investigated. Jeff recapped the 
FAA is working on Order 8260.19 changes and AIM updates. Both issues will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will provide continuing status updates to Order 8260.19 and AIM changes. 

Status: Item open. 

f. 19-01-342: Charting “NA When Local Weather Not Available” for Alternate 
Minimums: Diane Adams-Maturo, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed 
the issue summary and current status from the slide. Work is ongoing to determine what would 
be the necessary definition and need for “local weather” in the context of alternate minimums. 
Once the definition is settled, application of the definition to alternate minimums will be 
determined. Bill Tuccio, Garmin, agreed it will be nice to have this defined. Vince Massimini, 
general aviation pilot, said there are many potential definitions of local weather, so an effort to 
clarify is good. Steve Madigan, Garmin, added this appears to be related to his upcoming new 
RD. Jeff said work will continue on the issue and it will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will provide results from determination of definition of “local weather” and will 
report any potential order changes resulting from that determination. 

Status: Item open. 

g. 19-01-343: Clarify Text of Notes that Affect Minima: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), said there are several open issues that are somewhat 
related, and briefed 19-01-343 in conjunction with open ACM issue 18-02-337: Improve 
Remote Altimeter Airport Notes (slide) These issues were submitted at different meetings. 
Rune Duke, FPAG, and Diane Adams-Maturo, FPAG, briefed the issues at ACM 21-02. Rune 
said they presented some solutions to provide clarity for the notes, received comments prior to 
and during ACM 21-02, but received no additional comments since the meeting. Rune said they 
incorporated the previous recommendations into the proposed revision. Order 8260.19 and AIM 
guidance updates continue on both of these items. Criteria already exists to not require a backup 
altimeter when the airport weather is on WMSCR. Order 8260.19J is currently in coordination, 



   
 

 
  

 
  

 

 

     

 
  

 

 
  

 

     
   

 
 

 

   
 

  
 

  
    

  

 

and has the revised requirement to use the airport identifier instead of the city/airport name for 
the backup altimeter source. Steve Madigan, Garmin, asked how industry would know if a 
backup altimeter is on WMSCR service, and would there be any chance of providing a public 
distribution channel for 8260-9 forms that contain the remote backup altimeter setting 
information. Pat Mulqueen, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-400), said the form 
access request is already being investigated. Jeff recapped the FAA is working on Order 8260.19 
changes and AIM updates. Both issues will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will provide continuing status updates to Order 8260.19 and AIM change. 

Status: Item open. 

h. 19-02-344: Intermediate Segment Stepdown Altitudes: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). There is a 2011 memo on 
crossing altitudes in intermediate segments, and it is now incorporated into Order 8260.3E, 
Change 2 as an appendix. Dan Wacker, FPAG, will discuss with Aeronautical Information 
Services and MITRE to determine if this capability will be added to TARGETS, adding there 
may be some confusion with cold weather adjustments. 

Actions: FPAG will report on status of the order revision. FPAG will meet with Aeronautical 
Information Services and MITRE to determine if this capability will be added to TARGETS and 
will report on outcome of those discussions. 

Status: Item open. 

i. 19-02-346: Deceleration Segment on STARs Supporting Compliance with 14 CFR 
91.117(c): Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue 
summary (slide). Language was added to order 8260.3E, Chg 1 for this to be a consideration, and 
Rich Boll, NBAA, asked for that to be changed to a requirement at ACM 21-02. Dan Wacker, 
FPAG, said he is revising the language for Order 8260.3E, Chg 2 to make this evaluation 
mandatory, and it will be out for public comment soon. Dan provided the revised language and it 
was displayed. 

Actions: The Agency will report status of Order 8260.3E, Chg 2 coordination with the revised 
language. 

Status: Item open. 

j. 20-02-351: Unnecessary Helicopter Note on Approach Charts: Jeff Rawdon, FAA 
Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue summary and current status 
from the slide. The revised language is in Order 8260.19J and is currently in coordination, and 
no comments have been received on the language. Jeff recommended closing the issue and Bill 
Tuccio, Garmin, agreed. 

Status: Item closed. 



   

    
     

  
 

   
  

  
 

  
 

 
 
 

  

   
  

 
  
  

  
 

  

   
  

  

 
 

  
  

 
    

  

   

 

k. 20-02-353: Revised Guidance and Charting for Order 8260.3 Circling Area 
Dimensions: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed 
background on the issue from the slides. All circling areas have been evaluated by the Flight 
Procedures Group and T-NOTAMS have been converted to P-NOTAMS. All that remains is for 
Flight Inspection to evaluate the remaining areas, with completion of this effort had been 
expected around May 2022. Flight Inspection has been evaluating these as scheduling allowed, 
and as of April 2022 still had roughly 135 airports remaining. Once the Flight Inspection 
evaluations are completed, FAA will publish an InFO (Information for Operators) to explain that 
the circling icons will be removed. Flight Standards will make IPH and AIM changes as 
required. Aeronautical Information Services will change the TPP legends and general 
information sections. The removal of the circling icons will be done in batches by the Charting 
Office, and should take six chart cycles (approximately one year) to complete. Bill Tuccio, 
Garmin, asked if any consideration is being given to changes in the FAA instrument knowledge 
exam or the practical test standards to address this, and Jeff said the FAA will investigate that. 
Valerie Watson, FAA Charting Products Integration Team (AJV-A250), asked if there should be 
guidance during the icon removal process, and Jeff said that will be accomplished with the InFO 
publication and IPH and AIM changes. 

Actions: The Agency will provide an updated status at ACM 22-02. 

Status: Item open. 

l. 20-02-354: Use of Suitable Area Navigation (RNAV) Systems on Conventional 
Procedures and Routes: Jeff Rawdon, Flight Procedures Airspace Group, FPAG, briefed the 
issue (slides). Review of the issue has identified the source of these charted unusable segments, 
and there is a plan being worked to remove the notes on the charts. Joel Dickinson, FAA Flight 
Operations Group, briefed that new AC 90-119 will replace AC 90-100, 90-105, 90-107 and 
90-108. AC 90-108 is the specific advisory circular allowing the pilots to substitute RNAV on a 
conventional en route segment. The AC 90-119 draft has been through coordination, with many 
comments received, and those comments are being adjudicated. 

Actions: FPAG will report on the status of removal of the unusable airway segment notes. Flight 
Operations Group will report status of AC 90-119. 

Status: Item open. 

m. 20-02-355: Minimum En Route Altitudes (MEAs) Published on Standard 
Instrument Departures (SIDs) and Standard Terminal Arrivals (STARs): Jeff Rawdon, 
FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). There was an 
MEA/MOCA working group formed, and the work is complete. Jeff is finalizing the report, but 
said there would be no significant changes to determination or application of MEAs and MOCAs 
as a result of that effort. Most of the changes will be to provide consistency across the various 
orders. The item will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will report the results of the MEA/MOCA Working Group report at ACM 
22-02.  

Status: Item open. 



    

  
   

  

 

 

 
      

 
  

  
   

 
 
   

      
  

  
   

  
  

 

    
  
 

 
    

    
 

 
   

  
   

  
    

 
  

  

 

n. 21-02-357: Five Letter Alphanumeric Waypoint Identifiers: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight 
Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). Jeff said this item was 
reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG), and the Group decided this 
would not be accepted for work to be taken on by the Agency. There are currently over 49,000 
fix names available, and the Group determined the effort necessary to make the necessary 
changes across the various directives, publications, automation systems, work processes, etc. 
would be significant and would not provide significant benefit. Michael Stromberg, Independent 
Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, said the United States continues to be a global outlier, adding 
there is no problem using five-character alpha-numeric fix on procedures as they are used by 
other States. He also said they work well and are clear and easy to understand for use in 
communications. Jeff said the ARRG did not say they would not work, just that the need is not 
there at this time. Rich Boll, NBAA, agreed with Michael on the clarity and ease of use, and 
asked if this was an ATC issue. Rich wanted the rational for non-acceptance of the issue 
included in the history of the issue, and Jeff agreed. {Editor’s note: This is the summary from the 
AARG decision “With approximately 50,000 pronounceable fix names either reserved or 
available for use (and more possible beyond that), the group felt there was no justification for the 
recommendation related to a lack of fix names. Since the recommendation was only related to fix 
names that wouldn’t be used in AT communication, this would do nothing to address the concern 
of inconsistent fix name pronunciation.”} Michael thought limiting the RD to just pronounceable 
names may have been a mistake, and hopes the FAA might reconsider in the future for a broader 
use as discussed. Mike thought this should remain an open topic for the future, but Jeff said it 
should only be addressed as a new issue later if needed, especially considering the workload that 
currently exists. John Moore, Boeing/Jeppesen, said unless the United States is going to create a 
naming system for using alphanumeric fix names, he agrees with the ARRG decision. Gary 
Fiske, FAA ATC Procedures (Terminal) Team (AJV-P310), said ATC facilities that have the 
best names reserved will be reluctant to relinquish them. Pat Mulqueen, FAA Instrument Flight 
Procedures Group (AJV-400), commented he is surprised the ARRG is not accepting this issue 
for work. Pat added it is difficult for procedure developers to find new names if they aren’t 
provided names already reserved by ATC. Rich said this decision would be disappointing to the 
many groups he has talked with, but does understand the workload issue. Joshua Fenwick, 
Garmin, asked if this can be revisited by the ARRG, and Jeff said for this given RD it would not 
be since the decision was made that the proposed need and benefits did not justify the effort 
required. John Barry, FAA Aircraft Certification, said he participated in the ARRG meeting, and 
noted the group did see some possible benefit, but due to the limited scope of the proposed 
benefits in the RD, the group did not see the adequate need for the amount of work required. 
Michael suggested this change will be needed eventually, it will take years to accomplish, and a 
new RD with additional information should be submitted. Rich discussed how the ARRG 
process does not seem to allow for the modifications of, or even complete explanations of some 
RDs as necessary to refine the recommendation. Rich asked if the proponent of a specific RD 
can be present at the ARRG discussion, and Jeff said that could be a consideration for future 
meetings. Dan Wacker, FPAG, pointed out fix names currently in use can become available 
again as procedures are canceled. Jeff said based on the ARRG decision, the issue is closed. 

