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         May 16, 2011 
 
Dear Forum Participant 
 
Attached are the minutes of the Aeronautical Charting Forum, Instrument Procedures Group 
(ACF-IPG) held on April 26, 2011.  The meeting was hosted by Tetra Tech AMT at 1515 
Wilson Blvd, Suite 1100, Arlington, VA 22209.  An office of primary responsibility (OPR) action 
listing (Atch 1) and an attendance listing (Atch 2) are appended to the minutes. 
 
Please review the minutes and attachments for accuracy and forward any comments to the 
following: 
 
Mr. Tom Schneider     Copy to: Mr. Bill Hammett 
FAA/AFS-420      FAA/AFS-420 (ISI) 
P.O. Box 25082     6 Pope Circle 
Oklahoma City, OK  73125    Nashua. NH 03063 
 
Phone: 405-954-5852     Phone: 603-521-7706 
FAX: 405-954-5270     FAX:  603-521-7706 (Call first) 
E-mail: thomas.e.schneider@faa.gov   E-mail: bill.ctr.hammett@faa.gov  
 
The AFS-420 web site contains information relating to ongoing activities including the ACF-IPG.  
The home page is located at:  
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/avs/offices/afs/afs400/afs420/acfipg/   
This site contains copies of minutes of the past several meeting as well as a chronological 
history of open and closed issues to include the original submission, a brief synopsis of the 
discussion at each meeting, the current status of open issues, required follow-up action(s), 
and the OPR for those actions.  There is also a link to the ACF Charting Group web site.  We 
encourage participants to use these sites for reference in preparation for future meetings. 
 

ACF  Meeting 11-02 is scheduled for October 25-27, 2011 with the FAA Aeronautical 
Navigation Products Office, SSMC4, 1305 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910 as 
host.  Meeting 12-01 is scheduled for April 24-26, 2012 with the Air Line Pilots Association 
(ALPA), 535 Herndon Parkway, Herndon, VA tentatively scheduled as host. 

 
Please note that meetings begin promptly at 8:30 AM.  Dress is business casual.  Please 
forward new agenda items for the 11-02 IPG meeting to the above addressees not later than 
October 7, 2011.  A reminder notice will be sent. 
 
We look forward to your continued participation. 
 
 
Thomas E. Schneider, FAA/AFS-420 
Co-Chairman, Aeronautical Charting Forum, 
Chairman, Instrument Procedures Group 
 
Attachment:  ACF-IPG minutes 
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GOVERNMENT/INDUSTRY AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM 

INSTRUMENT PROCEDURES GROUP 
Meeting 11-01 

Tetra Tech AMT - Arlington, VA.  
April 26, 2011 

 
1.  Opening Remarks: 
 
Mr. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, Flight Standards co-chair of the Aeronautical Charting Forum 
(ACF) and chair of the Instrument Procedures Group (IPG) opened the meeting at 8:30 AM on 
April 26, 2011.  Tetra Tech AMT (formerly Advanced Management Technology, Inc.) hosted the 
meeting at their Arlington, VA facility.  John Moore of AeroNav Products made welcoming and 
administrative comments on behalf of Tetra Tech AMT.  A listing of attendees is included as 
attachment 2.  
 
2.  Review of Minutes of Last Meeting:  
 
Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI) briefed that the minutes of ACF-IPG 10-02, which was held on 
October 26, 2010 were electronically distributed to all attendees as well as the ACF-IPG Master 
Mailing List on November 23, 2010.  One comment was received from Mark Ingram, ALPA, 
requesting a correction to issue 92-02-110.  The minutes were revised and a corrected version 
was distributed at the meeting and posted on the ACF-IPG web site.  No further comments were 
received; therefore, the revised minutes are accepted as revised. 
 
3.  Briefings:   
 

 Leo Eldredge, AJW-913, presented a briefing on GPS Jamming/Interference.  The 
briefing was informative in making the audience aware of the vulnerability of GPS, especially 
LAAS, to interference by commercially available mobile GPS jammers (A.K.A. Personal Privacy 
Devices).  This is especially noticeable at airports where the LAAS antenna is near a major 
highway; e.g., Newark, NJ and the New Jersey Turnpike.  A copy of Leo's briefing slides is 
included here  . 
 

 Lev Pritchard, APA, presented a briefing on ATC assigned speeds to the final 
approach fix (FAF) that are contrary to stabilized approach criteria.  Lev asserted that ATC is 
routinely assigning 180 knots to the FAF, which causes two problems.  It creates difficulty in 
establishing a continuous, stabilized descent from the final approach fix to landing.  AC120-71A, 
Appendix 2 defines a Stabilized Approach Concept, as one in which the aircraft should be in 
landing configuration by 1000 ft AGL and stabilized by 1000 ft AGL in IMC conditions and 500 ft 
AGL in VMC.  The second problem is that a desire to comply with speed requests all the way to 
the FAF leads to expensive flap overspeed inspections.  Lev is recommending a change to JO 
7110.65, Air Traffic Control, to revise controller guidance.  APA will present this issue before 
ATPAC at their next scheduled meeting.  A synopsis of Lev's briefing is included here  .  
 

 Brad Rush, AJV-3B, presented a briefing to announce a new AeroNav Products URL 
(http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/).  A copy of Brad's briefing slides is included 
here  .  Mitch Scott asked whether a comparison chart will be available whenever a 
standard RNP chart is revised.  Brad responded yes. 
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Why APNT?Why APNT?
• The transformation of the National Airspace System (NAS) to the Next 


Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen) relies on GPS-Based 
PNT services and suitable alternate PNT servicesPNT services and suitable alternate PNT services
– Current ATC system cannot be scaled up to handle 2X traffic
– 2X traffic is more than a controller can handle using radar vectors
– RNAV and RNP procedures for trajectory-based operations (TBO)
– Automation will separate aircraft performing trajectory based operations (TBO)
– Controllers intercede to provide “control by exception”


• TBO Operations may require PNT performance that exceeds 
DME/DME/IRU


• GPS vulnerability to radio frequency interference (RFI) requires 
mitigation
– Waiting for the source of the interference to be located and turned off is not an 


acceptable alternative
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TBO 3-Mile Separation with RNP
3 Mile Separation


1 nm
Overlap


DME / DME / IRU
Performance Limit


RNP-1.0


2 x RNP 1.0


2 x RNP 0.32 x RNP 0.3


TBO (APNT)
Requirement


Primary PNT Service:  GPS meets all TBO requirements


Alternate PNT Service: DME/DME/IRU won’t support 3 NM separation
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Navigation Surveillance Positioning
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*  Operational requirements are defined for total system accuracy, which is dominated by fight technical error.    
Position accuracy for these operations is negligible. 
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Navigation Integrity Category (NIC)


Navigation Accuracy Category 
for Position (NACp)


** Containment for RNP AR is specified as a total system requirement; value representative of current approvals.
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Zone 1, 2, and 3 Geographic AreasZone 1, 2, and 3 Geographic Areas
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GNSS Challenges: GPS Testing by DODGNSS Challenges: GPS Testing by DOD


•Geographical Area Impacted


•Maximum
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•Average
•Miles•2


Geographical Area Impacted
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Average
Miles2


•Duration
•141 •NOTAMs
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9 Month Duration
141 NOTAMs


Shortest 1.0 hour


•139,795•66,018•455,805


•Miles •Miles2 •Miles2


139,79566,018455,805


Miles Miles Miles Shortest 1.0 hour


•Average •6.63 hours


•Longest •72 hours


Shortest 1.0 hour


Average 6.63 hours


Longest 72 hours


•782 Hours
•90 days•Cumulative 782 Hours
90 daysCumulative
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Commercially Available GPS JammerCommercially Available GPS Jammer
(so called “Personal Privacy Device”)(so called “Personal Privacy Device”)(so called Personal Privacy Device )(so called Personal Privacy Device )
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LAAS Antenna Location
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Zeta “SnapShot” System Data


•Baseline/Nominal L1 RF
•Broadband RFI straddling L1
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… and a few more “Personal Privacy Devices”… and a few more “Personal Privacy Devices”


$92 Ebay
$110 Ebay $335 Ebay


$92 Ebay


$55 Ebay
$152 Ebay


$40 GPS&GSM 
www.chinavasion.com


$83 GPS&GSM 
www.Tayx.co.uk


APNT Study Brief to PNT Advisory Board
13Federal Aviation


AdministrationOctober 14, 2010







RFI Challenges without APNT
• Transitioning from 3-mile to 5-mile separation en route 


and on arrivals outside of 40 nm when a GPS RFI event 
occurs


• Shifting some aircraft to radar vectors – significant 
implicationsimplications


