
 
 

 
 

   
    

     
 

 
  

    
 

 
   

  
  

        
 

  
    

      
 

  
  

   
   

   
     

       
  

 
          

       
 

   
    

   
 

 
 
 

 
  

  

December 8, 2016 

Dear Forum Participant 

Attached are the minutes of the Aeronautical Charting Forum, Instrument Procedures Group 
(ACF-IPG) meeting held on October 25, 2016. The meeting was hosted by the Pragmatics Inc. 
at their Reston, VA facility. An office of primary responsibility (OPR) action listing (VIEW) and an 
attendance listing (VIEW) are appended to the minutes. 

Please note there are briefing slides inserted in the minutes as PDF files shown as stickpins.  All 
are asked to review the minutes and attachments for accuracy and forward any comments to 
the following: 

Mr. Tom Schneider Copy to: Mr. Steve VanCamp 
FAA/AFS-420 FAA/AFS-420 (ISI/Pragmatics) 
P.O. Box 25082 P.O. Box 25082 
Oklahoma City, OK 73125 Oklahoma City, OK 73125 

Phone: 405-954-5852 Phone: 405-954-5237 
FAX: 405-954-5270 FAX: 405-954-5270 
E-mail: thomas.e.schneider@faa.gov E-mail: steve.ctr.vancamp@faa.gov

The AFS-420 web site contains information relating to ongoing activities including the ACF-IPG.  
The home page is located at: 
https://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 17-01 is scheduled for April 25-27, 2017 with USGS as host. ACF meeting 17-02 
is scheduled for October 24-26, 2017 with host TBD. 

Please note that meetings begin promptly at 8:30 AM.  Dress is business casual. Forward 
new agenda items for the 17-01 ACF-IPG meeting to the above addressees not later than April 
10, 2017.  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 

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/avs/offices/afs/afs400/afs420/acfipg
mailto:steve.ctr.vancamp@faa.gov
mailto:thomas.e.schneider@faa.gov


   
   

    

  
 

    
  

   
     

  

 
 

    
  

  
   

    
    

  
 

  
  

  
      

          

 

  

   
   

  
    

   




 


 

 
 
 

 
  

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 




 


 

AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM (ACF)

MEETING 16-02 October 25, 2016
 

HOST: Pragmatics, Inc.
 

I. OPENING REMARKS: 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 Tuesday, October 25, 2016. Pragmatics hosted the meeting at their 
Reston, VA facility.

II. PRAGMATICS WELCOMING COMMENTS: Richard Silver, Chief Business Development 
Officer, provided welcoming comments on behalf of Pragmatics. The group was very appreciative 
of Pragmatic’s willingness to host the Forum and for the outstanding facilities.

III. INTRODUCTIONS: Attendees introduced themselves and whom they represented. A sign in 
roster was circulated and lists attendees. 

IV. REVIEW MINUTES OF LAST MEETING, ACF 16-01: Steve VanCamp, AFS­
420, (Pragmatics - Contract Support), briefed that the minutes of ACF-IPG 16-01, which
was held on April 26, 2016, were electronically distributed to all attendees and contacts
on the ACF Master Mailing List on June 21, 2016. There were no changes submitted,
and the minutes were accepted as distributed.

V. BRIEFINGS: 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420), provided a status briefing (VIEW) on relevant FAA Orders: Order 
7900.5D (ACF) is ready for signature with an anticipated publication date of December 1, 2016; 
Order 8260.3C, change 1, is estimated for publication in March 2017 and is on a fast track to 
completion (in coordination); Order 8260.58A, change 1, is estimated for publication in March 
2017 (in tandem with Order 8260.3C, change 1); Order 8260.19H is estimated for publication on 
Jan 1, 2017 (industry should see the coordination draft shortly); Order 8260.46G is estimated for 
publication on April 1, 2017 (just starting coordination). John Bordy (AFS-420), briefed that Order 
8260.3C changes are mostly editorial in nature, with the exception being harmonization of ILS and 
LPV criteria. Tom said many Order 8260.58A changes came from the PARC group work. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS (Open Issues)

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

Rich Boll (NBAA) briefed (VIEW) the rewrite work was completed for AIM holding 
guidance and submitted to the ATO, but a corresponding guidance change for the AIP 
was not done. Andy Duda (AJV-83) informed Rich that a DCP is now in progress, no 
issues are expected, and a November 10th publication is projected for both. Gary Fiske 
(AJV-82) concurred. 

Status: Item Open: AJV-83 



  

  
   

  
 

    
  

  
   

    
  

 
     

     

   
 

   
     

    
    

      
   

   
  

   
 

   
  

    
    

   
     

         
   

   
     

    
   

    
  

 
     

    
     

 

 

 
 

  

  
 

 

  
 

 
  

   
 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

12-01-299: Loss of CAT D Line of Minima in Support of Circle-to-Land Operations. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420), briefed the memo establishing Cat C & D minima in support 
of circle to land, and the status of Order 8260.43 rewrite (as shown on slide): (VIEW). 
AFS-460 is the POC and a complete rewrite is underway, with a meeting scheduled for 
November 1-3. John Moore (Jeppesen) asked if the proposed executive oversight is 
adding another layer. Tom said yes, and that prioritization of projects is in the order. 
Rune Duke (AOPA) asked if there will be any change allowing external users/stake 
holders to be able to participate in the process. Tom said he did not know, but would 
take the question back to AFS-460. 