Status: Item closed. 



 
 

  
   

 
 

   
  

  
     
    

  
   

 

    
  

  
 

   
   

  
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
   

 
   
 

  
   

  

o. 21-02-358: Canned FAA Chart Notes Leading to Pilot Error: Jeff Rawdon, FAA 
Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide), is already being worked 
in the FPAG and no review by the ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) was 
necessary. The issue is being tracked internally in the FPAG, and revisions will be in a future 
revision of Order 8260.19. John Moore, Boeing/Jeppesen, said he thinks the RD submitter 
(United Airlines) needs to be involved to ensure their concerns in the RD are addressed. Jeff said 
the draft preliminary language will be available when the future revision is in coordination, and 
the revised language will be presented at one or more ACM meetings. Brian Townsend, Allied 
Pilots Association, asked if an autopilot deactivation note would be included with the revision. 
Jeff agreed and said the FAA could look at specificity regarding autopilot usage if it is not 
already addressed in the order. This issue will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will consider incorporation of a note providing information for timing of 
autopilot deactivation. FPAG will report outcome of that consideration, and continue to provide 
status updates to incorporation of notes in Order 8260.19. 

Status: Item open. 

p. 21-02-359: CNF Used in Airways: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace 
Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). No ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) 
review was needed, since, the issue is already an item to be addressed by the ATS Routes 
Working Group. Diane Adams-Maturo, FPAG, said the issue has not yet been discussed due to 
other higher priority issues, but it will be investigated. John Collins, Foreflight, said the issue is 
mostly transitions at the Canadian border, including problems processing CPDLC and ADS-C 
messages, and asked what the plan was. Dan advised since there has been no identified safety 
case, the issue will be worked as time allows, but it has been adopted to be worked. Rich Boll, 
NBAA, inquired if this was coordinated with the Datacom Program Office. Diane said airways 
terminate at the border, and these CNF fixes are not on the airways. Bennie Hutto, NATCA, 
asked if the Working Group has coordinated with the ERAM group for processing, and Dan said 
not yet. Dan added this could require rulemaking action. John explained all of the CNFs are 
adapted in ERAM, and in the NASR database describing the airways. They are not adapted in 
Toronto’s airspace, which causes the issues. In some instances, there are two fixes in close 
proximity. John thought one possible solution would be for the FAA to provide the CNF fix data 
to Canada to adapt in their systems. Diane said that some form of joint use is being looked at, but 
has not been worked out yet. Dan added there are several issues involved, including some 
outdated CFR guidance. 

Actions: The ATS Routes Working Group will work this issue as it is able. FPAG will report 
continuing work of the ATS Routes Working Group on this issue. 

Status: Item open. 



  

 
 

 
 

   

 

 

 

   
  

 
  

  
  

  
  

 
 

   
 

  
  

  
 

   
  

   
   

   
 

 
 

  
  

  

q. 21-02-360: Insufficient Guidance on How to Process Minima-Related Notes on IAPs: 
Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). 
There are already two open issues being worked in the ACM regarding notes, so no ACM 
Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) review was necessary. The Chart Modernization 
Working Group proposal has been completed but not yet reviewed, and those review outcomes 
could impact this RD. Jeff proposes the ACM hold work on this RD, it remain open, and be 
addressed when the other issues are resolved. In the interim, the FPAG will investigate possible 
AIM changes that might partially address the issue. 

Actions: FPAG will report on any results from the review of the Chart Modernization Working 
Group proposal. FPAG will determine if any AIM changes can be accomplished to partially 
address this issue. 

Status: Item open. 

r. 21-02-361: Differing TACAN Missed Approach Instructions Jeff Rawdon, FAA 
Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). The ACM 
Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) did not need to review the issue. Order 8260.3C 
(2017) no longer allows combined VOR or TACAN procedures to have unique missed approach 
instructions. As with many order changes, propagation of revised criteria takes time, which is 
why there are still some VOR or TACAN approaches with differing missed approach 
instructions in the procedure inventory. Currently, there is no prohibition for unique TACAN-
equipped missed approach instructions on ILS or LOC procedures, and FPAG will investigate 
the possibility of adding the restriction to those procedures also. Gary Fiske, FAA ATC 
Procedures (Terminal) Team (AJV-P310), said he understood TACAN-equipped aircraft cannot 
hold over a TACAN, which was the reason for the different missed approach instructions. The 
item will remain open. 

Actions: FPAG will determine if restrictions on separate missed approach instructions for 
TACAN-equipped aircraft should extend to ILS or LOC procedures as well. 

Status: Item open. 

s. 21-02-362: Un-Codable Departure Procedures Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures 
and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). The Departure Working Group (DWG) is 
already working this so there was no ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) review 
necessary. Dan Wacker, FPAG, briefed that the DWG reviewed this with the current application 
in the NAS. They felt it would be detrimental to air traffic to mandate all conventional 
procedures have a codeable common route, where for years they have had a radar vector 
common route. If something needs to be coded it should go to ARINC, and possibly be coded as 
a radar splay with multiple initial fixes. The DWG does not want to take on the initial RD 
request, but recommends a look at updating coding for RNAV to include a radar vector common 
route. John Collins, Foreflight, said there are not a large number of affected procedures, and said 
Garmin already provides coding for these. Boeing/Jeppesen does not code them since there is no 
defined ARINC 424 standard. John said the KCLT KNIGHTS TWO departure form would be a 
good example of how to code these. Dan said radar vector SIDs do not have transitions by 
current criteria, since they are designed to be hand flown. Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, agreed the 



 
    

    
  

    
 

 
  
   

    
   

   
 

 
 

   

    
 

   
 

 

   
  
  

    
   

 
 

  
   

      
   

 

  

  

number of affected procedures is small. Dan said vector SIDs do not have common points, and 
were never intended to. Joshua asked if the FORT LAUDERDALE EIGHT SID is a radar vector 
SID, since it shows many routes and looks like a non-radar vector SID. Dan noted the departure 
route description says to expect radar vectors to the appropriate transition. These have been done 
for a long time and are not an issue, they just can’t be coded. Gary Fiske, FAA ATC Procedures 
(Terminal) Team (AJV-P310), said Air Traffic will not support redesign efforts as stated in the 
RD on these, since the procedures work well. There are RNAV off-the-ground SIDs that are 
being used more often than the radar vector SIDs at many of these locations already. Some could 
be redesigned if there is a confusing chart issue. Joshua asked if the recommendation is to close 
the item, and Dan said yes, adding he will look at going back to ARINC coding to investigate if 
there is a way, if the common route is a radar vector with multiple initial fixes. Joshua asked if 
the charting portion of the RD to show the radar vector transitions differently would be 
addressed. Kevin Allen, American Airlines, said coding from an initial fix on the transition 
would appear to be an easy solution with aircraft flying radar vectors, to be followed by the 
assigned route. Dan said that has been looked at, and for example, at DFW nobody goes to the 
VOR, so this wouldn’t be a clear solution. John said although you will not ever fly to the VOR, it 
can still be coded and you will intercept the route later. Dan pointed out RD has three issues. The 
ACM decided to reject the first two RD issues, and the DWG will work the third RD 
recommendation issue to chart the vector transitions differently than the conventional and RNAV 
procedure segments and report back. 

Actions: Original RD has three recommendations. The first two are rejected, and the DWG will 
work the third recommendation and report status as the issue is considered. 

Status: Item open. 

t. 21-02-363: Depict ARINC 424-Coded Missed Approach Point on Conventional 
Charts: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue 
(slide). The ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) reviewed and decided to reject the 
issue. Although there would be a limited benefit, it would take a long time to accomplish, and 
would primarily affect localizer-only procedures where the missed approach point (MAP) is 
located at the landing threshold point. Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, says this looks like a disconnect 
between charting and the database. Jeff said the FAA does not provide location data identifying 
the points, adding the CIFP is not to be considered source. John Barry, FAA Aircraft 
Certification, said the MAP is what the source documentation form says it is, adding it may 
happen to be close to the end of the runway. If GPS fails, you must be able to fly the procedure 
using time and distance information. Bill Tuccio, Garmin, agreed these must be flown 
conventionally, but since a majority of these are flown with RNAV, they should not confuse the 
pilot. Jeff said if the issue had been accepted for work, implementing these changes would take a 
significant period of time, and the RNAV substitution elements would need to be addressed first. 
Rich Boll, NBAA sees no issues, and agrees the issue is not necessary and could be closed. 