• Rerouting aircraft around interference area to reduce 
demand


• Throttle back demand to compensate for loss of 
capabilities like parallel runway approaches


• Limit RNAV/RNP arrivals and departures and reduce 
options to handling arrivals
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APNT Alternative 1APNT Alternative 1
O ti i d DME N t kO ti i d DME N t kOptimized DME NetworkOptimized DME Network
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1100 DMEs in Current Nework
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DMEDME--DME AlternativeDME Alternative


• Strengths
– Leverage existing technology and systems
– Least Impact on Avionics for Air Carriers


• Weaknesses
– General Aviation generally does not equip with DMEGeneral Aviation generally does not equip with DME
– DME-DME equipped aircraft without Inertial are not currently 


authorized to fly RNAV/RNP routes
– DME-DME, even with Inertial, is not authorized for pubic , , p


approach operations less than RNAV/RNP-1.0
– DME-DME interrogations saturate in very high traffic 


environments
– Will require retention and capitalization of nearly half the VORs 


unless GA equipped with DME/DME inertial 
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APNT Alternative 2APNT Alternative 2
Wide Area MultiWide Area Multi--LaterationLaterationWide Area MultiWide Area Multi--LaterationLateration


APNT Study Brief to PNT Advisory Board
18Federal Aviation


AdministrationOctober 14, 2010







Passive WidePassive Wide--Area MultiArea Multi--LaterationLateration
(WAM)(WAM)(WAM)(WAM)


1 –Aircraft Transmits ADS-B Signal
6 – Aircraft Uses Own Position for Navigation


5 - TIS-B Sends 
Position to AircraftPosition to Aircraft


Combined DME/GBT Network
2 - WAM Receives Signal
3 - Aircraft Position Determined
4 - Aircraft Position Sent to GBT’s
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656 GBT’s for National Coverage656 GBT’s for National Coverage


Communication Coverage:  Not Navigation
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Combined Network of DMEs and GBTs
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Approaches HistogramApproaches Histogram
NavCanadaNavCanada Independent Verification Of DataIndependent Verification Of DataNavCanadaNavCanada Independent Verification Of DataIndependent Verification Of Data
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MLAT AlternativeMLAT Alternative
• Strengths


– Accuracy Demonstrated to be within target levels
– Compatible with existing WAM SystemsCompatible with existing WAM Systems


• Weaknesses
– Throughput on 1090ES may limit availability
– Minimum of 3 sites required to compute aircraft position
– Integrity monitoring and Time to Alert may be challenging– Integrity monitoring and Time to Alert may be challenging
– More sites may be needed due to limited signal range
– Requires a GPS-Independent common time reference


Si ifi t i t t i i f iliti d t t i l– Significant investment in processing facilities and terrestrial 
communications network may be required 


– Use of MLAT for Navigation will require avionics changes
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APNT Alternative 3APNT Alternative 3
DMEDME PseudolitesPseudolites (DMPL)(DMPL)DME DME PseudolitesPseudolites (DMPL)(DMPL)
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PseudolitePseudolite Alternative ConceptAlternative Conceptpp


• Aircraft Calculates Position
• RAIM Based Integrity Solution


• Combined Network of DME/GBTs etc
• GPS-Independent Time Reference
• 1 Hz Message ID and Time @ Transmit
• PNT Data Broadcast Channel
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Pseudolite Alternative Pseudolite Alternative 
• Strengths


– Unlimited capacity
– Less complexity for ground-based systemLess complexity for ground based system
– Potential for aircraft based integrity solution
– Potential to leverage use of existing DMEs and GBTs
– Potential to uplink data other navigation data to aircraftPotential to uplink data other navigation data to aircraft


• Weaknesses
Mi i f 3 it i d t t i ft iti– Minimum of 3 sites required to compute aircraft position


– Significant investment in processing facilities and terrestrial 
communications network may be required 
Common GPS independent timing reference needed– Common GPS-independent timing reference needed


– Greatest Impact to Aircraft Avionics
– Least mature concept, no standards exist
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APNT Timing ServiceAPNT Timing Service
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GroundGround--toto--Ground Time SynchronizationGround Time Synchronization
GEO: WAAS L5


MEO GNSSMEO: GNSS


LEO: MSSLEO: MSS


30 dB of
processing


gain


DMEs + Planned DMEs + GBTs


g
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WAAS L5 for GroundWAAS L5 for Ground--toto--Ground Synch.Ground Synch.


STAP


J/S = 45 dB


STAP
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Summary


• NextGen Operational Improvements enabled by  
f b d i ti bilitiperformance based navigation capabilities 


increases dependence on GPS and alternate PNT 
services


• GPS vulnerability to radio frequency interference 
needs to be addressed for trajectory basedneeds to be addressed for trajectory based 
operations at some locations


Alt ti b i t di d f f th• Alternatives are being studied for further 
consideration
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QuestionsQuestions
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM 
Instrument Procedures Group 


Meeting 11-01 – April 26, 2011 
 


Allied Pilots Association (APA) Briefing  
 
 


Subject:  Air Traffic Control (ATC) Assigned Speeds to Final Approach Fix (FAF) 
Contrary to Stabilized Approach Criteria 


 
 
Background/Discussion:  At most of our large hub airports (such as KDFW, KMIA, 
KBOS, KLAX, KORD) the air traffic controller's goal is to maximize traffic count to the 
runway.  Over the years, a habit has developed that works for them.  They habitually ask 
for 180 KIAS to the final approach fix (“the marker”) with spacing that combined with 
subsequent slowing and compression will generate the minimum desired spacing at he 
threshold. 
 
American Airlines whole heartedly supports and trains to the stabilized approach criteria 
set forth by AFS-210 in AC 120-71A, Standard Operating Procedures for Flight Deck 
Crewmembers.  In appendix 2, Stabilized Approach Concept, it states that the aircraft 
should be in landing configuration by 1000 ft AGL and stabilized by 1000 ft AGL in IMC 
conditions and 500 ft AGL in VMC.  Additionally, we support and follow the standards set 
forth in AC 120-108, Continuous Descent Final Approach, set forth by AFS 400 stating 
that a continuous, stabilized descent from the final approach fix should be used for all 
non-precision approaches. 
 
Data (FOQA and ASAP) has shown that the above criteria is important in preventing 
accidents to include controlled flight into terrain (CFIT) and runway overruns from 
landing fast and long.  Unfortunately data has also shown that the above mentioned 
controller speeds (to the FAF) have also worked against this criteria, causing lots of 
money to be spent on flap overspeeds and long term damage to flaps from deploying at 
the highest allowed limiting speeds as drag devices. 
 
This common speed practice is a challenge in the instrument procedure regime at best, 
and a real problem for certain aircraft that have relatively low flap limiting speeds.  The 
challenge is to meet the controllers request by slowing and configuring the aircraft within 
the flap limiting speeds while ensuring compliance with stabilized approach criteria.  The 
final approach fix is too late of a point for aircrew to begin slowing below 180 kts and be 
configured and stabilized at the final approach fix on a non-precision approach in order 
to comply with CDFA criteria.  FOQA data shows that aircrews who are successfully 
configured by 1000 ft HAT are at a speed of 165 kts on average, whereas if they are not 
fully configured by 1000 ft HAT the average speed is 176 kts.  Clearly for the aircrew to 
be in full compliance with AC120-71 and AC120-108 (and quite simply not rushed), they 
must be well below 180 kts at the final approach fix.  A desire to comply with speed 
requests all the way to the FAF leads to late configurations, unstable approaches, and 
expensive flap overspeed inspections.  A desire to comply with stabilized criteria means 
turning down the clearance (and stigma that occurs with that) or simply ignoring (or 
fudging) the clearance which appears to be quite common. 