(Editor’s note: Tom Schneider contacted AFS-460 and they stated that the draft Order 
8260.43C will follow a similar process as is done now. The committees may invite 
outside entities if they deem necessary, but users/stakeholders will not be a member of 
the committee that prioritizes procedures.) 

Status: Item open: AFS-420 

12-01-301: Publishing a Vertical Descent Angle (VDA) with 34:1 Surface Penetrations in 
the Visual Segment also includes issue 13-01-309. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed on current Order 8260.19 guidance to publish a profile 
note “Visual Segment – Obstacles” and to eliminate publication of the VDA and TCH on 
FAA procedures when requested by Flight Inspection. Until recently, the FAA was still 
providing the glidepath angle and TCH data in the FAS Data Block of the source 
document, providing chart producers with a means to provide VDA and TCH on/in their 
products. An FAA memo (VIEW) was issued clarifying the intended policy. This 
memorandum specified that the FAA would no longer provide the ARINC data record as 
part of the publicly-disseminated procedure package content, but would still provide 
FO/FB waypoints and path terminators (for TERPS containment) along with all other 
FAS data block information. AIS will continue to provide an ARINC data record to Flight 
Inspection and to interested parties by specific request. John Moore (Jeppesen) 
confirmed with Tom that the ARINC data record will not be considered official state 
source and will not be published in the Transmittal Letter as part of the instrument 
procedure, but would still be available by request. John then inquired how the ARINC 
data record would be made available. Tom stated that details have not been worked out 
on how to process requests. Lev Pritchard (APA) inquired about the original problem, 
and Tom said that the FAA is not willing to publish/provide a VDA or TCH when Flight 
Inspection identifies a problematic obstacle that could cause an issue if the VDA were 
flown to the runway. It is believed that removing the data from the source documentation 
will eliminate the confusion in these cases. John Bordy (AFS-420) explained that the 
current requirement within Order 8260.3C (not yet fully implemented) is to attempt a 
redesign of the VDA to the highest allowable angle if Flight Inspection identifies a 
problem obstacle in the visual segment. If the redesign doesn’t result in an improvement 
then we would publish the profile note indicating there are problem visual segment 
obstacles John Bordy added that an initiative is in the works to develop and evaluate 
non-precision runways in the same manner we do today using the Glideslope 
Qualification Surface (GQS) for evaluation of vertically guided procedures (i.e., If there is 
a penetration of the surface, the procedure not allowed) before Flight Inspection. As the 



     
 

  
        

     
     

    
 

   
      

     
    

       

         

    

   
  

   
    

 
 

     
     

     
  

    
   

  
    

    
 

       

  

  
    

      
     

      
    

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

FAA understands this will be a significant impact to the NAS, MITRE will conduct a NAS 
impact analysis for problem locations. When the impact study is completed, AFS will 
work with the Office of Airports and AJV-5 on an implementation plan. A discussion 
followed including the possibility of using higher angles to allow for a VDA at an airport, 
even with a loss of CAT D minimums, or providing no ARINC coding at all, since chart 
and database providers can calculate and publish angle/TCH to meet customer 
requests. The chart note “Visual Segment – Obstacles” will still be required by the 
source document as appropriate. Rich Boll (NBAA) stated we need to explain within the 
AIM why it might be possible for an FMS to contain an angle and TCH whereas the 
published procedure is absent of that information; Tom agreed. The issue will remain 
open until those publications are updated. Kevin Bridges (AIR-130) added this guidance 
needs to include advisory only emphasis on any non-precision approach. The group 
concurred. 

Status: AFS-410 will work AIM/AIP and IPH changes. Item Open: AFS-410 

13-02-312: Equipment Requirement Notes on Instrument Approach Procedures. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed there are two IOUs on the topic from the last ACF. 
(VIEW) Tom discussed latest version of change to draft Order 8260.19H, which most have 
already seen, showing examples of the equipment requirements notes and the PBN 
information box type notes. There still may be some changes to the NavSpec specifics 
for the notes, but the concept is not changing. Kevin Bridges (AIR-130) said if a box can 
do an approach it can do RNAV-1, adding that some old boxes may not be listed in the 
AC 90-100A spreadsheet. He explained that this is a manufacturer problem (not an FAA 
one) and suggested the user should ask the manufacturer to have their equipment listed. 
Rich Boll (NBAA) added that the spreadsheet has no bearing on whether or not a user 
can fly the approach and explained differences between AC 90-100A and AC 90-105. 
Valerie Watson (AJV-553) briefed the second IOU, reporting that the charting standard 
has been approved and is in place, and the PBN/Equipment Requirement briefing strip 
notes will be placed as depicted in the prototype chart examples when sourced on the 
8260 procedure source document. Tom said this change will result from implementation 
of Order 8260.19H in January 2017, and charts with this feature should start appearing 
about a year later. 