Status: Item closed. 



   

   
  

 
 

 
  

   
  

   
 

  
   

 

 
 

 
   

    
  

    
 

 
  

   
   

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
   

  
   

   
 

  
 

   
  

5. New Business (New Agenda Items) 

a. 21-02-364: Straight-in and Circling Minimums NA Notes: The issue was presented by 
Bruce Williams, CFI, using his RD (slide). Bruce noted previous ACM issue 09-02-291was 
closed at meeting 15-01 without a good resolution. Bruce discussed KUDD RNAV approaches 
to RWY 10 and RWY 28 in the RD, showing there are confusing notes about straight in and 
circling approaches not being authorized at night. The FAA recently issued a NOTAM to RNAV 
(GPS) RWY 10, stating “circling to RWY 28 NA at night.” Bruce recommends clarification in 
TERPS and in the AIM on the intent of these notes to reduce confusion for controllers and pilots, 
noting the difficulty for a pilot flying at night. Rich Boll, NBAA, inquired if this note is 
compliant with current Order 8260.19 criteria, and read the applicable criteria aloud. Bruce said 
the RNAV (GPS) RWY 28 approach note feels clumsy, with the note reading “Rwy 28 Straight-
in and Circling minimums NA at night,” which could be interpreted to mean the entire procedure 
is NA at night if all circling minimums were NA. Rich pointed out the NOTAM for RNAV 
(GPS) RWY 10 adds a note “Circling to Rwy 28 NA at night,” and should perhaps be changed to 
“circling minimums NA at night.” Bruce said he sent an inquiry thru the IFP Gateway in 
November, and this NOTAM appeared. Dan Wacker, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace 
Group (FPAG), noted that these notes were all reviewed several years ago, with criteria revised 
as necessary, and are being updated on a day-forward basis. Dan asked if there is a criteria issue 
now, and Bruce felt there was not, but that the notes were confusing. Dan added what is charted 
may be old criteria, but the notes will not be updated until the procedure is reviewed and 
amended day-forward, and that the old notes may still appear for many years. Dan asked if the 
AIM needs to be changed, and Bruce felt additional guidance in the AIM would help, citing AIM 
5-4 (excerpt in the RD and current at meeting time). Bruce thought the guidance could be 
modified for clarity, and would be happy to assist any effort. Dan said the two versions of the 
note could be shown, as old and new, to help with understanding. The group discussed possible 
iterations of the notes for this airport. Mark Mentovai, Manhattan Flight Club, suggested the 
confusion is in the way the notes are conjoined with the word “and.” The requirements in Order 
8260.19I to designate both straight-in and circling minimums as NA are separate and distinct, but 
on the approach plate in discussion, they are joined with “and,” rather than as two separate 
sentences. He noted no policy change should be necessary, but suggested cleaning up the 
NOTAM language. Mark suggested not including the runway associated with the procedure as 
that should be obvious, and would just add chart clutter. Bennie Hutto, NATCA, said a review of 
the notes appears to show only a straight-in to RWY 10 is allowed at night, and Jeff agreed the 
charted note could be interpreted to imply that, though that was not likely the intent. Bruce said 
the confusion for users is the note(s) seem to indicate the procedure is unavailable at night. 
Johnnie Baker, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-400), said the RWY 10 NOTAM 
documentation appears incorrect (the NOTAM contains the language “add note” which is not 
appropriate for a T-NOTAM) but the restriction of circling to RWY 28 at night would be 
appropriate due to 20:1 penetrations on RWY 28. Johnnie will get the verbiage of the NOTAM 
corrected. Rich suggested a NOTAM for RNAV (GPS) RWY 28 is needed to bring the note 
language into compliance with Order 8260.19. Rich added the forms indicate the procedure is 20 
years old. Dan said these will be found in the NAS, and should be caught in periodic reviews. 
Dan asked if the AIM does capture the appropriate steps, and added he believes the criteria is 
correct but if the AIM is incorrect it should be fixed. If both Order 8260.19 and the AIM are 
correct, then as procedures are reviewed the notes will be corrected over time. Rich discussed 
ACM 09-02-291, which was closed in 2015, and if the changes reflected were from that, and 



   
 

 
 

   

 

    
 

  
  

  
    

   
   

  
 

 

 
   

  
 

     
   

   

  
    

 
 

   
   

   
 

 

 
 

  
   

   

Dan said he believed this was all part of the same effort, adding he and John Bordy also worked 
the notes issues through the US-IFPP issue 13-02-17. Bruce said his examples came from AIM 
language in 5-5-4 and Chapter 4 in the Instrument Procedures Handbook. Rich suggested we 
may need additional information in AIM 5-4 also. Bruce said he would assist in any proposed 
AIM language changes. Jeff summarized that the Order 8260.19 requirements appear correct, but 
some AIM review or updated guidance may be necessary. Jeff said it will take time for the 
procedures to be updated to current criteria, and that we do not issue NOTAMs to correct 
application of old criteria. Jeff added we need to avoid notes that might be construed to imply a 
VFR operation cannot land at night. Mark said it appears the 2002 procedure has some incorrect 
note language and asked if a NOTAM should be considered. Mark also asked to consider future 
Order 8260.19 language to differentiate IFR vs. VFR operations (i.e., “landing IFR RWY 28 not 
authorized”) to reduce confusion be developed, and Bruce agreed. Jeff noted that use of notes 
such as “landing RWY xx NA at night” can be wrongly interpreted as a restriction on VFR 
landings as well and are not desirable. Rich does think AIM 5-4-5 guidance on circling should be 
strengthened. Jeff advised this will be reviewed, specifically with AIM intent, and reminded all 
that criteria changes take a while to appear through all published procedures. He also noted that 
there is some lag between criteria effective dates and service provider implementation, and that 
the criteria effective date cannot be effectively compared to a procedure publication date for 
purposes of determining to what revision of criteria the procedure was developed. 

Actions: This item will be reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine 
any potential action and that outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. Johnnie Baker, FAA 
Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-400), will have corrections made to the identified 
NOTAM. 

Status: Item open. 

b. 22-01-365: As Charted, Teardrop Course Reversals Lack Pilot Guidance on How to 
Fly the Reversal: Bill Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide) saying there are not 
many of these in the NAS, and little guidance on how to chart or fly them exists. An example 
teardrop is shown on the RD slide. His concern is the aircraft could go into the wrong airspace, 
and that most pilots may think it requires a standard rate turn. The FAA provides specific 
guidance for other turns, but this just says teardrop left turn within 10 NM. Bill would like 
explanatory information in the AIM, IPH, and IFH on how to fly these procedures. Jeff Rawdon, 
FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), advised these are charted to scale, and 
advised the procedure represented on the first page of the RD at KGUP is an outlier and not 
compliant with current criteria. FAA Order 8260.3 requires a turn fix for these course reversals 
and added obstacle protection areas are developed based on that turn point. Bill said the rate of 
turn after the outbound fix is the question due to lack of guidance. Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, said 
the question concerns what the pilot should do after the outbound fix. Also, the database 
providers display the route differently to join the localizer differently. Rich Boll, NBAA, has no 
problem with the current display, saying he has never had an issue teaching or flying them. Rich 
said AIM 5-4-9 describes this as a turn after the fix to join the localizer, and is usually done with 
a standard rate turn. Rich said this a graphical depiction for direction of a turn, not a specific 
route, arc, or path to follow, but added the guidance is lacking a bit and could be bolstered. Bill 
asked Rich how he would fly or teach these, and Rich said after the turn fix, they do a standard 
rate turn to a 30 degree or 45 degree intercept heading, then join the inbound final course. Bill 



  
   

 

  
  

 

  
   
 

 
  

   
 

 
     

 
  

 
   

 
   

 

  
  

 

  

 
 

   
  

   
 

 

   
   

   
 

   

advised that is what they wanted to know and answers their question. Vince Massamini, general 
aviation pilot, said these are very common, and do not present a challenge, but agree maybe 
some more guidance would be helpful.  

Actions: This item will be reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine 
any action and that outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. 

Status: Item open. 

c. 22-01-366: Circling NA Areas Conflict with FAA Legal Counsel Limitations on 
Class G Right Traffic: Bill Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide) with one 
generalized example, discussing the background and displaying his example slide on the RD. 
The question is how a Cat D pilot flies to RWY 35, and can you fly a Cat D circling pattern with 
right hand turns regardless of 14 CFR § 91.126(b)(1) and previous legal opinions (attached in the 
RD). Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), advised the ACM 
cannot reinterpret or change a legal opinion. John Collins, Foreflight, advised there is a third 
legal opinion on this, and after speaking with an FAA attorney with the Office of General 
Counsel, he is confident there is no issue with this, adding this is what was meant by their 
opinion. John advised AC 90-66B Change 1 has wording to cover this situation. Bill thanked 
John for the information and is satisfied the issue has been addressed. Rich Boll, NBAA, 
suggested clarifying language be added in AIM paragraph 5-4-20 for circling/maneuvering. John 
added the third legal interpretation basically restates the second one. Michael Stromberg, 
Independent Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, concurs with adding language in the AIM. Joel 
Dickinson, FAA Flight Operations Group, said their group could look at the issue, and see what 
changes may be warranted in the AIM and other publications. 