 
 
Recommendations:   APA proposes adding a note to JO 7110.65 and similar notes to 
be placed in AIM and the Instrument Procedures Handbook (FAA-H-8261-1A) that 
resembles 7110.65, 5-7-2 a. Note 1 regarding to speed reduction to 250 KIAS when 
assigned a higher speed above 10,000 feet and subsequently descending below 10000 
ft.  It would state “Note 2.  When a speed is assigned to an aircraft to the final approach 
fix, the controller should expect the aircrew to begin slowing within 3 NM prior to the fix 
in order to comply with aircraft speed limitations and stabilized approach criteria in AC 
120-71 and AC120-108 without notification.”  This might extend the final approach leg 
out another 2 miles for the controller, but will ensure a solid 2-3 miles of stabilized 
approach for the turbine aircrew and put everyone on the same sheet of the playbook.  
As a side note, FOQA data at American Airlines suggest that this is already occurring 
with no adverse effects noted. 
 
 
Comments:  Since this subject is directed primarily at ATC procedures, it is APA's intent 
to present this issue before the Air Traffic Procedures Advisory Committee (ATPAC) at 
their next meeting.  We appreciate the opportunity to expand awareness of the concern 
through the Aeronautical Charting Forum - Instrument procedures Group (ACF-IPG). 
 
Presented by:  FO Lev Prichard, RNAV/instruments APA Safety 
Organization: Allied Pilots Association 
Phone:   214-739-2914 
FAX: 214-730-2913 
E-mail:  LHP4@swbell.net 
Date: April 26, 2011 
 





Owner
File Attachment
ACF 11-01 Handout 1 APA Briefing.pdf








AeroNav Products URL:


http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/









		Slide Number 1

		AeroNav Products URL:��http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/

		Slide Number 3



Owner
File Attachment
ACF 11-01 Handout 3 ANP URL.pdf



 

 3

 John Collins, CFI, CFII, MEI was scheduled to give a briefing on advisory vertical guidance 
for RNAV Localizer Performance (LP) approaches; however, was unable to attend due to flight 
cancellations. 
 
4.  Old Business (Open Issues):   
 
Prior to opening the discussion of open issues, Tom Schneider, Chair of the ACF-IPG, briefed 
that he had made a request at the last US-IFPP meeting that all applicable working groups add 
ACF-IPG open recommendations to their meeting agendas and record progress independently 
by issue number in their minutes.  Since many open issues are dependent on the US-IFPP, this 
will provide a better methodology for tracking progress.  This progress will be consolidated from 
all applicable working groups, briefed at the full panel meetings and also included in the final 
US-IFPP meeting minutes.  Extracts from the final US-IFPP meeting minutes will then be 
included in the ACF-IPG discussion and minutes.  The US-IFPP Executive Director had no 
objections and agreed this would commence at future meetings. 
 
 a. 92-02-110:  Cold Station Altimeter Settings (Includes Issue 04-01-251).  
 
Kel Christian, AFS-470, briefed the results of the MITRE study thus far.  The study examined 
10,328 approach segments considered at potential risk.  The study reveals that there are 41 
airports with 60 approaches at potential risk where the altitude error could exceed ROC.  The 
risk is considered excessive if the condition exists more than 1% of the time.  The proposed 
solution is to publish a minimum temperature at which ROC will not be exceeded and annotate 
the procedure accordingly.  It was noted that the study did not include Alaska or precision 
approaches.  Kel added that additional studies are continuing; however, MVA and MIA charts 
are not included as they not under AFS-470 purview.  Steve Serur, ALPA, noted that, Mark 
Ingram, also an ALPA representative, had expressed concern at previous meetings over the 
fact that the MITRE study only indicates there is a problem when all ROC is lost.  It appears that 
the current concept will apply a temperature correction that compensates to the zero ROC point; 
if so, this concept is flawed.  Mitch Scott, Continental Airlines, asked what is the long term goal 
of the study.  Rick Dunham, AFS-420, responded that the current goal is to publish a minimum 
temperature at which point the procedure is no longer authorized vice having pilots do the math; 
continuing analysis will include additional factors.  Rick added that until a final solution is 
reached, AFS does not want to impede pilots from applying current AIM guidance and the 
associated correction table.  Steve asked what weather data was considered.  Kel responded 
the analysis was based on the coldest temperature recorded in the last 5-years.  Rich Boll, 
NBAA, stated that the aforementioned 1% risk factor was misleading.  He stated that any time 
the temperature gets cold, the risk is there.  FAA needs to move past the study and get the 
information and procedures before the pilot.  He recommended publishing the ICAO table that is 
in the AIM in the front of the TPP and tell the pilots to apply it.  Additionally, he recommended 
publishing corresponding guidance in FAA Order JO 7110.65 so controllers are aware of what it 
means when a pilot states he is applying cold temperature altitude corrections.  Ted Thompson, 
Jeppesen, advised that Jeppesen does publish the table in its Airway Manual.  Brad Rush, AJV-
3B, expressed support for the TPP recommendation if the table is to be a part of the overall 
solution.  JD Hood, Horizon Air, stated the MITRE study may cause confusion by indicating no 
correction is required at a temperature that, according to AIM guidance, DOES require altitude 
compensation.  JD also supports developing guidance in the 7110.65 to ensure controller 
awareness of the AIM guidance.  Paul Eure, AJE-31, agreed that pilots and controllers must be 
on the same page.  He also stated that the ATO is revising MVA and MIA policy to consider cold 
temperature adjustments when considering rounding down ROC.  These initiatives are expected 
to be complete this Summer. 
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Status:  1) AFS-470 will continue to work the issue with MITRE support through the US-IFPP; 
and, 2) AJV-3B to bring publication of the correction table before the IACC for consideration.  
Item Open (AFS-470 and AJV-3B). 
 
 b. 96-01-166:  Determining Descent Point on Flyby Waypoints (Originally: Definition of “On 

Course”). 
 
Bruce McGray, AFS-410, briefed that all comments are in and AFS-470 is finalizing the AIM 
language.  It is expected to be submitted in August for publication in February 2012. 
 
Status:  AFS-410 and 470 to develop AIM and other educational material.   
Item Open (AFS-410 and AFS-470). 
 
 c. 98-01-197:  Air Carrier Compliance with FAA-specified Climb Gradients. 
 
Bruce Mc Gray, AFS-410, briefed that this issue is being worked jointly with 09-02-287. It has 
been a difficult year to make progress on either issue.  Bruce experienced significant health 
problems and the Division lost its subject matter expert for Part 25 and 91K users.  He has been 
working with Rich Boll, NBAA, and Roy Maxwell, Delta, to expand the scope of the issues.  He 
and Rich are trying to schedule a conference between FAA & industry concerning aircraft 
performance in the January-March 2012 timeframe.  It is hoped that this conference will define 
the issue and develop the necessary training program.  Bruce recommended the issue be 
placed on temporary hold pending this conference.  
 
Status:  1) AFS-470 to continue to monitor PARC progress and report; and, 2) AFS-410 and 
NBAA actions on temporary hold until the April 2012 meeting.   
Item Open (AFS-470 and AFS-410/NBAA). 
 
 d. 02-01-238:  Part 97 “Basic” Minima; ATC DP Minima, and DP NOTAMs. 
 
Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI) briefed that the ATO has slipped Change 2 to FAA Order JO 
7930.2 from March 10 to June 2.  The change will place SID and STAR NOTAMs under the 
FDC format as well as implement keywords for FDC NOTAMs.  Flight Standards is working the 
change closely with Brad Rush, AJV-3B.  AeroNav Products implementation of the new policy 
will be via internal policy memo until Change 1 to FAA Order 8260.19E, which will formally 
support this initiative for instrument flight procedure (IFP) NOTAMs, is published.  It is up to the 
ATO to implement the policy to convert STAR NOTAMs from NOTAM D to FDC.  The change 
will also introduce keywords to facilitate parsing IFP NOTAMs.  The following keywords will be 
used for instrument flight procedure NOTAMs:  "IAP" for Instrument Approach Procedure; "ODP" 
for Obstacle Departure Procedure; "SPECIAL" for Special Instrument Flight Procedure (regardless 
of type); "SID" for Standard Instrument Departure; "ROUTE" for Air Traffic Service Routes (Victor, 
Jet, Q and T); "STAR" for Standard Terminal Arrival and "VFP" for Visual Flight Procedure.  The 
keyword "CHART" will be used to promulgate corrections to US government aeronautical charts.  
The issue will remain open until the applicable Orders are published.  
 

Editor's Note: Immediately following the meeting, I received word that Air traffic was 
again postponing Change 2 implementation.  The new target date is 1 July, however, 
that date may also be adjusted due to software programming. 