Status: Track and report status of Order 8260.19H. Item open: AFS-420/AJV-5 

14-01-315: 90 Degree Airway-to-RNAV-IAP Course Change Limitation; Arrival Holds. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed (VIEW) slide provided by OPR Gary Petty (AFS-420). 
The US-IFPP agreed to form a working group to address this issue, however John Bordy 
(AFS-420) stated the group has not convened yet due to higher priority issues. Rich Boll 
(NBAA) again voiced his concern that PBN procedures are limited to a maximum turn of 
90 degrees, while 120 degree turns are allowed on conventional procedures, even 
though most conventional procedures are being flown with RNAV systems. Tom said the 
FAA does not believe this issue presents a safety concern and although it may be a 



    
  

       
 

  

      
   

     
   

    

    

  

 

    
   

  
 

    
    

 

    
   

       
   

    
  

   
  

     

   
    

   

  

  

 

 

 

  
  

 

   
  

   

 

 
   

 

 
 

factor for a number of procedures, most are high enough where it is not a TERPs 
concern. Item will remain open and US-IFPP progress followed. 

Status: Open item at the US-IFPP and a working group will be formed by Gary Petty. 
Item Open:  AFS-420 

14-01-316: RNAV Fixes on Victor Airways Used for RNAV SIAPs. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed (VIEW) language is in the draft Order 8260.19H and will 
be published in January 2017. 

Status: Tom will track status of FAA Order 8260.19H through the coordination process. 
Item Open: AFS-420. 

14-02-317: Use of GPS on Conventional (Ground-Based NAVAID) Instrument Approach 
Procedures (IAPs). 

Mason Curling (AFS-470) advised AIM language (para 1-2-3) was published. 

Status: Item Closed. 

15-01-320: Common Sounding Fix Names. 

Gary Fiske (AJV-82) briefed this issue is emotional for some sites (desire for specific 
names), however most instances identified have been resolved or are scheduled for fix 
name replacement. The ATL fixes will be changed with the Metroplex project in 2017, 
and two STARs are being canceled. One of the similar names at Dallas has been 
changed already and he is awaiting word on the remaining two. Gary added the ICAO 
ICARD program mentioned at ACF 16-01 is not a viable option to address future similar 
sounding issues. Valerie Watson (AJV-553) said this will not be an easy fix, as an 
automated solution is not available and human checks are necessary to prevent the 
problem. Gary concurred and added that current orders state what is expected and what 
facilities are supposed to do, but the “mechanics” of the names are still part of the issue.  
Gary reiterated that he is fixing specific problems as they are identified. Tom Schneider 
(AFS-420) asked about revised language for Order JO 7400.2, and Jill Olsen (AJV-553) 
said her office is now the OPR for that Order. Tom said Mike Wallin (NDFC) had 
indicated at a previous meeting there would be expanded language for fixes considered, 
similar to what is now used for NAVAIDs. Language will be incorporated to prompt the 
procedure designer to consider the issue. Tom said once a problem is identified it takes a 
while to resolve, and Gary agreed adding that a single case can take as long as 18 
months to resolve. Brian Townsend (American Airlines) inquired about using 
name/number combinations since it appears we are running out of pronounceable 
names. Ted Thompson (Jeppesen) said this is done in Australia and there are reported 
problems with this method and that human factors investigation should be done before 
the US considers that option.. Tom said this would involve extensive criteria/guidance 



  
     

  
      

    
     

    

       

    
    

   
    

 
   

   
   
   

   
    

   
 

  
   

    
    

   

         

    

   
    

    
   

  
    

    
    

     
   

  
    

      
    

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    
 

 

  
  

 
 

  

 

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

changes. Valerie concurred, adding we are not running out of pronounceable names 
(Gary disagreed). Valerie took an IOU to confirm with NFDC that the U.S. is not running 
out of pronounceable 5-letter fix names. Gary will continue to monitor identified name 
issues. 

Status: Valerie Watson will confirm with NFDC that the U.S. is not running out of 
pronounceable 5-letter fix names. Gary Fiske will continue to monitor identified name 
issues. Item Open:  AJV-5 /AJV-82  

15-01-321: Coding of Missed Approach for ILS RWY 31L and ILS RWY 31R at KJFK. 

John Bordy (AFS-420) briefed VIEW there are two issues. The first issue is the status of 
the KJFK procedures; these are being amended with a scheduled publication is of 
February 2017. Stephen McClain (New York TRACON) advised that the revised 
procedure will not contain any hold down altitudes. The second issue is the coding of 
hold down altitudes on missed approach procedures. John Bordy reiterated these will 
continue to be non-standard and will require waivers. The FAA is moving away from 
providing coding (as with the VDA issue) for any procedures. Ted Thompson (Jeppesen) 
said the issue is the wording of the missed approach procedure vs. the actual coding 
and stressed that the wording must be clearly written and not subject to interpretation if 
the coding is to be correct. John said the missed approach wording will be made as clear 
as possible and coding (in this case at-or-below) will have to match that, adding the FAA 
will discourage these type of hold down procedures. Stephen McClain mentioned that 
hold down altitudes have a huge impact on their congested airspace. Tom added there 
are locations where these may be needed but we do not want these as standard. Lev 
Prichard (APA) said providing the wording but no coding should fix the issue. A group 
discussion followed on the language as it would appear on the 8260-series form and 
coding. Ted said if a change is desired prior to February, then written guidance by the 
FAA will be necessary for the providers. 