Actions: This item will be reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine 
any action and that outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. 

Status: Item open.  

d. 22-01-367: Terminal Holds Published with Time and Distance are Confusing: Bill 
Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide), saying this happens seldom but is a pain 
for Garmin. The example slide for OLV ILS or LOC RWY 18 shows both time and distance for 
holding at EFPUB INT, and there is no clear guidance for which the pilot should use. Garmin did 
submit an aeronautical inquiry on this approach, and the response was the pilot can choose based 
on aircraft equipage. Bill inquired if AIM guidance exists or is needed for these. Steve Madigan, 
Garmin, said this is a problem, since there is no way to code both. Rich Boll, NBAA, said this is 
a conventional procedure (even though it has a TAA), and can be flown either way based on 
equipage and preference. Valerie Watson, FAA Charting Products Integration Team 
(AJV-A250), advised there used to be a number of dual holding procedures in the NAS, and in 
2013 charting was given guidance from Brad Rush, (then with Aeronautical Information 
Services) that this was not correct and to only publish one or the other. On conventional 
procedures, timing was charted, and Valerie added there are only three of these procedures left in 
the NAS depicting both distance and time. Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace 
Group (FPAG), said there is no Order 8260.19 policy to provide both. Johnnie Baker, FAA 
Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-400), suggested the response to the aeronautical 



  
  

   
  

 

  
  

   
  

   
   

  

 
 

 
 

  

 

 
    

    
 

 

   

  
  

  
  

 
  

    
  

  
 

  

inquiry sent by Garmin could have a more appropriate response, and took an IOU to revisit that 
inquiry. Valerie suggested to either add policy in Order 8260.3 to allow these, along with 
publication of AIM guidance, or to correct the remaining three procedures. Jeff thought 
correcting the remaining three would be preferable. Vince Massimini, general aviation pilot, 
added there are thousands of conventional procedures that have the one minute holding patterns, 
and agreed it would be best to remove the distance on the remaining three. Mark Mentovai, 
Manhattan Flight Club, said there is a human factors charting issue if there is a difference in the 
holding distance and/or time between the plan and profile views. Mike Stromberg, Independent 
Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, agreed no changes to pilot guidance would be necessary if the 
three remaining procedures are revised. Dan Wacker, FPAG, said the reason for the 4 NM 
distance depiction is to support the TAA holding per Order 8260.19 and suggested the FAA 
needs to remove the TAA and go to conventional only, or change the criteria to support RNAV 
and conventional holding at the same fix on the hybrid procedures. Jeff added there is a question 
if timing is prohibited when distance holding is shown, and Dan thought it was and wants to look 
at the documentation policy. Rich said per Order 8260.19, the MSA and TAA should not be used 
on the same procedure as they are on this approach plate. Johnnie added on all conventional 
procedures timing should be used for holding. Diane Adams-Maturo, FPAG, talked about how 
hybrid procedures can have disconnects with criteria, and the FAA should take a closer look, 
especially concerning Order 8260.19 policy. John Collins, Foreflight, pointed out that some ILS 
approaches, with MSA and TAA information both charted, were broken into separate Y & Z 
procedures, and this procedure could have done the same. Dan said the existing criteria in Orders 
8260.19 and 8260.3 is correct. In Order 8260.3, RNAV holding must use distance, and using 
both MSA and TAA on the same chart is not allowed. 

Action: This item will be reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine 
any action and that outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. Johnnie Baker will review the 
previous inquiry sent by Garmin to determine if the response should have been different than that 
provided. 

Status: Item open. 

e. 22-01-368: MSA Center for Non-RNAV Procedures: Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, briefed 
the item from the RD (slide). As more VORs are decommissioned, we are seeing more MSAs 
moving away from the airport centers, and they are not overlying the entire approach area. 
Joshua displayed examples from his RD, showing non-RNAV procedure MSA centers can be up 
to 30 NM from the procedure airport by Order 8260.3 criteria, whereas RNAV procedures are 
typically centered on the runway threshold associated with the approach. Since the rest of the 
world uses the airport ARP to center MSAs, Garmin suggests using the ARP if no suitable 
NAVAID is near the airport. Dan Wacker, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), 
explained the background of the MSA criteria. The MSA was never intended to aid pilot descent 
on the approach, since they operate at en route altitudes until the approach IAF or the MVA if 
ATC is vectoring the aircraft. The MSA is provided for emergency use, so if the pilot has an 
emergency while on the approach, they have a safe altitude to climb to. Dan said it has been this 
way for years and feels pilots understand it is based on the procedure and not the airport. Dan 
said the FAA has looked at changing the MSA center to the ARP like Garmin suggests, with 
only one per airport and possibly allowing sectorization. Dan added this is not considered a high 
priority, and would likely be a day-forward change, though that could take several years to fully 



  
 

  
  

    

 
 

 
 

   

    

 

 
  

 

 
  

  
 

 
  

 
   

 
  

  
     

 
 

  
 

   

    
  

  
  

   

accomplish. Dan said on the specific example shown, the TAA was not added because of the 
MSA location, but because they were added on hybrid procedures for RNAV to the ILS. Mike 
Stromberg, Independent Pilots Association (IPA)/UPS, said the MSA should overly the entire 
procedure area in case of an emergency, if that is the intent of the MSA. UPS has tailored charts 
depicting the MSAs. Dan restated the MSAs are not built to cover the entire procedure path, but 
only for a safe altitude within 25 NM of the NAVAID. Rich Boll, NBAA, said the MSA is used 
for other types of procedures, including departures, and asked if a localizer could be used. Jeff 
Rawdon, FPAG, advised it could not, since criteria requires an omni-directional facility. Rich 
thinks the MSA should be moved to the ARP. Dan added if there is no NAVAID within 30 NM 
of the airport current criteria allows the MSA to be centered on the ARP which was a criteria 
change due to the VOR MON project. John Barry, FAA Aircraft Certification, said maybe ESAs 
could be used instead of MSAs. Most of the participants felt moving the MSA to the ARP would 
benefit the pilots. Joshua said this is being done worldwide, so we should look at ICAO 
procedures and definitions. Jeff said this will go to the ACM Recommendation Review Group 
for discussion. 

Action: This item will be reviewed by the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine 
any action and that outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. 

Status: Item open. 

f. 22-01-369: Improve IAP Alternate Minimums: Steve Madigan, Garmin, briefed the 
issue from the RD (slide). Steve showed several example airports, where the alternate minimums 
are more permissive. Steve showed where abbreviated amendments by P-NOTAM alter the 
numerical alternate minimums without either restating or canceling the previous textual 
restrictions. Johnnie Baker, FAA Instrument Flight Procedures Group (AJV-400), advised the 
Flight Procedures Group QC is aware of this, and that it is not a criteria issue, but rather a 
training issue regarding P-NOTAMS and the alternate minimums. Aeronautical Information 
Services is making initial and recurrent training on this a high-emphasis item for both P- and T-
NOTAMs. Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), asked if this is an 
internal issue, and Johnnie said for the most part that it is. Jeff asked Steve if this adequately 
addresses their issues, and Steve advised yes but wants the issue to remain open to monitor 
progress. Johnnie said correction of this will be a day-forward issue over many chart cycles. 
Valerie Watson, FAA Charting Products Integration Team (AJV-A250), said when the alternate 
information is repeated in a NOTAM, the charting group views the intent would be the weather 
remark should be deleted if not repeated. Johnnie added the P-NOTAM just corrects incorrect 
data, with everything else remaining the same. Kristen Chapman, FAA Aeronautical Information 
Services Terminal Charting, said their understanding is that whatever is written in the P-
NOTAM is the entire alternate procedure, and this will require work from the Instrument Flight 
Procedures Group to resolve. The specialist needs to ensure the entire alternate minimums 
language is stated in the P-NOTAM, and this will need to be addressed by the Instrument Flight 
Procedures Group. Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, said if something impacts minimums, then the 
alternate minimums need to be considered. Rich Boll, NBAA, pointed out notes defining 
minimums when the tower is closed need to be standardized. Jeff said Order 8260.19 policy 
already standardizes the notes, but the notes currently published may have been developed with 
older criteria versions. Johnnie will coordinate with Kristen regarding front matter data. 



  
    

     
 

 

  

  

  

 

Action: The Instrument Flight Procedures Group will coordinate with Terminal Charting 
regarding front matter data. The Instrument Flight Procedure Group will continue to address the 
internal training issues, and report that outcome at ACM 22-02. This item will be reviewed by 
the ACM Recommendation Review Group to determine if any other actions are needed and that 
outcome will be provided at ACM 22-02. 

Status: Item open. 