 
Status:  Item Open Pending Publication (AJV-2 and AFS-420). 
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 e. 02-01-241:  Non Radar Level and Climb-in-hold (CIH) Patterns. 
 
Doug Marek, AJT-24, briefed that guidance has been completed for terminal facilities and will 
be published in Change 3 to FAA Order JO 7210.3, Facility Operation and Administration, on 
August 25.  Paul Eure, AJE-31, briefed that his office is presently in the reconciling comments 
stage of the DCP process for guidance for en route facilities.  
 
Status:  1) AJT-24:  Item Open Pending Publication (AJT-24), and 2) AJE-31 will continue to 
develop en route guidance for Order 7210.3.  Item Open (AJE-31). 
 
 f. 03-01-247:  Holding Pattern Criteria Selection and Holding Pattern 
    Climb-in-Hold Issues. 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following from Steve Jackson, AFS-420, who is following 
the study: "Currently AFS has MITRE doing a survey of manufacturers to obtain and validate the 
assumptions to be used in the AFS-450 model.  We also added several questions to a 
questionnaire going to helicopter avionics manufacturers concerning holding that will provide 
information for fixed-wing as well."  No response was received from AFS-450. 
 
Status:  AFS-450 to continue ASAT/simulator analysis and report.  Item Open (AFS-450). 
 
 g. 04-02-258:  Vertical Navigation (VNAV) Approach Procedures Using DA(H); 
    OpSpec C073. 
 
Kel Christiansen, AFS-470, reported that applicable changes to Air Carrier OpSpec C073 
authorizing use of DA(H) in lieu of MDA are in final stages of review and approval.  He also 
advised that Advisory Circular AC 120-108, Continuous Descent Final Approach, has been 
updated and was effective January 20, 2011.  He added that this effort included input from 
Jeppesen with regard to the “DA in lieu of MDA” reference notes that are included in the profile 
view of applicable Airway Manual approach charts.  .  Kel added that other than an exception for 
Part 91K there are no plans to allow Part 91 operators to use DA in lieu of MDA.  The rationale 
to allow Part 91K is that they also operate under Part 135.  Rich Boll, NBAA, questioned this 
and asked why Part 91 with large transport aircraft could not be authorized the operation under 
a LOA.  John Swigert responded that the FAA does not have plans to expand or exert additional 
oversight to include Part 91 operators for using a DA maneuver in lieu of MDA.  Rich questioned 
what oversight would be necessary under an LOA.  John responded that the decision had been 
made, Part 91 (except for Part 91K) is off the table. 
 
Status:  AFS-470 to continue to develop guidance and keep the ACF-IPG updated. 
Item Open (AFS-470). 
 
 h. 05-01-259:  Visual Climb Over Airport (VCOA). 
 

Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as provided by John Bordy, AFS-420 
(ISI), the specialist responsible for developing the new criteria for evaluating a VCOA (which will 
be re-named Visual Climb to IFR Departure (VCID) per ACF recommendation): "The new 
criteria is expected in 2011.  A meeting was held between AFS-420 and AJV-3 on March 28 to 
discuss the draft VCID order.  Based on comments received during the meeting, the draft VCID 
order is being revised.  Estimated date for completion of the new revision is April 29, 2011.  
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Once complete, the revised criteria will be submitted to AFS-460 and AJV-3 for informal review 
and to solicit final comments before presenting the draft to the US-IFPP Departure Working 
Group.  A target date for posting the draft on the US-IFPP DWG online forum is June 1, 2011.  
A date for convening the  DWG to discuss the order is to be determined."  Tom also briefed the 
following proposed VCOA definition change from Jim Rose, the AFS-420 OPR for the 
Instrument procedures Handbook (IPH):  

"A visual climb over airport (VCOA) is a departure option for an IFR aircraft, operating in VMC 
equal to or greater than the specified visibility and ceiling, to visually conduct climbing turns 
over the airport to the published "climb-to" altitude from which to proceed with the instrument 
portion of the departure. A VCOA is a departure option developed when obstacles, greater than 
3 SM, require a CG of more than 200 FPNM. These procedures are published in the Take-Off 
Minimums and (Obstacle) Departure Procedures section of the TPP. [Figure 1-31] Prior to 
departure, pilots are required to notify ATC when executing the VCOA."   

Lastly, Tom added that Change 1 to Order 8260.46, which was effective on April 14, 2011 
requires all future ODPs with a VCOA option to be annotated "When executing VCOA, notify 
ATC prior to departure".  Currently published ODPs will receive this annotation as reviewed. 

 
Status:  AFS-420 will continue to track the VCOA issue through the US-IFPP and report.   
Item Open [AFS-420 (US-IFPP)]. 
 
 i. 06-02-267:  Pilot Option to Use Standard Timing for RNAV IAP Holding Patterns 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following from Steve Jackson, AFS-420, who is following 
the study: "Currently AFS has MITRE doing a survey of manufacturers to obtain and validate the 
assumptions to be used in the AFS-450 model.  We also added several questions to a 
questionnaire going to helicopter avionics manufacturers concerning holding that will provide 
information for fixed-wing as well."  No response was received from AFS-450. 
 
Status:  AFS-450 to continue ASAT/simulator analysis and report.  Item Open (AFS-450). 
 
 j. 07-01-269:  Diverse Vector Areas (DVAs).  
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following from John Bordy, AFS-420 (ISI), the specialist 
responsible for developing the DVA criteria:  "The draft DVA criteria were coordinated through 
the formal coordination process and comments received on March 28, 2011.  The comments 
included a non-concur from Mission Support Services, specifically AJV-3.  As of April 21,2011, 
the comments and the specialist's disposition to the comments are being reviewed by the AFS-
420 criteria lead. Once the review of the comments and proposed disposition is complete, AFS-
420 will attempt to mitigate the non-concur."  Rich Boll, NBAA, asked whether DVA publication 
was still on the table.  Tom responded yes, but charting will not be addressed until after criteria 
are developed.  Paul Eure, AJE-31, briefed that expanded guidance for terminal facilities 
requesting a DVA were published in Change 2 to FAA Order JO 7210.3 (paragraph 3-9-5).  A 
DCP to incorporate en route guidance is in work. 
 
Status:  1) AFS-420 will continue to track DVA criteria development through the US-IFPP, and  
2) AJT-28, jointly with AJE-31, will continue to track controller guidance for radar vectoring 
departures at airports where an ODP is established.  
Item Open (AFS-420, AJT-28, and AJE-31). 
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 k. 07-01-270:  Course Change Limitation Notes on SIAPs. 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, presented the following update from T.J. Nichols, the AFS-420 
conventional TERPS criteria specialist:  The issue has been discussed at the US-IFPP and draft 
Order 8260.3C includes the following text:  "The angle of intersection between a feeder route 
course and the enroute structure must not exceed 120 degrees.  The angle of intersection 
between a feeder route course and the next segment (feeder/initial) course must not exceed 
120 degrees except when connecting to a course reversal segment."  A US-IFPP working group 
for 8260.3C will be convened in May/June 2011 to begin the directive change process. 
Brad Rush, AJV-3B,  pointed out that the criteria for RNAV procedures is 90 degrees.  Tom 
stated the criteria is not final and is still open through the US-IFPP. 
 
Status:  AFS-420 will continue to track the issue through the US-IFPP.  
Item Open [AFS-420 (US-IFPP)]. 
 
 l. 07-01-272:  Using an ODP in lieu of the Published Missed Approach Procedure. 
 
Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI), briefed that the AIM change, adding a note to paragraph  
5-4-21h, to resolve this issue was published on March 10, 2011.  A copy of the change as 
published was provided all attendees and is provided below: 
 

5-4-21h.  A clearance for an instrument approach procedure includes a clearance to fly the 
published missed approach procedure, unless otherwise instructed by ATC. The published 
missed approach procedure provides obstacle clearance only when the missed approach is 
conducted on the missed approach segment from or above the missed approach point, and 
assumes a climb rate of 200 feet/NM or higher, as published. If the aircraft initiates a missed 
approach at a point other than the missed approach point (see paragraph 5−4−5b), from below 
MDA or DA (H), or on a circling approach, obstacle clearance is not necessarily provided by 
following the published missed approach procedure, nor is separation assured from other air 
traffic in the vicinity. 
 