Status: Track status of JFK procedure changes. Item open: AFS-420 

15-02-323: Depiction of Low, Close-In Obstacles on SIDs & ODPs. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) stated there are several IOUs on this item. (VIEW) Tom 
showed a slide from the US-IFPP Departure Working Group (DWG), which has met 
several times since last ACF and has been investigating ways to reduce charting of 
some low, close-in obstacles. One change proposed for Order 8260.3C, change 1, is not 
to chart obstacles less than 35 ft above DER (height departing aircraft in the US are 
expected to cross the DER). Analysis of some procedures showed that this change 
would result in a significant reduction of obstacles. Tom showed associated Order 
8260.3 and 8260.46 language to support this and advised that an associated AIM/AIP 
and IPH update is being worked by AFS-410. The issue is still in US-IFPP for other 
reduction strategies and remains open in the DWG. For the second IOU, Krystle Behrns 
(AJV-5614) described the efforts by AJV-5 to create a search-by-airport-ident function 
for the digital TPP so that users can easily access and search the textual takeoff section 
(which contains the close-in obstacle list for each airport). Valerie Watson (AJV-533) 
showed a sample of the search function to be built for every airport. The proposal 



     
      

 
 

    
   

     
   

    
 

    
      

     
  

 
   
       

  
    
       

         
    
      

   
  

  

  

   
   

     
    

 
  

   

   
       

   
     

  
    

consists of removing the obstacle lists from graphic SIDs as long as these obstacles can 
be readily found by an electronic search of the takeoff entry for that airport. This followed 
with a lengthy discussion on: Will an index be furnished by the FAA; how this would 
work; and will it be readily available in the cockpit. FAA’s responsibility is to provide 
source data only and let users/providers work from there. The obstacle text is provided 
in the Takeoff entries and will (when this function is implemented) be searchable by 
airport identifier. Third party providers can expand and utilize this function as they see fit. 
Most participants agreed FAA does not need to provide tailored solutions. The original 
issue of chart clutter caused by lengthy textual obstacle lists on graphic SIDs would be 
solved by implementing this proposal. Rich Boll (NBAA) pointed out that Alternate 
Minimums would work well like this too, and Krystle Behrns said that concept is a future 
consideration for both Alternate and RADAR entries. Valerie said this is a short term fix; 
the long term goal is to separate all files by airport identifier, such as Alternates, 
Takeoffs, Radar Procedures, etc. and make them searchable by the identifier. Tom 
asked the group if all agreed to move forward with this proposal on removing obstacles 
from SIDs, and no one objected. Rich said this must be explained in the AIM/AIP and 
IPH prior to implementation. Tom asked if a “boiler plate” annotation should be placed on 
the SID or graphic ODP referring user to takeoff obstacles in front. Valerie commented 
that the “T” symbol is on all SIDs now and directs users to the Takeoff entry where the 
obstacles are already listed. Group discussion followed on: current system; current 
annotations; benefits of annotations/line of text direction on chart or none; raising pilot 
awareness of obstacles; and whether this is a training issue. 

Status: Val took IOU to work on verbiage in front matter for use of “T” symbol on SIDs. 
Krystal took an IOU to move forward with advancing the searchable Takeoff function. 
Krystal will also work to begin removing textual obstacles for SIDs after Takeoff entries 
become fully searchable. Tom will look at language change for Form 8260-15B to 
remove obstacles. Valerie pressed for leaving them on Form 8260-15A only. Tom and 
Valerie will discuss this part offline. AIM/AIP and IPH update is being worked by AFS­
410. Item Open: AJV-5/AFS-410/AFS-420 

16-01-324: SID/STAR Naming Policy. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed (VIEW) suggested language from Bob Lamond (NBAA) 
for Order 8260.19 and Order 8260.46 on naming SID/STARs. Gary Fiske (AJV-81) 
asked if the policy should include a prohibition against using the same first letter for 
different procedures at the same airport. Tom said the goal is guidance for the procedure 
developer to give consideration to similar sounding/spelled names, without forcing the 
facility to request waivers in some cases. Rich Boll (NBAA) said in a cockpit environment 
it is easy to confuse procedures when names are very similar (one letter apart). Gary 
said he has not seen any reports of problems. Russ Beatse (Memphis ARTCC) said the 
FAA does not use similar sounding names on purpose and when any are identified they 
are changed as soon as possible. He added that there are as many as 26 procedures at 
some large facilities. The group agreed that this is a human factors issue; specific 
naming policy guidance will not work all the time, and in many ways this issue is similar 
to fix naming issue. The FAA will continue to address same sounding procedures at a 
single location as they are identified. 