6. Next Meetings 

ACM 22-02: October 24-27, 2022  

ACM 23-01: April 24-27, 2023 
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	o. 21-02-358: Canned FAA Chart Notes Leading to Pilot Error: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide), is already being worked in the FPAG and no review by the ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) was n...
	p. 21-02-359: CNF Used in Airways: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). No ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) review was needed, since, the issue is already an item to be addressed by the ATS Rou...
	q. 21-02-360: Insufficient Guidance on How to Process Minima-Related Notes on IAPs: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). There are already two open issues being worked in the ACM regarding notes, so ...
	r. 21-02-361: Differing TACAN Missed Approach Instructions Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). The ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) did not need to review the issue. Order 8260.3C (2017) no lo...
	s. 21-02-362: Un-Codable Departure Procedures Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). The Departure Working Group (DWG) is already working this so there was no ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) rev...
	t. 21-02-363: Depict ARINC 424-Coded Missed Approach Point on Conventional Charts: Jeff Rawdon, FAA Flight Procedures and Airspace Group (FPAG), briefed the issue (slide). The ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG) reviewed and decided to reject the i...

	5. New Business (New Agenda Items)
	a. 21-02-364: Straight-in and Circling Minimums NA Notes: The issue was presented by Bruce Williams, CFI, using his RD (slide). Bruce noted previous ACM issue 09-02-291was closed at meeting 15-01 without a good resolution. Bruce discussed KUDD RNAV ap...
	b. 22-01-365: As Charted, Teardrop Course Reversals Lack Pilot Guidance on How to Fly the Reversal: Bill Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide) saying there are not many of these in the NAS, and little guidance on how to chart or fly the...
	c. 22-01-366: Circling NA Areas Conflict with FAA Legal Counsel Limitations on Class G Right Traffic: Bill Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide) with one generalized example, discussing the background and displaying his example slide on...
	d. 22-01-367: Terminal Holds Published with Time and Distance are Confusing: Bill Tuccio, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide), saying this happens seldom but is a pain for Garmin. The example slide for OLV ILS or LOC RWY 18 shows both time an...
	e. 22-01-368: MSA Center for Non-RNAV Procedures: Joshua Fenwick, Garmin, briefed the item from the RD (slide). As more VORs are decommissioned, we are seeing more MSAs moving away from the airport centers, and they are not overlying the entire approa...
	f. 22-01-369: Improve IAP Alternate Minimums: Steve Madigan, Garmin, briefed the issue from the RD (slide). Steve showed several example airports, where the alternate minimums are more permissive. Steve showed where abbreviated amendments by P-NOTAM a...

	6. Next Meetings
	ACM 22-02: October 24-27, 2022
	ACM 23-01: April 24-27, 2023
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RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control #  22-01-369 


 
Subject: Improve IAP Alternate Minimums  
 
 
 
Background/Discussion: 
 
Alternate Minimums are established on procedure source (8260-series) forms. Alternate 
Mins can either be NA, Non-Standard (NSTD), or Standard (STD). In the latter two 
cases (NSTD and STD), numerical minimums can be accompanied by textual 
restrictions such as “NA when local altimeter not received” or “NA when control tower 
closed”.  
 
FAAO 8260.19I, sec. 8-6-11, includes the following:  


 
 
 
 
In some cases, this has led to alternate minimums that are more permissive than the 
approach itself. See TIST, ILS or LOC RWY 10 and VOR-A, wherein the alternate 
minimums appear unconstrained by tower closure status, while the “standard” approach 
plates both show “Procedure NA when control tower closed” note.  







 
Figure 1: TIST Alternate Mins Publication 


 
Figure 2: TIST IL10 


 
Figure 3: TIST VOR-A 


 
 
 
In other cases, minor (P-NOTAM) amendments alter the numerical alternate minimums 
without either restating or canceling the previous textual restrictions, as illustrated below:  
 
KMUT RNAV (GPS) RWY 24 (photos on next page) 
The ORIG 8260 states that the alternate mins are NA when local weather is not 
available. ORIG-A altered the numerical values (making Circling NSTD) but did not carry 
across the textual restriction. As a result, the Alt Mins book does not attribute footnote #2 
to the R24 procedure. 







 
Figure 4: KMUT R24 AMDT ORIG 


 
Figure 5: KMUT AMDT 0A, showing numerical changes to alternates 


 
Figure 6: KMUT Alt Mins, showing restriction removed for R24 
KTTN RNAV (GPS) Z RWY 6 







A similar situation is present on this procedure. AMDT ORIG 8260 states that alternates 
are NA when local weather is not available. Alternates were not modified until AMDT 
ORIG-D, at which point CAT D became NSTD. Because ORIG-D did not restate the 
restriction, the Alt Mins book does not attribute footnote #3 to the R06-Z procedure.  
 


 
Figure 7: KTTN R06Z AMDT ORIG showing textual restriction 


 
Figure 8: KTTN R06-Z AMDT ORIG-D showing numerical changes to alternates 


 
Figure 9: KTTN Alternate Mins pub showing no textual restriction 


 







Both IAPs use backup altimeter settings, and alternates are approved for both 
procedures, so based on the .19, both should appear in the ALT MINS book as “NA 
when local altimeter setting not available”. Due to NOTAM inconsistency, however, 
neither are notated as such in the Alternate Mins book.  
 
 
Recommendations:   
 
Garmin recommends 2 changes to alternate minimums:  
 


• Review of alternate criteria to avoid a situation wherein alternates are more 
permissive than the standard approach, and  


• An improvement to the abbreviated amendment/P-NOTAM process to 
consistently restate (or cancel) alternate minimums textual restrictions at each 
amendment. As an example, see PANC IL07R, AMDT 4A PNOTAM:  


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments:   
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted by: Steven Madigan 
Organization: Garmin International 
Phone: 913.440.6025 
E-mail:  Steven.Madigan@garmin.com 
Date: 03/14/2022 
 
 


Please send completed form and any attachments to: 
 9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov 
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Review of New ACM Recommendation Documents
• “Acceptance” of ACM issues


– Responsible assignment of finite resources
– No certainty of applicable FAA offices attending
– Difficult to quickly determine benefits / impacts


• Needed group that can determine benefit / impact for 
the Agency
– Established ACM Recommendation Review Group (ARRG)
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Offices involved
• Flight Procedures and Airspace 


Group
• Flight Operations Group
• Aircraft Certification Services
• Air Traffic Policy
• Airports
• Flight Procedures Team


• Terminal Charting
• En Route Charting
• Visual Charting
• Airport Mapping
• Charting Products Integration
• Aeronautical Data
• Obstacles Data
• Technical Operations
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Review process
• Benefits – Will the recommendation…


– Prevent or reduce the likelihood of occurrence of accidents or incidents?
– Mitigate a known or potential safety hazard?
– Resolve a known or potential issue creating operator or Air Traffic 


Control (ATC) system errors? 
– Satisfy a requirement to comply with Strategic or Business Plans?
– Increase operational or system efficiencies?
– Provide any additional benefit not listed above?
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Review process
• Impacts (partial list)


– Will the recommendation impact a sufficient number of flight procedures or 
operations to achieve the desired result?


– Is the recommended change permitted by rule, or would rulemaking changes 
be necessary?


– Is the recommendation consistent with airworthiness approvals and 
aircraft/navigation system capabilities?


– Is the recommendation consistent with ICAO Annexes, or will a US AIP 
difference declaration be necessary?


– Is the recommendation consistent with Flight Ops guidance and requirements?
– To what extent will changes to directives and guidance material (e.g. AIM, IPH, 


IFH, etc.) be required?
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ARRG process
• Does not work or attempt to solve recommendation
• Reviews each item for benefit and impact and 


decides if it should be accepted for future work
• Results briefed at subsequent ACM


– Issues accepted will be continued, not accepted will be closed
– Issues accepted need not wait for subsequent ACM to 


commence work
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15-01-320 Common Sounding Fix Names
• Summary: Introduced by APA. Concern regarding similarly 


spelled or sounding fix names and difficulty in getting them 
changed. Recommendation to establish process to get fix 
names changed when efforts at local level have failed and 
recommended establishment of process to alert ATC facilities 
when issues identified.


• Actions:
– FPAG to discuss with AIS


• Status:
– Discussion with AIS – confirmed IFP Gateway is appropriate way to 


report



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

CLOSE
BNGOS
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15-02-323 Depiction of Low, Close-in Obstacles on SIDs & ODPs
• Summary: Recommendation to reduce chart clutter on 


departure procedures caused by publication of low, close-in 
obstacles. Primary recommendation was to combine 
individual listings of obstacles into a single note.


• Actions:
– Brief status of changes



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN / Dan will brief
New ICA will be out in 8260.3F
8260.46K will be out at roughly the same time
Evaluation and notes will stay the same until both can be evaluated/documented at the same time day-forward
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16-01-325 Priority of Terminal Procedure Amendments
• Summary: Introduced by NBAA. Recommendation to assign 


high priority to SIDs and STARs requiring amendments to 
published altitude or speed constraints and to amend Order 
8260.43 to allow ATC facilities to request priority.