In the event a balked (rejected) landing occurs at a position other than the published missed 
approach point, the pilot should contact ATC as soon as possible to obtain an amended 
clearance. If unable to contact ATC for any reason, the pilot should attempt to re−intercept a 
published segment of the missed approach and comply with route and altitude instructions. If 
unable to contact ATC, and in the pilot’s judgment it is no longer appropriate to fly the published 
missed approach procedure, then consider either maintaining visual conditions if practicable 
and reattempt a landing, or a circle−climb over the airport. Should a missed approach become 
necessary when operating to an airport that is not served by an operating control tower, 
continuous contact with an air traffic facility may not be possible. In this case, the pilot should 
execute the appropriate go−around/missed approach procedure without delay and contact ATC 
when able to do so.  
 
Prior to initiating an instrument approach procedure, the pilot should assess the actions to be 
taken in the event of a balked (rejected) landing beyond the missed approach point or below 
the MDA or DA (H) considering the anticipated weather conditions and available aircraft 
performance. 14 CFR 91.175(e) authorizes the pilot to fly an appropriate missed approach 
procedure that ensures obstruction clearance, but it does not necessarily consider separation 
from other air traffic. The pilot must consider other factors such as the aircraft’s geographical 
location with respect to the prescribed missed approach point, direction of flight, and/or 
minimum turning altitudes in the prescribed missed approach procedure. The pilot must also 
consider aircraft performance, visual climb restrictions, charted obstacles, published obstacle 
departure procedure, takeoff visual climb requirements as expressed by nonstandard takeoff 
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minima, other traffic expected to be in the vicinity, or other factors not specifically expressed by 
the approach procedures. 

 
Bill recommended the issue be closed and the group agreed. 
 
Status:  Item Closed. 
 

m. 07-02-278:  Advanced RNAV (FMS/GPS) Performance of Holding Patterns Defined by 
Leg Length 

 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following from Steve Jackson, AFS-420, who is following 
the study: "Currently AFS has MITRE doing a survey of manufacturers to obtain and validate the 
assumptions to be used in the AFS-450 model.  We also added several questions to a 
questionnaire going to helicopter avionics manufacturers concerning holding that will provide 
information for fixed-wing as well."  No response was received from AFS-450. 
 
Status:  AFS-450 to continue ASAT/simulator analysis and report.  Item Open (AFS-450). 
 
 n. 09-01-282:  Glide Slope Intercept Altitudes on ILS Parallel Approaches 
 
Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI), briefed that AFS-450 estimates that the results of the study to 
determine whether vertical guidance is required for close simultaneous operations will be 
available July 15, 2011.  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, advised that he had provided Rich Boll, NBAA, a 
listing of the locations that had simultaneous approach operations.  Rich, in turn, began 
coordinating procedure amendments through the applicable RAPTs to alleviate the altitude 
deviations.  The Chair of the Great Lakes RAPT advised that the "track glideslope" issue was 
being addressed by the NAPT.  Brad added that when his organization attempted to 
temperature correct the fixes on the LAX approaches, they were advised to keep the fixes 
exactly as currently located with the requested minimum crossing altitudes.  Bruce McGray, 
AFS-410, briefed that the current note in the simultaneous ILS approach profiles will be 
removed.  The AIM guidance published under issue 09-01-283 mandates that pilots fly the 
approach vertical profile as published.  He added that an AFS Information For Operators (InFO) 
emphasizing this fact was published on March 28, 2011.  A copy of the InFO is included here         
Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, commented about the impact to chart production and asked for the 
time frame and number of charts to be amended.  Brad responded that the note will be 
eliminated via P-NOTAMs, hopefully over the next 6-months.  Rich emphasized that with the 
summer season and hot weather approaching, the notes should be deleted ASAP to preclude 
further pilot deviations.  Brad added that simultaneous approach policy needs to be removed 
from Order 8260.3 (TERPS).  Rick Dunham, AFS-420, responded that his Branch agrees and 
this recommendation is already being addressed through the US-IFPP.  
 
Status:  1) AFS-420 to revise Order 8260.19 to remove the requirement for the "intercept 
glideslope" note; 2) AJV-3 to amend currently published procedures to remove the profile notes;  
note.  Item Open (AFS-AFS-420 and AJV-3B). 
 
 o. 09-01-283:  Intermediate Fix Altitudes & ILS Glide Slope 
 
Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI), briefed that the recommended AIM change to add an explanatory 
note below paragraph 5-4-5-b4 to resolve this issue was published on March 10, 2011.  A copy 
of the change as published was provided all attendees and is included below:   




            InFO 
                Information for Operators 
 


U.S. Department    InFO 11009 
of Transportation    DATE: 3/28/11 
 


Federal Aviation 
Administration   Flight Standards Service 
   Washington, DC 
 
http://www.faa.gov/other_visit/aviation_industry/airline_operators/airline_safety/info 
An InFO contains valuable information for operators that should help them meet certain administrative, regulatory, or 
operational requirements with relatively low urgency or impact on safety. 
 
Subject: Failure to Comply with Minimum Crossing Altitudes at Stepdown Fixes Located on Instrument 
Landing System (ILS) Inbound Courses 
 
Purpose: This InFO emphasizes the requirement for operators to comply with all altitude restrictions (i.e. 
stepdown altitudes) prior to the Final Approach Segment when cleared for an ILS approach. 
 
Background: On ILS approaches, stepdown fixes are established for obstacle or traffic separation. For all 
practical purposes, the glide slope remains stationary regardless of atmospheric temperature and pressure. 
Conversely, stepdown fixes are published for a pilot to fly using indicated altitude, which varies with 
temperature and pressure changes. Therefore, the proximity of stepdown fixes in reference to the glide 
slope, changes with the weather. 
 
Discussion: What this means to pilots is that on some approaches, outside the Final Approach Segment, 
on a cool day, you might be able to follow the glide slope and all the published stepdown altitudes may 
pass below your aircraft. The next day, after a warm front passes, you could follow the same glide slope 
and (because the temperature is hotter this day) those same stepdown altitudes now protrude into the glide 
slope and require pilot action to ensure compliance with the published minimum altitudes (stepdown 
fixes). On both days your flight path on the glide slope was the same, but on the hotter day, the stepdown 
altitude, crept up into your glide path. High barometric pressure produces the same effect as high 
temperature.  
 
Regardless of cause, pilots are cautioned to adhere to published step-down fixes located outside the 
Final Approach Segment on an ILS approach. If a pilot elects to follow the glide slope while outside 
the Final Approach Segment he should be fully aware that this technique needs to be closely monitored 
and, if necessary, action must be taken to meet all stepdown altitudes. Examples of airports where 
multiple altitude deviations have occurred include, but are not limited to; LAX, ORD, ATL, SLC. 
 
Recommended Action: Directors of safety, directors of operations, chief pilots, fractional ownership 
program managers, training managers, and operators of aircraft should ensure that aircraft under their 
control, when cleared for an ILS approach, do not descend below published step-down altitudes on an ILS 
final approach course, while outside the Final Approach Segment.  
 
Contact: Questions or comments regarding this INFO should be directed to John Blair, AFS-410, (202) 
385-4586 or Deke Abbott, AFS-220, (202) 267-8166. 


 
Distributed by:  AFS-200                                                                                                        OPR:  AFS-410 



http://www.faa.gov/other_visit/aviation_industry/airline_operators/airline_safety/info



Owner
File Attachment
ACF 11-01 Handout 4 InFO_11009.pdf
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Note 2. The ILS glide slope is intended to be intercepted at the published glide slope intercept 
altitude.  This point marks the PFAF and is depicted by the ”lightning bolt” symbol on U.S. 
Government charts.  Intercepting the glide slope at this altitude marks the beginning of the final 
approach segment and ensures required obstacle clearance during descent from the glide 
slope intercept altitude to the lowest published decision altitude for the approach.  Interception 
and tracking of the glide slope prior to the published glide slope interception altitude does not 
necessarily ensure that minimum, maximum, and/or mandatory altitudes published for any 
preceding fixes will be complied with during the descent.  If the pilot chooses to track the glide 
slope prior to the glide slope interception altitude, they remain responsible for complying with 
published altitudes for any preceding stepdown fixes encountered during the subsequent 
descent. 

 
Bill recommended the issue be closed and the group agreed. 
 
Status:  Item Closed. 
  
 p. 09-01-284:  Question of TERPs Containment with Late Intercepts 
 
Janet Nichols, AFS-410, reported that the issue is still being worked through ATPAC under Area 
of Concern 102-2.  Doug Marek, AJT-24, reported that a Document Change Proposal (DCP) 
was coordinated and received a non-concur.  The DCP has been revised and was released for 
FAA internal coordination last week.  Issue remains open pending further action after ATPAC 
resolution. 
 