    
    

   

   
  

     
       

   
   

        

    

 
   

   
    

     
     

   
   

   
   

   
    

      
   

   
     

  
    

    
  

  
 

       

   
      

 

Status: Tom agreed to remove the language changes from the current draft orders, and 
NBAA took an IOU to review and report at next ACF. Item open: AFS-420/NBAA 

16-01-325: Priority of Terminal Procedure Amendments. 

Tom Schneider (AFS-420) briefed from slide (used in issue 12-01-299 also) (VIEW) on 
proposed changes to Order 8260.43, Flight Procedures and Management Program, 
regarding priority of IFR procedure amendment. Rich Boll (NBAA) asked when this 
Order is anticipated to be published. Tom advised that AFS-460 is the POC, a complete 
rewrite is underway and a meeting is scheduled for November 1-3. Additionally, since 
this Order is signed by the Administrator, it will take longer than normal in the 
coordination/approval process. 

Status: Track status on progress of Order 8260.43. Item open: AFS-460 

16-01-326: FAA Order 8260.46F, “Top Altitude” Charting Constraints. 

Brian Townsend (American Airlines) briefed he did not follow up with Benny Hutto 
(NATCA), but that based on ACF and PARC PCPSI work group discussions, changes are 
needed to the current restrictions allowing only two top altitudes on a SID per procedure. 
The issue is that many SIDs serve multiple airports and ATC often has the operational 
need for different altitudes for the different airports on the procedure. The 
recommendation is to allow two top altitudes per airport per procedure (if needed). Rich 
Boll (NBAA) has a concern that some procedures that serve 10 airports could have 20 top 
altitudes. Gary Fiske (AJV-82) concurred, adding that this would not be an issue on FAA 
charts (as an individual chart is created for each airport), but would be an issue when 
chart providers (Jeppesen, for example) depict multiple airports on the same chart. The 
appendix in Order 8260.46 provides examples of multiple situations.  Gary stated that 
he has heard no discussion within ATC regarding the necessity for changes, and thinks 
we need allow the current Top Altitude policy to occur and then revisit the policy if there is 
an issue. The group discussed the situations at Baltimore, Dulles and other (possible) 
scenarios. Lev Prichard (APA) said he felt the bulk of pilots do not want to see 20 top 
altitudes on a SID; the potential for confusion is too large. Ted Thompson (Jeppesen) said 
the question is then whether you want 400 SIDs at an airport or 20 top altitudes on one. 
Discussion followed regarding coding altitudes with various scenarios, single named SID 
serving multiple airports, leaving the two top altitudes on the procedure and using climb 
and maintain altitudes as an alternative, leaving the policy alone and reassessing later. 
Gary Fiske advised DCP changes and the associated SRM document are in final 
coordination, with an (ambitious) publication goal of April 27, 2017. Brian added the PARC 
group will continue to work issue. 

Status: Gary Fiske took an IOU to report status of any determinations made within the 
ATO regarding the number of “Top Altitudes” allowed. Item open: AJV-82 

VII. NEW BUSINESS (New Agenda Items) 



 
    

 
   

 
    

   
   

   
  

     
  

   

 
    

  
   

     
  

  
 

    
   

   
   

 
     

 
           

 
      

 
 
 

    
 

    
   

     
 

   
  

   
    

 
     

  
      

       

  
  

   
 

 
 

 
 

 

  

  
 

 

  
  

 
      
      

 
  

 

  

 

 
  

 

 

16-02-327: Arrival Holding Patterns Required for Approach Entry 

Rich Boll, (NBAA) briefed (VIEW) from the attachment slides in the RD, showing two 
developed procedures. An arrival hold (on the airway) was put on the charts instead of a 
hold in-lieu-of PT (HILPT), and because of the 90 degree turn limitations, the pilot cannot 
turn in on the approach from the airway. Because of the 90 degree turn limitation, there is 
an increase in the use of arrival holds to execute the procedure. Rich voiced that an 
arrival hold is in effect just a parking spot and that they are used predominantly in non-
radar locations. Rich discussed that aircraft arriving on the airways must be cleared by 
ATC to hold in the arrival pattern and then cleared for the approach. This explanation is 
not in the AIM. Rich requests: do not use arrival holds unless necessary; new additional 
phraseology in AIM paragraphs 4-8-1 & 5-4-6 as shown in the RD attachments (Gary 
Fiske is against changing the language as shown); changing the criteria note language to 
allow an arrival as long as the hold is utilized (in these specific examples). Russ Beatse 
(Memphis ARTCC) liked the new proposed note better than the current note and added 
that ATC typically vectors aircraft to avoid the 90 degree issue. Rich then explained the 
proposal to allow aircraft (via chart note) permission to do the arrival hold and then the 
approach without further ATC clearance. Tony said this sounds like HILPT, which is 
currently only at an IF or IF/IAF. Tom said the language in Order 8260.19 would have to 
be changed to support this. Rich said the last part of their request is to add arrival holding 
(currently not in database) as part of the coded procedure, so pilots will not have to build 
it inflight. Tom asked if ATC and flight ops concurred with these suggestions. Gary said 
ATC agrees with the new note but not the rest, since the original design utilized IF- and 
IAF-only on purpose. Gary believes that if the pilot needs to make a turn in holding prior 
to approach they need to ask ATC. Rich said the RNAV 90 degree turn limitation is 
causing the problem. Gary agreed that would help and then ATC would not have to 
revise Order JO 7110.65. The ACF decided a work group would need to be formed 
[signup sheet provided (VIEW)] before a decision could be made on what exactly should be 
pursued. Revising policy to use an arrival holding pattern for a course reversal would 
reduce notes prohibiting use of the procedure from a certain direction. 