• Actions:
– Brief abbreviated amendment process for SIDs and STARs



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

CLOSE / Sue will brief
Abbreviated amendment process is currently used on STARs, and AIS agrees to use on SIDs provided the FPT identifies it as such
Reiterate that P-NOTAMs will not be used 
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16-02-328 Increasing Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs and STARs
• Summary: Introduced by Jeppesen. Multiple 


recommendations intended to reduce the variety of speed 
restrictions and information currently charted on SIDs/STARs.


• Actions:
– Departure Working Group to brief PARC PCPSI



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN / Dan will brief
Dan discussed at PCPSI / agree that standardized, non-complex notes are better
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18-02-337 Improve Remote Altimeter Airport Notes
• Summary: Introduced by Garmin. Identification of altimeter setting 


source can be ambiguous (e.g., “use Springfield altimeter”). 
Recommendation is to identify source with either a frequency or 
identifier.


• Actions:
– Receive and incorporate feedback
– Provide status update


• NOTE: combining briefing with 19-01-343



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
No feedback received from briefing at last ACM
Continuing 8260.19/AIM update efforts
WMSCR B/U ALSTG notes are no longer required on the approach plates - already in place
Ident replacing city names is in the 8260.19J
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18-02-342 Charting “NA When Local Weather Not Available” for Alternate 
Airports
• Summary: Policy within Order 8260.19 for charting of note, “NA When 


Local Weather Not Available” has led to inconsistent charting within the 
Terminal Procedures Publication (TPP). Recommendation is to add this 
note for all procedures with alternate minimums, or to add one general 
note to the TPP that applies to all procedures with alternate minimums, 
or to not chart a note (rely on education instead). 


• Actions:
– Form working group and brief status


• Status:
– Continuing to work



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN / Diane to brief
Working in Weather COI to clarify “local weather” definition
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19-01-343 Clarify Text of Notes that Affect Minima
• Summary: Garmin introduced this to point out ambiguities in 


procedural notes intended to increase minimums (particularly 
visibility). Often, the notes will state to “increase visibility all Cats 
xx SM”, but it is sometime unclear it that note is intended for all 
lines charted on the same procedure (e.g., LPV, LNAV/VNAV, 
LNAV). Recommendation is to clarify and improve notes to 
remove possibility of incorrect interpretations. 


• Actions:
– Receive and incorporate feedback
– Provide status update


• NOTE: combining briefing with 18-02-337



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
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19-02-344 Intermediate Segment Stepdown Altitudes
• Summary: NBAA introduced to encourage changes to criteria to 


address requirements that pilots, while complying with FAR 
requirements to cross at or above all stepdown altitudes, may be 
unduly challenged on high temperature days. Additionally, while 
planned for incorporation into 8260.3, the temperature adjusted fix 
location algorithms have not been added to the order.


• Actions:
– Brief Order 8260.3 changes


• Status:
– Calculation methodology appendix added to 8260.3E Chg 2 draft



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
Appendix is in 8260.3E Chg 2 / public comment period soon
Dan still needs to discuss TARGETS automation with AIS / will find out
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19-02-346 Deceleration Segment on STARs Supporting Compliance with 14 
CFR 91.117(c)
• Summary: NBAA introduced to request consideration of 


deceleration distance required when arrivals take aircraft 
below a Class B shelf, requiring deceleration to 200 KIAS.


• Actions:
– Report 8260.3E Chg 1 status
– Report changes for 8260.3E Chg 2



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
Dan will change the “consideration” language to a requirement
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20-02-351 Unnecessary Helicopter Note on Approach Charts
• Summary: Garmin introduced to point out unnecessary note 


to not allow helicopter visibility reduction when minimum 
visibility is already greater than the reduction would allow


• Actions:
– Report status of 8260.19J


• Status:
– Added:


… not required if the visibility reduction allowed by 14 CFR part 97.3 results in a 
visibility greater than 1 SM/5000 RVR if the 20:1 visual surface is penetrated, or 3/4 
SM/4000 RVR if the 34:1 visual surface is penetrated.


– Completing coordination



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN?
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20-02-353 Revised Guidance & Charting for TERPS Chg 21 Circling 
Approaches
• Background


– 8260.3B, Chg. 21 revised the circling approach obstacle evaluation area 
(OEA) dimensions


– Intent was all procedures with circling minimums would be revised to 
apply these new areas


– Revised procedures would indicate such with a reverse “C” icon



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
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20-02-353 Revised Guidance & Charting for TERPS Chg 21 Circling 
Approaches (cont)


• Resolution process and status
– Instrument Flight Procedures Group (IFPG) to evaluate all 


remaining circling areas and issue T-NOTAMs to raise CMDAs 
where necessary – complete


– IFPG will convert T-NOTAMs to P-NOTAMs as able (which 
updates CMDAs on charts) – ongoing, with est. completion 
May 2022
• Circling icons will not be added by this process



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

…
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20-02-353 Revised Guidance & Charting for TERPS Chg 21 Circling 
Approaches (cont)


• Resolution process and status (cont)
– IFPG forwarding information to Flight Inspection for 


validation of larger circling areas as able
• As of 15 April, approx. 198 IAPs (135 airports) remain


• Information distribution to be determined
– Likely issue InFO to explain as icons are being 


removed
– AIM/AIP, IPH, etc. guidance updated concurrent with 


final removals
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20-02-353 Revised Guidance & Charting for TERPS Chg 21 Circling 
Approaches (cont)


• Resolution process and status (cont)
– When all circling areas are validated, IFPG and FS will initiate 


the process to remove all circling icons from all charts
– FS will initiate changes to update AIM and IPH
– AIS will update TPP Legends & General Information section



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

…
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20-02-354 Use of Suitable RNAV Systems on Conventional 
Procedures and Routes
• Summary: introduced to point out AIM guidance is unclear 


regarding use of RNAV systems on conventional IAPs and 
routes


• Action: 
– Report on status of any changes to advisory materials, specifically


AC 90-119
• Status: 


– Continuing to investigate source of “unusable except” notes
– Working to remove “unusable except for aircraft equipped with suitable 


RNAV systems with GPS” T-NOTAMs and charted notes
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20-02-355 MEAs Published on SIDs and STARs
• Summary: NBAA introduced to point out inconsistencies 


between criteria and application of MEAs on SIDs/STARs
• Actions:


– Report status of MEA/MOCA working group and ensure clear language 
exists in all associated publications


– Completing report and will initiate necessary document changes



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

REMAIN OPEN
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21-02-357 Five Letter Alphanumeric Waypoint Identifiers
• Summary: NBAA introduced to recommend allowing 


alphanumeric fix names for fixes not used in ATC 
communication


• ARRG recommendation
– Not accepted for work


• Background
– 30 March 2021:


• 5LNCs reserved for use in NASR: 26,941
• Available 5LNCs for assignment: 22,153



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

Summary: With approximately 50,000 pronounceable fix names either reserved or available for use (and more possible beyond that), the group felt there was no justification for the recommendation related to a lack of fix names. Since the recommendation was only related to fix names that wouldn’t be used in AT communication, this would do nothing to address the concern of inconsistent fix name pronunciation. 








Federal Aviation
Administration


21-02-358 Canned FAA Chart Notes Leading to Pilot Error
• Summary: UAL introduced regarding prohibition of autopilot 


on portions of approach, yet with notes allowing lower 
visibility with use of FD, AP, or HUD


• ARRG review
– No review necessary – already adopted for work by FPAG


• Actions:
– Will be resolved in an future version of 8260.19



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

https://jira.faa.gov/browse/FPS-1140








Federal Aviation
Administration


21-02-359 CNF Used in Airways
• Summary: Foreflight introduced regarding the use of 


CNFs on airways
• ARRG review


– No review necessary – already adopted for work by ATS 
Workgroup


• Actions:
– ATS Workgroup to review and brief



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

Dan will brief / speak with Diane if opportunity arises
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Administration


21-02-360 Insufficient Guidance on How to Process Minima-
Related Notes on IAPs
• Summary: Garmin introduced related to confusion 


surrounding minima-related notes
– Suggesting AIM guidance and/or simplification of notes


• ARRG review
– No review necessary


• Status:
– Two existing items on minima-related notes still working


• 8260.19 revisions in future
– Chart modernization can impact
– Will determine resolution of RD once resolution of others is clearer
– Will consider AIM changes in interim








Federal Aviation
Administration


21-02-361 Differing TACAN Missed Approach Instructions
• Summary: Garmin introduced related to variations in TACAN-


specific MA instructions
• ARRG review


– No review necessary
• Status:


– VOR or TACAN (combined) IAPs can no longer have unique MA 
instructions


– No current prohibition on unique TACAN MA on ILS/LOC IAPs
– To be resolved with future 8260.3 and 8260.19 revisions



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

28 VOR/TACAN IAPs
31 ILS/LOC IAPs
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Administration


21-02-362 Uncodable Departure Procedures


• Summary: Garmin introduced regarding initial 
portions of departures that can not be coded


• ARRG review
– No review necessary / Departure Working Group assessed 


• Status:
– DWG briefing



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

Dan will brief
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21-02-363 Depict ARINC 424-Coded Missed Approach Point on 
Conventional Charts
• Summary: Garmin introduced requesting RWxx WPs be 


added at non-precision MAP to conventional procedures for 
use in lieu of timing


• ARRG recommendation
– Not accepted for work 


• Background:
– Limited benefit, with substantial effort to fully implement over a significant 


period of time
– Only applicable when NPA MAP is runway threshold – limited application
– Not supported by RNAV substitution policies








AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING 
Instrument Procedures Group 
Meeting 22-01 – April 25-26, 2022 


 
RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control # 22-01-364 


 
Subject: Straight-In and Circling Minimums NA notes 
 
 
Background/Discussion:   
 
Some approach charts, such as the RNAV (GPS) RWY 28 approach at Bermuda Dunes, CA 
(KUDD) include notes like the following: 
 


Rwy 28 Straight-in and Circling minimums NA at night. 
 