Status:  1) AFS-410 will continue to follow and report on ATPAC actions to resolve the issue; 
and, 2) AJT-24 to report on status of the proposed change to FAA Order JO 7110.65.   
Item Open (AFS-410 and AJT-24). 
 
 q. 09-02-286: Initial “Climb & Maintain” Altitude on Standard Instrument Departure 

Procedures 
 
Jim Arrighi, AJV-14, whose office is spearheading this effort was not available for an update.  
Rich Boll, NBAA, stated that it is not a controller issue, but rather one of pilot understanding.  
Rich, in concert with Lev Prichard, APA, have drafted the following AIM language which will be 
forwarded to AFS-410 for coordination/publication: 

“Standard Instrument Departure Procedures (SIDs) may or may not include an initial “climb and 
maintain altitude” in the SID verbiage.  If an altitude is not printed on the procedure,  ATC will 
issue an altitude in its original IFR clearance (usually from clearance delivery or by PDC).  In 
either case, this is your original clearance altitude, and pilots should comply with all altitude 
restrictions published on the departure procedure.  If anytime thereafter, a new altitude is 
assigned by ATC, all previous restrictions are canceled unless they are re-issued by ATC such 
as “Climb and maintain XXXX, comply with restrictions”. 

 
Status:  AJT-24, with support from AJE-31 and AJV-14, to form a sub group to study the issue 
and report; and, 2) AFS-410 to coordinate draft NBAA AIM change.   
Item Open (AJT-28, AJE-31, AJV-14, and AFS-410). 
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 r. 09-02-287 Operator Training Concerning One Engine Inoperative (OEI) Contingency 
Planning For IFR Departure Procedures 
 
Bruce Mc Gray, AFS-410, briefed that this issue is being worked jointly with 98-01-197; 
however, it has been a difficult year to make progress on either issue .  He had significant 
health problems and the Division lost its subject matter expert for Part 25 and 91K users.  Bruce 
has been working with Rich Boll, NBAA, and Roy Maxwell, Delta, to expand the scope of the 
issues.  He and Rich are trying to schedule a conference between FAA and industry concerning 
aircraft performance in the January-March 2012 timeframe.  It is hoped that this conference will 
define the issue and develop the necessary training program.  Bruce recommended this issue 
also be placed on temporary hold pending this conference.   
 
Status:  AFS-410 and NBAA actions on temporary hold until the April 2012 meeting.   
Item Open (AFS-470 and AFS-410/NBAA). 
 
 s. 09-02-288 VNAV Minimums vs. Circle to Land  
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed that discussion is on-going between AFS-420 and 470 to 
determine whether not publishing LNAV/VNAV minimums when there is a large difference in DA 
and MDA is of value.  There is also discussion of whether a maximum value should be 
established when there is a difference, and if so, what that value should be. To date, the issue 
is still under discussion to determine whether there is any benefit in eliminating LNAV/VNAV 
minimums in this situation.  Lev Prichard, APA, asked if LNAV/VNAV minimums are taken away, 
will some operators lose the approach.  JD Hood, Horizon Air stated that most pilots will use 
LNAV/VNAV to set up the approach and use vertical guidance to fly to the LNAV MDA.  Brad 
Rush, AJV-3B, stated that under current policy, if the airport meets GQS standards, 
LNAV/VNAV minimums will be published.   
 
Status:  AFS-420 to work the issue with AFS-470 through the US-IFPP and report.   
Item Open (AFS-420 (US-IFPP) and AFS-470). 
 

Editor's Note:  A telcon was held on May 3, 2011 with participation from the 
managers of AFS-470, AFS-420, AJW-913, and AJV-3B, as well as staff specialists 
from AFS-420.  It was agreed that in order to continually support Commercial Aviation 
Safety Team (CAST) initiatives, LNAV/VNAV minimums will continue to be established 
wherever possible regardless of the difference in LNAV minimums.  The associated 
circling MDA must be no lower than the lowest straight-in MDA.  A policy clarification 
memo has been prepared. 

 
 t. 09-02-289 Use of Leg Combinations and Altitude Constraints on RNAV Departure 
Procedures 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, provided the following update that applies equally to this issue and 
09-02-290 from Ron Brumback, AFS-420 (ISI), departure criteria specialist: "Based upon 
feedback from AFS-470 and AIR-130, RNAV departure criteria that outlines leg-type coding 
methods will be withdrawn.  Coders can use whatever ARINC implementation their box requires 
to adhere to the path of the described construction."  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, asked whether 
procedure designers would continue to document the leg type used in the procedure design.  
Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, asked whether this was discussed through the ATA CNS Task Force 
for input.  Tom responded that he didn't think so, but AIR was a participant in the US-IFPP 
discussion.  John Moore, AJV-3B, stated that when missed approach icons first appeared on 
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the scene, there was much confusion regarding interpreting the text on the procedure source to 
be depicted as a symbol.  Likewise here, the intent of the procedure designer must be crystal 
clear for coding purposes.  John added that it would be beneficial for the US-IFPP to bring 
industry into this conversation.  Brad added that designers are putting the leg type used in the 
design and to be coded on the forms now.  Don't change something that is working; additionally, 
a change will affect several ACs.  Ted interjected that some avionics, especially older systems, 
may not be able to support the specified leg types.  Rich Boll, NBAA, responded that pilots must 
always be ready to intervene if an aircraft is not going where it is supposed to.  He also 
cautioned that the FAA must be careful in allowing coders to change the leg type specified to be 
coded and didn’t believe that this allowance is good idea.  Brad closed by saying that if coders 
are allowed to unilaterally change leg types from the specified source, then that practice must 
be sanctioned by AIR.  The ACF-IPG comments will be addressed by the US-IFPP. 
 
Status:  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF apprised of the issue status.  
Item Open [AFS-420 (US-IFPP)]). 
 
 u. 09-02-290 Call for Review and Revision of ARINC Leg Types Used in Construction of 

RNAV Departure Procedures 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, provided the following update that applies equally to this issue and 
09-02-289 from Ron Brumback, AFS-420 (ISI), departure criteria specialist: "Based upon 
feedback from AFS-470 and AIR-130, RNAV departure criteria that outlines leg-type coding 
methods will be withdrawn.  Coders can use whatever ARINC implementation their box requires 
to adhere to the path of the described construction."  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, asked whether 
procedure designers would continue to document the leg type used in the procedure design.  
Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, asked whether this was discussed through the ATA CNS Task Force 
for input.  Tom responded that he didn't think so, but AIR was a participant in the US-IFPP 
discussion.  John Moore, AJV-3B, stated that when missed approach icons first appeared on 
the scene, there was much confusion regarding interpreting the text on the procedure source to 
be depicted as a symbol.  Likewise here, the intent of the procedure designer must be crystal 
clear for coding purposes.  John added that it would be beneficial for the US-IFPP to bring 
industry into this conversation.  Brad added that designers are putting the leg type used in the 
design and to be coded on the forms now.  Don't change something that is working; additionally, 
a change will affect several ACs.  Ted interjected that some avionics, especially older systems, 
may not be able to support the specified leg types  Rich Boll, NBAA, responded that pilots must 
always be ready to intervene if an aircraft is not going where it is supposed to.  He also 
cautioned that the FAA must be careful in allowing coders to change the leg type specified to be 
coded and didn’t believe that this allowance is good idea.  Brad closed by saying that if coders 
are allowed to unilaterally change leg types from the specified source, then that practice must 
be sanctioned by AIR.  The ACF-IPG comments will be addressed by the US-IFPP. 
 
Status:  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF apprised of the issue status.  
Item Open (AFS-420 (US-IFPP)). 
 
 v. 09-02-291 Straight-in Minimums NA at Night  
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following draft change proposal to FAA Order 8260.3 from T.J. 
Nichols, the AFS-420 lead conventional TERPS criteria specialist.  The change will be presented to the 
US-IFPP at the next meeting:   
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 "For each approach designed;  
 
1. Require evaluation of the applicable visual area assessment (straight-in or offset) to 
the approach runway.  If there are published approach procedures to other runways, the 
applicable visual area is assessed separately for that approach, and the procedure will 
be annotated accordingly .  Therefore, no 'extra' standard visual area assessment is 
required. 
 