Status: Rich Boll will chair the group and report back at next ACF. Item open: NBAA 
(Rich Boll) 

16-02-328: Increasing Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on SIDs & STARs 

Ted Thompson (Jeppesen) presented the new item, saying the notes have become more 
complicated. Historically, when a speed restriction applies to the entire procedure, 
Jeppesen located it next to the procedure title, intending to make it obvious. In the last 
several years more complicated notes have emerged, and even though they may apply 
to the entire procedure they have been placed in the briefing section due to size (not 
short and simple per Jeppesen charting conventions). Pilot deviations have occurred 
because pilots have missed seeing the notes or misinterpreted them. Jeppesen 
attempted to resolve the issue with a “floating notes” concept, but with modern zoom 
practices, these notes can still be missed, prompting users to request consistency in 
placement. A discussion on speed notes followed covering: wording of the notes 
(examples in the RD); pilot interpretation of the notes; consistent placement of the notes 
on charts; simplifying & standardizing how notes are created across the NAS. The goal 
is to keep the notes short and succinct. Facilities write standard notes individually for 



   
    

   
  

  
    

 
   

      
     

   
 

    
   

   
     

     

    

    
 

 

  

their local operation, but this standardization is not carried throughout the NAS. Volpe 
Human Factors study work on pilots reading chart notes was discussed, showing pilots 
looking for “action” vs. “non-action” items. Tom Schneider (AFS-420) showed slides on 
the issue prepared by AFS-420, (VIEW) showing current policy on speed notes. Only one 
note on STARs in Order 8260.19 shown (result of PCPSI work) is now being 
incorporated. SID notes example slides were discussed, including jet vs. prop “splits”. 
Rich Boll (NBAA) discussed content vs. placement of note (need for standard and non­
standard). Discussion followed on: procedure designers using very specific language; 
industry partners (users) requests for speeds from ATC; need for specific and consistent 
language; TERPS containment requirements for some speeds, and placing these at fixes 
(including work at the PARC PCPSI); speed restriction as part of original clearance; 
speed notes where not necessary; difference with speed notes vs. speed associated with 
a fix; possibility of eliminating speed as part of general note. Tom discussed the five 
recommendations from the RD: AFS-420 will take an IOU to work with ATC and look at 
policy language/guidance in Orders 8260.19 & 8260.46 for consistent notes and will 
review VOLPE report when released for consideration on chart notes. 

Status: Item open: AFS-420 

VIII. NEXT MEETINGS 

ACF 17-01 is scheduled for April 25-27, 2017, host USGS. 

ACF 17-02 is scheduled for October 24-26 2017, host TBD. 

IX. ATTACHMENTS (2) 

1. OPR/Action Listing (VIEW) 

2. Attendance Listing (VIEW) 


	AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM (ACF)
	MEETING 16-02 October 25, 2016
	I. OPENING REMARKS: 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 Tuesday, October 25, 2016. Pragmatics hosted the meeti...
	VI. OLD BUSINESS (Open Issues)






AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM 
INSTRUMENT PROCEDURES GROUP 


OPEN AGENDA ITEMS FROM MEETING 16-02 


Attachment 1 


 
OPR AGENDA ITEM (ISSUE) REQUIRED ACTION 


AJV-83 07-02-278:  (Advanced RNAV 
(FMS/GPS) Holding Patterns Defined by 
Leg Length)  


Track publication status of the DCPs 
and provide status update at next ACF.  


AFS-420 12-01-299:  (Loss of CAT D Line of 
Minima in Support of Circle-to-Land 
Operations) 


Track status of Order 8260.43C and 
provide status update at next ACF. 


AFS-410 12-01-301:  (Publishing a Vertical 
Descent Angle (VDA) with 34:1 Surface 
Penetrations in the Visual Segment,  
also includes issue 13-01-309) 


Work AIM/AIP and IPH changes and 
provide status update at next ACF. 


AFS-420/AJV-5 13-02-312:  (Equipment Requirement 
Notes on Instrument Approach 
Procedures) 


AFS-420 will provide status update at 
next ACF. AJV-5 will update of 
Charting RD. 


AFS-420  
(US-IFPP) 


14-01-315:  90 Degree Airway-to-
RNAV-IAP Course Change Limitation; 
Arrival Holds  


Monitor US-IFPP action and provide 
status update at next ACF. 


AFS-420 14-01-316:  RNAV Fixes on Victor 
Airways Used for RNAV SIAPs 


Draft work done in Order 8260.19H; 
Provide status update at next ACF.   