The chart does not, however, include a note that the procedure itself is NA at night. 
 
These notes cause confusion among pilots and flight instructors, as was noted more than a 
decade ago in RD 09-02-291. That issue, which eventually focused on design criteria and 
internal FAA policy, was discussed for several years and then closed by the IPG at the 15-01 
meeting without resolving the confusing language of the notes. 
 
The guidance currently available to pilots and ATC remains ambiguous. For example, AIM 
5−5−4. Instrument Approach lists several separate notes which can declare an entire 
procedure NA at night or state that straight-in and/or circling minimums are NA at night: 
 


a. Pilot. 
1. Be aware that the controller issues clearance for approach based only on known 
traffic. 
2. Follows the procedure as shown on the IAP, including all restrictive notations, such 
as: 
(a) Procedure not authorized at night; 
(b) Approach not authorized when local area altimeter not available; 
(c) Procedure not authorized when control tower not in operation; 
(d) Procedure not authorized when glide slope not used; 
(e) Straight-in minimums not authorized at night; etc. 
(f) Radar required; or 
(g) The circling minimums published on the instrument approach chart provide adequate 
obstruction clearance and pilots should not descend below the circling altitude until the 
aircraft is in a position to make final descent for landing. Sound judgment and knowledge 
of the pilot’s and the aircraft’s capabilities are the criteria for determining the exact 
maneuver in each instance since airport design and the aircraft position, altitude and 
airspeed must all be considered. [Emphasis added] 


 
Chapter 4 of the Instrument Procedures Handbook includes the following text: 
 







If there is penetration of the 20:1 surface, the published visibility can be no lower than 1 
SM with a note prohibiting approaches to the affected runway at night [emphasis 
added] (both straight-in and circling). [Figure 4-21] Circling may be permitted at night if 
penetrating obstacles are marked and lighted. If the penetrating obstacles are not 
marked and lighted, a note is published that night circling is “Not Authorized.” 


 
The notes on the chart at KUDD don't explicitly say that the entire approach is NA at night, and, 
as noted above, when that prohibition is necessary, the AIM and TERPS give designers the 
option of including a note to that effect. 
 
A literal reading of the AIM, the notes for this procedure, and the other guidance cited above, 
suggests that you can still fly the approach at night, but you can't land on runway 28. You could, 
it seems, fly the RWY 28 approach but circle to land on RWY 10. Or cancel IFR and land on 
runway 28 under VFR. 
 
It seems that in the example at KUDD, if you were arriving from the east, you might prefer to fly 
the approach to RWY 28 and then circle to land RWY 10 instead of flying the approach to RWY 
10. But you can't fly the RWY 28 approach and then land on that runway. 
 
In the IFR training environment, we don't often talk about or practice "circling" to the “straight-in 
runway,” but in most cases, that's an option. You could, for example, fly to the circling MDA to 
runway 36 (at some generic airport) and then, once over the runway and with the appropriate 
visual references and while fitting in with other traffic, join the pattern and land on 36 instead of, 
say, runway 18, 27, or 9. We sometimes do this in IFR training when we need to accomplish a 
circle-to-land approach to a landing as part of a stage check, IPC, or practical test, especially 
when the wind and prevailing traffic favor the "straight-in" runway and an airport has only one 
runway surface. 
 
Recommendations:   
 
FAA guidance for pilots and ATC in the AIM and handbooks such as the Instrument Flying 
Handbook, the Instrument Procedures Handbook, and Air Traffic Control should clarify the intent 
of such NA at Night notes. 
 
Guidance for procedure designers and FAA charting organizations should also clarify the 
wording and publication of such notes on procedure charts. 
 
If, for example, the intent is to make an entire procedure NA at night, a single note to that effect 
should be published on the chart: 
 


Procedure NA at Night 
 
If the procedure design requires that either straight-in or circling lines of minimums to a specific 
runway end are NA, then notes should make it clear that they apply to the runway in the 
procedure title and that circling to another runway may (or may not) be allowed: 
 


Straight-in minimums to land RWY 28 NA at night 
Circling minimums to land RWY 28 NA at night 


 
Comments:   







 
 
 
 
Submitted by: Bruce Williams 
Organization: Flight Instructor 
Phone: 206-283-2937 
E-mail: bruce@bruceair.com 
Date: 11/21/2021 


 
Please send completed form and any attachments to: 


 9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov 
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING 
Instrument Procedures Group 


Meeting 22-01 – April 25-26, 2022 
 


RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 
 


FAA Control # 22-01-365  
 
Subject: As Charted, Teardrop Course Reversals Lack Pilot Guidance on How to Fly the 
Reversal 
 
 
Background/Discussion:   
 
Here is a teardrop course reversal (excerpted from GUP LOC 6, Appendix A has full procedure): 
 


 
 
 


 
 







Page 2 


The FAA publishes extensive pilot guidance on other course reversals; namely procedure turn, 
hold-in-lieu of procedure turn, and DME arcs. However, there is no substantial guidance on how 
to fly a teardrop. Ask most pilots “how to” and they will respond, “standard rate turn,” which is 
incorrect. 
 
Problems may result from lack of guidance; for example, in PBF (full chart in Appendix A), 
there is no profile view “remain within” distance note for the teardrop. Without this note, the turn 
from NETAA to intercept the final is technically unbounded as there is no way to follow the 
depicted semicircle (when flying the approach with conventional navigation). 
 


 
 
 
When Teardrops are presented by a FMS, depending on ARINC 424 coding and the display 
software, the Teardrop may be shown like  the as-charted, as a 90-degree intercept, or a sharp 
180-degree turn. 
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Recommendations:   
 
If charting continues to depict Teardrops as semicircles, provide pilots with AIM and/or IPH 
guidance equivalent to procedure turn, hold-in-lieu of procedure turn, and DME arcs. 
 
Alternatively, change procedure design and/or charting to provide a navigable route line. 
 
 
Comments:   
 
 
Submitted by: Dr. Bill Tuccio 
Organization: Garmin 
Phone: 913-440-5945 
E-mail: bill.tuccio@garmin.com 
Date: 3/2/2022 


 
Please send completed form and any attachments to: 


 9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov 



mailto:9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov
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Appendix A 
Example Procedures with Teardrop Course Reversals 
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING 
Instrument Procedures Group 
Meeting 22-01 – April 25-26, 2022 


 
RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control # 22-01-366 


 
Subject: Circling NA Areas Conflict with FAA Legal Council Limitations on Class G Right 
Traffic 
 
Background/Discussion: 
 
By way of example, the CEW VOR-A approach has a Category D restriction “Circling NA 
for Cat D west of Rwy 17-35.” The airport does not publish any right-hand traffic 
patterns. If a Category D aircraft wants to land on runway 35, they must use right traffic; 
however, FAA legal interpretations confirms 14 CFR 91.126(b)(1) requires all turns to 
the left (Murphy (2009), Collins (2013)).  
 
Appendix A has the procedure. 
 
Appendix B have legal interpretations from Murphy (2009) and Collins (2013) regarding 
right traffic in Class G. 
 
Although CEW VOR-A is used as an exemplar, clearly this issue can be generalized to 
many other airports. 
  
Recommendations:   
 
For those airports having NA circling areas, procedure design should consider left hand 
traffic rules of 14 CFR 91.126(b)(1).  
 
Here are options to resolve the issue: 


• Update 14 CFR 91.126(b)(1) to allow for IFR right-hand traffic circling; 
• Update legal opinions; or 
• Add information in TERPs front matter and/or AIM to guide the pilot on what is 


permissible. 
 
Comments:   
 
 
Submitted by: Dr. Bill Tuccio 
Organization:  Garmin  
Phone:  913-440-5945 
E-mail:  bill.tuccio@garmin.com 
Date:  March 2, 2022 
 
 


Please send completed form and any attachments to: 
 9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov 
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING 
Instrument Procedures Group 
Meeting 22-01 – April 25-26, 2022 


 
RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control # 22-01-367 


 
Subject: Terminal holds published with time and distance are confusing 
 
 
Background/Discussion: 
 
The KOLV ILS or LOC RWY 18 publishes a hold with time and distance, as shown in 
Figure 1; Figure 2 highlights the hold. 
 


 
Figure 1. KOLV ILS or LOC 18. 
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Figure 2. Hold zoomed in. 