2.  Require an additional standard visual area assessment only to those runways without 
a published approach procedure and to which circling is authorized. 
 
3.  Annotate the approach procedure to indicate that each runway with a documented 
unlit, unmitigated 20:1 visual area penetration is not available at night; e.g.,  
 
Option 1.  "RWY 36 NA at night" or "RWY 36 and 27 NA at night". 
 
Option 2.  "RWY 36 straight-in and circling NA at night" or "RWY 36 straight-in and 
circling and RWY 09/18/27 circling NA at night." 

 
Lev Prichard, APA, stated that Option 1 was confusing and he believed Option 2 is preferred.  
the group agreed. 
 
Status:  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF apprised of the issue status.   
Item Open (AFS-420 (US-IFPP)). 
 
 w. 10-01-292 Removal of the Visual Climb Over Airport Option on Mountain Airport 

Obstacle Departure Procedures 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420 briefed that Change 1 to the .46D was signed on April 14.  Paragraph 
2-1b(11) was revised to read: "When a visual climb over airport (VCOA) has been established, 
publish a note that requires the pilot to inform ATC prior to departure when executing the VCOA; 
e.g., "When executing VCOA, notify ATC prior to departure."  Conversation with Jim Rose, AFS-
420 indicates that IPH guidance is still under development.  Bruce McGray, AFS-410, stated 
that they are re-writing AIM guidance for departure procedures and ODPs will be addressed in 
toto.  
 
Status:  1)  AFS-420 will develop applicable IPH guidance; and, 2) AFS-410 to Develop AIM 
and AIP educational material.  Item Open (AFS-420 and AFS-410). 
 
 x. 10-01-294 RNP SAAAR Intermediate Segment Length and ATC Intervention 
 
Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as received from Jack Corman, the AFS-
420 lead RNAV criteria writer: The following is the US-IFPP's latest proposal, but no one has 
authorized us to go forward and issue a NOTICE detailing the evaluation.  "Where (if) ATC 
assumes obstacle clearance responsibility with radar monitoring until the aircraft is established 
on the inbound course, there is no objection.  Without ATC accepting obstacle clearance 
responsibility until the aircraft is established on course, RNP values <1.0 must be successfully 
evaluated prior to "direct-to" clearance application."  Tom noted that at the last meeting the 
Terminal Service Unit representative (Gary Fiske, AJT-28) stated that "ATC will radar monitor all 
"direct to" clearances; however, they do not care what RNP value is designed in the procedure.  
He asserted that the MVA altitude at the IF where the turn commences provides 1,000  feet of 
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ROC, twice the intermediate segment requirement of 500 feet."  This represents a disagreement 
between ATC and AFS that the US-IFPP must address. 
 
Status:  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF-IPG apprised of the issue 
status.  Item Open [AFS-420 (US-IFPP)]. 
 
 y. 10-01-295 Official Source for Charting Fix Makeup  
 
Mike Oudemans, AJV-21, briefed that NFDC has been working with Jeppesen regarding the 
process of posting form 8260-2s on FADDS.  The first posting occurred for the May 5 AIRAC 
cycle and feedback was positive.  The plan is to post the forms every 2-weeks and keep them on 
the FADDS web site until 2-weeks after the specified procedure effective date.  Val Watson, 
AJV-3B asked whether the ultimate fix was to place the entire -2 in NASR.  Mike responded that 
a replacement for NASR is under consideration and having the entire -2 information is a desired 
feature.  Brad Rush, AJV-3B stated that eventually, it is hoped that IFP-FIX will be the source for 
all fix data. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, asked whether FADDS is now the source for fix 
information.  Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI) responded that the NFDD is still the primary method of 
promulgating -2 data; however, FADDS may be used to access additional information.  Bill asked 
whether the issue could be closed and all agreed. 
 
Status:  Item Closed. 
 
5.  New Business:   
 
 a. 11-01-296  Magnetic Variation Differences and FMS systems 
 
New issue presented by Lev Prichard on behalf of APA.  Lev states that the application of a 
different magnetic variation (MV) for RNAV vs. conventional routes over the same ground track 
creates  confusion.  He offered examples of RNAV and conventional STARs into Chicago O'Hare 
(KORD) that show a 6 degree difference between an RNAV route and the conventional route 
over the same ground track.  The problem is caused by the different MV application.  RNAV 
procedures use the airport MV of record, while VORs use an assigned MV.  Lev believed that 
guidance in Order 8260.19 should be amended to make RNAV and conventional charts agree.  
John Moore, AJV-3B asked how making charts agree would resolve FMS differences.  Valerie 
Watson, AJV-3B, stated that there is no charting solution and that airport or NAVAID MV of 
record applied when each procedure is designed must be retained.  NASR provides the 
sanctioned source for MV for both airports and NAVAIDs and that source must be used by chart 
makers until revised.  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, stated that the only resolution to the differences is to 
use True North  for everything.  He stated that there are varying tolerances for assigned MV.  For 
example, CAT II and III ILS must be within 1 degree of the actual runway MV.  Every attempt is 
made to keep VORs within 3 degrees of the actual MV; however, changing a VOR MV has a 
major ripple effect (airways, procedures, ATC video maps, etc.).  This is especially true when the 
VOR has many airway radials emanating from it.  Ted Thompson, Jeppesen, stated that the 
agenda item, as briefed, is incorrectly characterized as a “charting problem”.  He stated the issue 
is relative to source, chart, and database compatibility issues; i.e., magnetic courses - 
conventional vs. RNAV; holding patterns - chart vs. FMS; runway MV - runway heading vs. ILS 
course; etc.  Brad reminded everyone that although the numerically published courses may 
differ, the ground tracks are the same.  Ted also mentioned that Jeppesen produces a set of 
NavData text pages in its Airway Manual that are intended to help explain differences between 
charts and navigation databases.  These pages were produced as a result of past 
recommendations from the industry.  Ted offered to discuss the matter within Jeppesen and 
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consider the possibility of creating a Jeppesen Briefing Bulletin to promote increased education 
and awareness of these issues among pilots.  Lastly, Ted read an explanation provided by John 
Kasten, Jeppesen, which provided an overview and background information.  A summary of 
John's comments as shared by Ted is included .  A side bar began regarding some FMSs 
initiating holding in the wrong turn direction.  Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI) interrupted stating that 
this was off the subject matter.  If APA desired to discuss the holding pattern direction of turn 
issue, it should be via a separate issue paper.  John Swigart, AFS-470, offered to review and 
enhance AIM language regarding MV.  Ted offered to discuss the matter within Jeppesen and 
consider the possibility of creating a Jeppesen Briefing Bulletin to promote improved awareness 
of MV issues 
 
Status:  1) AFS-470 to review AIM language regarding MV; and 2) Jeppesen consider 
development of a Briefing Bulletin or some other educational method to help educate pilots on 
MV differences.  Item Open (AFS-470 and Jeppesen). 
 

6.  Next Meeting:  ACF Meeting 11-02 is scheduled for October 25-27, 2011 with the FAA 
Aeronautical Products Office, SSMC 4, 1305 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD as host.  
Meeting 12-01 is scheduled for April 24-26 with the Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA), 
Herndon, VA as host. 

 
Please note the attached Office of Primary Responsibility (OPR) listing (attachment 1) for 
action items.  It is requested that all OPRs provide the Chair, Tom Schneider (with an 
information copy to Bill Hammett), a written status update on open issues not later than 
October 8 - a reminder notice will be provided.  
 
7.  Attachments (2):  1. OPR/Action Listing. 
 2. Attendance Listing. 
 




Magnetic Variation 
Conventional vs. Area Navigation (RNAV) 


John Kasten, Jeppesen Corporate Technical Leader for Aeronautical Data 
 
The ICAO IFPP has been discussing the issue of criteria for magnetic bearings for some time now, with 
expertise from around the world. 
 
This is the problem of a conventional procedure and a separate RNAV procedure with the same ground 
track.  The magnetic values on the conventional procedure are based on the station declination of the 
NAVAIDs (VORs) involved that define the ground track.  The magnetic values on the RNAV procedure are 
based on the airport magnetic variation of record. For the Mason City VOR, the declination is 6 degree 
east.  For Chicago O'Hare airport (KORD), the magnetic variation is 3 degrees west.  This results in a nine 
(9) degree difference. Both the conventional and RNAV procedures are published according to current 
criteria, respectively.  This is not a charting issue.  It is a criteria issue.  
 