AJV-82/AJV-5 15-01-320: Common Sounding Fix 
Names 


AJV-8 will continue work resolving 
identified fixes and brief progress at 
next ACF. AJV-5 will report on NFDC 
discussions.   


AFS-420  
  


15-01-321: Coding of Missed 
Approach for ILS31L and ILS31R at 
KJFK 


Track status of JFK procedure changes 


AFS-410/420 
AJV-5  


15-02-323: Depiction of Low, Close-In 
Obstacles on SIDs & ODPs 


AJV-5 will work on verbiage; AFS-410 
will work on AIM/AIP and IPH 
language; AFS-420 will look at 
language for Form 8260.15B.  Report 
status at next ACF.  


AFS-420/NBAA 16-01-324: SID/STAR Naming Policy.  
 


AFS-420 will remove draft language for 
Order 8260.19 & Order 8260.46. NBAA 
will review and report status at next 
ACF. 


AFS-460 16-01-325: Priority of Terminal 
Procedure Amendments.  


Monitor Order 8260.43 revision and 
report status at next ACF. 


AJV-82 16-01-326: FAA Order 8260.46F, “Top 
Altitude” Charting Constraints. 


Report status of any determinations 
within the ATO on number of Top 
Altitudes allowed.  







AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM 
INSTRUMENT PROCEDURES GROUP 


OPEN AGENDA ITEMS FROM MEETING 16-02 


Attachment 1 


OPR AGENDA ITEM (ISSUE) REQUIRED ACTION 


NBAA 16-02-327: Arrival Holding 
Patterns Required for Approach 
Entry 


Chair new work group and report at 
next ACF 


AFS-420 16-02-328: Increasing 
Complexity of Speed Restriction 
Notes on SIDs & STARs 


AFS-420 will work with ATC on policy 
language/guidance on notes in Orders 
8260.19 & 8260.46 
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From: Richard Boll
To: Ralph Boozer (GE Aviation, US); Bradley McDale; Mark Cato; Clay Barber; Hendricks, Cynthia A-CTR (FAA);


Darrell  Pennington; Dave Dwyer; Dick Hess; Edwards, Scott (GE Aviation, US); Bob Gaul; Joshua Fenwick;
Justin Nahlik; John Kernaghan [JJCUS]; Bridges, Kevin (FAA); Gauch, Mark E (FAA); Mellema, Peter (GE
Aviation, US); Richard Boll; Shehi, Chris (FMSCOE); VanCamp, Steve CTR (FAA); Jackson, Steve E (FAA);
Schneider, Thomas E (FAA); Timothy Geels


Subject: AIM Holding Guidance Update
Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 9:57:24 AM


Greetings working group participants,


The Working Group's update to the AIM Holding section is complete and has passed
the DCP process.  However, the DCP process for the accompanying Aeronautical
Information Publication (AIP) was not completed before the May 26 deadline.  As
revisions to both the AIM and AIP must be synchronized, this will necessitate a delay
in publication of both revisions to April 2017. 


There are no plans to bring the working group back into session. I will provide
updates as the publication process moves forward, both to the working group and to
the ACF-IPG.  The agenda item will remain open until publication is confirmed.  


Thank you for your assistance with this effort. 


Best regards,


Rich Boll
NBAA Access Committee
RNAV Holding WG Chair


Sent using OWA for iPad
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Federal Aviation 
Administration 


1 


FAA Order 8260.43 
Flight Procedures Management Program  


• A complete rewrite is underway.  (next meeting Nov 1-3) 
• Current Draft includes: 


– RAPT and NAPT names and members will change  
– Executive Oversight/Decision making addition 


– Emphasis on production capacity within the NAS  
– National prioritization of workload 
– Incorporation of Flight Standards memo reference CAT D inclusion where 


approriate 
– Striving to reserve bandwidth to fasttrack minor changes 


  
• Core responsibility: safety of the NAS (maintenance) 


 





		FAA Order 8260.43�Flight Procedures Management Program 






Federal Aviation 


Administration 


Memorandum 


Date: 


To: 


From: 


OCT 1 4 2016 
Karen Gonzalez, Acting Director, Aeronautical Information Service


�
V-5 / 


-Flruce DeCleene, Manager, Flight Technologies and Procedures Di , '(;I
AFS-400 


Subject: Official Government Source for Instrument Flight Procedures 


The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify what constitutes the official government 
source documents for Instrument Flight Procedures (IFPs). 


IFPs are documented on FAA Forms 8260-3, 8260-4, 8260-5, 8260-7A, 8260-10, 
8260-15A/B/C/D, 8260-16, or 8260-17.1/17.2. The information detailed on these forms 
constitute the official government source for the applicable IFP type. This information 
includes routes, courses, radials, altitudes, angles, distances, minimums, notes, and textual 
instructions. Forms used for Area Navigation (RNA V) IFPs also contain information 
regarding whether the fixes used are fly-over (FO) or fly-by (FB), the leg type used to define 
the path to be flown (as defined in Order 8260.58) and final approach segment (FAS) data 
when applicable. 