 
 
In response to an Aeronautical Inquiry to the FAA, the response indicated “the purpose 
of charting both, Timed Holding and Mileage Length, is to allow the aircraft pilot to 
choose which one they are capable of using based on the aircraft equipment available.” 
While this response is perfectly reasonable, the issue is there is no extant guidance the 
pilot can follow to make the choice (of course, all pilots are capable of doing timed 
holding). 
 
Recommendations:   
 
If FAA is going to design procedures published with both time and distance holding, AIM 
guidance should guide the pilot on which to use. 
 
Comments:   
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Likely pilots will use distance as it is easier, but there should be guidance. Guidance will 
lower pilot cognitive workload. 
 
 
Submitted by: Dr. Bill Tuccio 
Organization: Garmin 
Phone: 913-440-5945 
E-mail: bill.tuccio@garmin.com    
Date: March 2, 2022 
 
 


Please send completed form and any attachments to: 
 9-AMC-AVS-ACM-Info@faa.gov 
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING MEETING 
Instrument Procedures Group 
Meeting 22-01 – April 25-26, 2022 


 
RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control # 22-01-368 


 
Subject: MSA Center for Non-RNAV Procedures 
 
Background/Discussion: 
 
The FAA Order 8260.3E includes the following guidance for the creation of the MSA area: 
 


2-3-2. Minimum Safe Altitude (MSA). Establish an MSA for all approach procedures, 
graphic obstacle departure procedures (ODPs), and standard instrument departures 
(SIDs) within a 25-NM radius of a specified point for use during emergency situations 
(see Figure 2-3-1). 
… 
b. Area. 


(1) Non-RNAV procedures. Center the MSA on the omni-directional facility upon 
which the procedure is based. When the distance from the facility to the 
airport exceeds 25 NM, extend the radius to include the airport landing 
surfaces up to a maximum distance of 30 NM. When the procedure does not 
use an omnidirectional facility (for example, an ILS or vector SID), use the 
primary omnidirectional facility in the area. If a graphic OPD or SID utilizes 
more than one omni-directional facility, use the facility nearest the airport. If 
no omni-directional NAVAID is located within 30 NM of the airport landing 
surfaces, then center the MSA on the airport reference point (ARP). Establish 
a common area (no sectors) around the facility or ARP. If necessary to offer 
relief from obstacles, sector divisions may be established for an MSA based 
on a facility. Sectors must not be less than 90 degrees in spread. 


(2) RNAV procedures. For RNAV straight-in approach procedures, establish a 
common safe altitude within the specified radius of the runway threshold 
(preferred) or the MAP waypoint (WP); for RNAV circling and RNAV 
departure procedures use the airport waypoint (APT WP). 


 
These rules outline a different hierarchy for choosing the MSA center fix for non-RNAV 
procedures versus RNAV procedures: 
 


# Non-RNAV MSA Center 
1 Omni-directional facility upon which the 


procedure is based 
2 Omni-directional facility in the area; within 


30NM of the airport landing surfaces 
3 Airport reference point (ARP) 


Table 1: MSA Center Hierarchy for Non-RNAV Procedures 







MSA Center for Non-RNAV Procedures 
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# RNAV MSA Center 
1 Runway threshold 
2 Missed approach point (MAP) 
3 Airport reference point (ARP) 


Table 2: MSA Center Hierarchy for RNAV Procedures 


The RNAV rules are always picking a fix close to the procedure’s airport, whereas as the non-
RNAV procedure’s MSA center can be up to 30 NM from the procedure’s airport. 
 
Also, choosing a good omni-directional facility for use as a MSA center that is close to the 
procedure’s airport will only get more difficult as more VORs are shutdown as part of the FAA’s 
VOR MOR program. 
 
Example 1:  


• KIXD, ILS or LOC RWY 36 


 
Figure 1: KIXD ILS or LOC RWY 36 


The KIXD ILS or LOC RWY 36 approach’s MSA is centered on the MCI VORTAC which is 28.2 
NM to the northeast of the KIXD airport.  What this means is that the 29 NM radius of the MSA, 
shown in the image as a red circle, only protects arrivals from the northeast.  The MSA does not 
protect any parts of the final approach or arrivals from the south, east or west. 
 
  



https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ato/service_units/techops/navservices/gbng/vormon

https://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2202/00302il36.pdf#nameddest=(IXD)
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Example 2:  
• KCBE, LOC/DME RWY 23 


 


 
Figure 2: KCBE LOC/DME RWY 23 


The KCBE LOC/DME RWY 23 approach’s MSA is centered on the ESL VOR-DME which is 
25.7 NM to the southwest of the KCBE airport.  What this means is that the 27 NM radius of the 
MSA, shown in the image as a red circle, only protects the arrivals from the southwest.  The 
MSA does not protect most of the final approach or arrivals from the north, east or west. 
 
What stands out in this example is the terrain and obstacles in the KCBE area.  The 25-NM 
radius around the ESL VOR-DME versus around the KCBE would get a different set of 
obstacles and terrain. 
 



https://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2202/05263ld23.pdf#nameddest=(CBE)
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Figure 3: ESL VOR-DME 30NM Radius on Garmin GTN 


 


 
Figure 4: KCBE 30NM Radius on Garmin GTN 
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This is highlighted when you compare the LOC/DME RWY 23’s MSA values versus the RNAV 
(GPS) RWY 23’s TAA values. 


 
Figure 5: KCBE L23 MSA vs R23 TAA 


So, how would the pilot know the safe IFR off-route altitudes to get to the KCBE LOC/DME 
RWY 23 procedure not covered by the MSA?  They would have to look at the IFR Enroute L-23 
chart: 


 
Figure 6: ESL VOR/DME Radius vs KCBE Radius on L-23 
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Example 3:  
• KOLV, ILS or LOC RWY 18 


 


 
Figure 7: KCBE LOC/DME RWY 23 


The KOLV ILS or LOC RWY 18 has a MSA and a TAA!  The approach’s MSA is centered on the 
HLI VORTAC which is 19 NM to the southeast of the KOLV airport and the TAA is centered on 
the EFPUB INT.  The 25 NM radius of the MSA, shown in the image as a red circle, protects the 
arrivals from the southeast.  The TAA would be needed for the rest of the arrivals but according 
to the plan-view note would require GPS equipment: “GPS REQUIRED FOR TAA”. 
 
 
Recommendations:   
 
Garmin would like to see the procedure design requirements for choosing an MSA center for 
non-RNAV procedures be amended to pick a location that is close to the airport reference point 
(ARP).  Ideally, the majority of the non-RNAV procedures would use the ARP unless there is 
VOR/NDB very near the airport. 
 



https://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2202/05883il18.pdf#nameddest=(OLV)
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One option is to modify the 8260.3E to always use the airport reference point for conventional 
procedures not based on an omni-directional facility. 
 


(1) Non-RNAV procedures. Center the MSA on the omni-directional facility upon which the 
procedure is based. When the distance from the facility to the airport exceeds 25 NM, 
extend the radius to include the airport landing surfaces up to a maximum distance of 30 
NM. When the procedure does not use an omnidirectional facility (for example, an ILS or 
vector SID), then center the MSA on the airport reference point (ARP). If a graphic OPD or 
SID utilizes more than one omni-directional facility, use the facility nearest the airport. If no 
omni-directional NAVAID is located within 30 NM of the airport landing surfaces, then 
center the MSA on the airport reference point (ARP). Establish a common area (no 
sectors) around the facility or ARP. If necessary to offer relief from obstacles, sector 
divisions may be established for an MSA based on a facility. Sectors must not be less than 
90 degrees in spread. 


 
Another option is to reduce the distance from between the omni-directional facility and the ARP. 
 


(1) Non-RNAV procedures. Center the MSA on the omni-directional facility upon which the 
procedure is based. When the distance from the facility to the airport exceeds 25 NM, 
extend the radius to include the airport landing surfaces up to a maximum distance of 30 
NM. When the procedure does not use an omnidirectional facility (for example, an ILS or 
vector SID), use the primary omnidirectional facility in the area. If a graphic OPD or SID 
utilizes more than one omni-directional facility, use the facility nearest the airport. If no 
omni-directional NAVAID is located within 10 NM of the airport landing surfaces, then 
center the MSA on the airport reference point (ARP). Establish a common area (no 
sectors) around the facility or ARP. If necessary to offer relief from obstacles, sector 
divisions may be established for an MSA based on a facility. Sectors must not be less than 
90 degrees in spread. 


Benefits of using the ARP as the MSA center for most procedures: 


• The final approach of the approach would be covered by the MSA 
• One place to look for the safe IFR off-route altitude to navigate to the procedure’s airport 


without having to cross reference the IFR enroute charts 
• Hopefully reduce the need for more procedures to have a MSA & TAA on the same chart 
• Reduce the possibility of an incident caused by a pilot not understanding how far away 


the MSA center is from the airport, and thinking they are safe to descend in an area not 
covered by the MSA area. 


Comments:   
 
Submitted by: Joshua Fenwick 
Organization: Garmin International, AVDB Team 
Phone: 913-228-9779 
E-mail: joshua.fenwick@garmin.com   
Date: 3/3/2022 
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