The conventional bearing values are correct if the procedure is flown conventionally (i.e. without any 
automation).  And the RNAV bearing values are correct if using FMS or RNAV to navigate point to point.  
But, if the conventional procedure is flown with automation (i.e. an FMS overlay), the magnetic bearing 
information becomes reference only because the flight crew is not doing the flying; only checking to see 
that the “box” is taking them where they intend to go. In this case they are going to see differences 
between what is correctly charted and what is correctly displayed on the avionics (which can differ, as 
explained above).  If the RNAV procedure is flown, the differences they will see may vary depending on 
the FMS equipment in use.  One system that uses airport magnetic variation will show very little difference 
whereas one that uses a dynamic magnetic variation model based on aircraft ‘present position’ can and 
will show larger differences for the actual magnetic variation at the position (but not the same as 
conventional). 
 
ARINC 424 has implemented a new data element called “Procedure Mag Var” to tell FMS manufacturers 
how a procedure has been designed.  However, the avionics manufacturers have their challenges using 
this new data as they still have conventional procedures and must still have some method of determining 
local magnetic variation for “direct to” track display.  It would be a complex software change to say “if the 
procedure is conventional design do this, if the procedure is an RNAV design do that, if navigating direct-
to, do this. 
 
The ICAO IFPP attempted to introduce a new term “Magnetic Reference Bearing” so that there could be a 
way to indicate “this bearing value is for reference only and may differ from what the avionics might be 
showing”.  The ICAO IFPP was not successful in promoting the concept. The ICAO Secretariat thought a 
magnetic bearing was sufficient.  Obviously the ICAO IFPP was not able to make a strong enough case as 
to why we felt a new term was required. 
 
It’s also worthwhile to understand that the current RNAV procedure design criteria were primarily 
(originally) focused on the Final Approach Segment of an approach procedure.  In that case the airport 
magnetic variation of record will be very close to the local dynamic magnetic variation.  But with SIDs and 
STARs where the fixes and waypoints are potentially 150 miles or more away from the airport, the airport 
magnetic variation and the local variation at the fix or waypoint are going to differ. Thus the criteria issue.  
 
Looking ahead, the only real solution would be to get rid of the use of magnetic references in the cockpit 
entirely. But when is that going to ever happen?  If some in the industry feel there is a safety issue and a 
solution must to be found, then they need to document those safety concerns so the rest of the industry 
can go back the drawing board – again - to see if there is a solution that will increase safety.  But if the rest 
of the industry see the issue as only a nuisance or a pilot education and awareness issue, then it will be 
difficult to find consensus for a solution not to mention the time and money necessary to fix it. 
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OPR AGENDA ITEM (ISSUE) REQUIRED ACTION 

 
AFS-470 
AJV-3B 

92-02-110  (Cold Weather Altimetry) AFS-470:  Continue to work the issue with 
MITRE support through the US-IFPP. 
AJV-3B:  Coordinate publication of the 
ICAO correction table through IACC.  
 

AFS-410 
AFS-470 

96-01-166  (Descent Point on Flyby 
Waypoints. Originally “on course”) 

AFS-410 and AFS-470: Jointly develop 
AIM and other pilot educational material. 
 

AFS-470 
AFS-410 
NBAA 

98-01-197 (Air Carrier Compliance  
With Climb Gradients) 

AFS-470: Monitor PARC actions and 
report progress. 
AFS-410/NBAA: Report on sub group 
progress to address this issue and  
09-02-287 (Note:  Issue on temporary 
hold until April 2012).  
 

AJV-11 
AFS-420 

02-01-238  (Departure Minimums and 
DP NOTAMs) 

AJV-11: Report progress on re-write of JO 
7930.2 to include SID/STAR NOTAMs 
under the FDC process.  
AFS-420:  Report progress on Change 1 
to Order 8260.19E. 
 

AJT-24 
AJE-31 

02-01-241  (Non-radar Level and 
Climbing Holding Patterns) 

AJT-24: Action complete - pending 
publication of change to JO 7210.3 for 
Terminal operations. 
AJE-31:Track DCP for change to JO 
7210.3 to ensure controller awareness 
and education on what holding patterns 
are authorized for Climb-In-Hold for En 
Route operations 
 

AFS-450 03-01-247  (Holding Pattern Selection 
Criteria) 

Continue research/evaluation on the issue 
and report. 
 

AFS-470 04-02-258  (VNAV IAPs using DA(H)  
and OpSpec C073) 

Continue to track changes to Air Carrier 
OpSpec C073. 
 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 05-01-259  (Visual Climb Over Airport) Track new criteria development through 
the US-IFPP and report. 
 

AFS-450 
 

06-02-267  (Option to Use Standard 
Timing for RNAV Holding Patterns) 
 

Assess use of timing in lieu of ATD for 
RNAV holding.  
 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 
AJT-28/AJE-31 

07-01-269  (Diverse Vector Areas) AFS-420:  Ensure DVA criteria are 
developed through the US-IFPP. 
AJT-22 and AJE-31:  Jointly develop 
controller guidance for vectoring 
departures at airports with an ODP. 
 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 
 

07-01-270 (Course Change Limitation 
Notes on IAPs) 
 

Continue to track issue through the  
US-IFPP. 
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OPR AGENDA ITEM (ISSUE) REQUIRED ACTION 
 

AFS-450 
 

07-02-278  (Advanced RNAV 
(FMS/GPS) Holding Patterns Defined by 
Leg Length)  
 

Address the issue in conjunction with the 
other holding pattern studies under issues 
03-01-247 and 06-02-267. 
 

AFS-420 
AJV-3B 
 

09-01-282  (Glide Slope Intercept 
Altitudes on ILS Parallel Approaches) 
 

AFS-420: Develop policy to eliminate 
requirement for early glideslope 
interception note on simultaneous close 
parallel ILS procedures. 
AJV-3B: Begin process of removing 
currently published ILS intercept notes.  
 

AFS-410 
AJT-24 
 

09-01-284:  (Question of TERPs 
Containment with Late Intercepts) 
 

AFS-410: Continue to track the issue 
through ATPAC and report. 
AJT-24: Report status of proposed 
changes to Order JO 7110.65. 
 

AJT-28 
AJE-31 
AJV-14 
AFS-410 

09-02-286:  (Initial “Climb & Maintain” 
Altitude on SIDS) 
 

AJT-28, AJE-31, and AJV-14: to form a 
sub group to address the issue. 
AFS-410: Review and coordinate the 
NBAA draft AIM language. 
 

AFS-410 
NBAA 
 

09-02-287:  (Operator Training 
Concerning OEI Contingency Planning 
For IFR Departure Procedures 
 

AFS-410 and NBAA: Jointly work the issue 
through the Transport Airplane 
Performance Planning (TAPP) working 
group in conjunction with issue 98-01-197.  
(Note: On temporary hold until April 2012).
 

AFS-420 
AFS-470 

09-02-288:  (VNAV Minimums vs. Circle 
to Land) 
 

AFS-420 and AFS-470: Jointly re-assess 
the issue through the US-IFPP and report. 
 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 09-02-289:  (Use of Leg Combinations 
and Altitude Constraints on RNAV 
Departure Procedures) 
 

Consider ACF-IPG comments from 
meeting 11-01 and provide status update 
for the next meeting. 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 09-02-290:  (Call for Review and 
Revision of ARINC Leg Types Used in 
Construction of RNAV DPs)  
 

Consider ACF-IPG comments from 
meeting 11-01 and provide status update 
for the next meeting. 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 09-02-291:  (Straight-in Minimums NA at 
Night) 
 

Continue to work the issue through the 
US-IFPP and report. 
 

AFS-420 
AFS-410 
 

10-01-292:  (Removal of VCOA Option 
at Mountainous Airports) 
 

AFS-420:  Develop IPH guidance 
AFS-410:  Develop pilot VCOA guidance 
for the AIM/AIP. 
 

AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 10-01-294:  (RNP SAAAR Intermediate 
Segment Length and ATC Intervention) 
 

Continue to work the issue through the 
US-IFPP and report. 
 

AFS-470 
Jeppesen 
 

11-01-296:  (Magnetic Variation 
Differences and Flight Management  
Systems) 
 

AFS-470: Review /update current AIM 
language. 
Jeppesen: Consider development of a 
Briefing Bulletin. 
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