The government also produces data in an FAA-specific avionics database coding format. 
This data may be included on RNA V IFP forms and on some existing ground-based IFP forms. 
The database coding format must not be considered part of the official government source. 
Any consumer intending to use this data to chart, display or provide navigation guidance 
relating to any IFP must ensure their equipment complies with all information detailed on 
the FAA form( s) comprising the official government source. The consumer should translate 
the data format to ensure their equipment complies with the path defined by the textual 
description on the FAA form (re: AC 20-153 and RTCA/D0-2008, section 2.4.2). 


Order 8260.19, Flight Procedures and Airspace, is currently under revision and some current 
guidance will be changed to be consistent with this memorandum. 


If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Thomas J. Nichols, Manager, Flight Procedure 
Standards Branch, AFS-420, at (405) 954-4164. 








 


ACF-IPG Agenda Item 13-02-312 
 


Equipment Requirement Notes on Instrument Approach Procedures 
 


All equipment requirements will be specified in a single, dedicated block in the chart “Briefing 
Strip,” e.g.:   
 
Equipment Requirement Box (Conventional Instrument Procedures): 
 


 
 
PBN Requirement Box (PBN Instrument Procedures): 
 


 
 


DRAFT Order 8260.19H, paragraph 8-6-8:. 


8-6-8. Equipment requirements notes for conventional instrument procedures and performance 
based navigation (PBN) instrument flight procedures. 


a. Conventional instrument procedure equipment requirements notes. Determine the need 
for equipment notes after evaluating all SIAP segments, including procedure entry and missed 
approach. There may be multiple or a combination of notes necessary to support varying 
requirements. When appropriate, state the particular portion(s) of the instrument procedure to 
which the equipment requirement applies in an easy to understand format. The following are 
several examples that are not all inclusive of options available that can be used depending on 
each circumstance. These notes will appear on the approach chart in a portion dedicated 
specifically for additional equipment required to conduct the procedure or portions thereof. 
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Note:  To avoid proliferation of equipment requirement notes, all IFR aircraft are assumed to 
have at least one VOR receiver. Therefore, the note “VOR required” is not appropriate. 


(1) In addition to what is specified in paragraph 8-6-9.g(2), where Radar systems may 
provide assistance in conducting an instrument approach, other equipment may be used with those 
Radar systems, or individually, for procedure entry from the en route environment; enter: 


(a) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required For Procedure Entry;” or  


(b) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For Procedure Entry;” or,  


(c) Equipment requirements note: “ADF OR DME Required For Procedure 
Entry;” or  


(d) Equipment requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS or 
Radar or DME Required For Procedure Entry;” or  


(e) Equipment requirement note: “RNAV 1-GPS or RADAR Required For 
Procedure Entry;” or  


(f) Equipment requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS or 
RADAR Required For Procedure Entry.” 


(2) Where other navigation equipment is required to complete the approach, including 
missed approach; e.g., VOR, ILS, or other non-ADF approaches requiring ADF or DME for the 
intermediate and/or missed approach segments, enter:  


(a) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required” (i.e., DME is required 
for the intermediate segment or both the intermediate and missed approach segments), or  


(b) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required” (i.e., ADF is required for 
the intermediate segment or both the intermediate and missed approach segments), or  


(c) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required For Missed Approach,” 
(i.e., ADF is required for just the missed approach segment), or  


(d) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For LOC Only.” (i.e., 
LOC procedure published on the same chart with an ILS and DME is required for defining the 
FAF). 


(e) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For Missed Approach.” 
(i.e., DME is required for just the missed approach segment).  


(3) When an ATC surveillance system is also available for vectoring an aircraft to a 
segment of an instrument approach, use: 
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(a) Chart equipment requirements note: “ADF or Radar required for 
(segment of approach),” (i.e., if ADF is required for the segment of the approach and/or Radar 
is available.) or  


(b) Chart equipment requirements note: “ADF or DME or Radar required for 
(segment of approach), (i.e., if ADF or DME is required for the segment of the approach and/or 
Radar is available). 


(4) Where radar is the only method of determining or defining a terminal fix, use “Chart 
equipment required note: Radar Required To Define {fix name(s)}.” 


(5) ILS/LOC procedures that require RNAV for all other segments must have an 
equipment requirements note stating the PBN requirements [see paragraph 8-6-8.b] for the PBN 
segments. The procedure, including missed approach, must be evaluated to determine if all the 
segments support DME/DME/IRU operations. 


(a) If there are no restrictions (i.e., no critical DMEs), enter an equipment 
requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS Required.” 


(b) If there are critical DME facilities identified during the evaluation, 
equipment requirements note:  “RNAV 1-GPS Required.” See section 4-6 for additional 
requirements when mixing RNAV with ILS/LOC procedures. 


(6) ILS/LOC procedures that contain both conventional and RNAV segments must have 
an equipment requirements note stating the PBN requirements (see paragraph 8-6-8.b) for the 
PBN segment. These segments must have been evaluated to insure the route(s) support 
DME/DME/IRU operations. 


(a) If there are no restrictions (i.e., no critical DMEs), enter an equipment 
requirements note:  “From {fix name(s)}: RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS Required.” 


(b) If there are critical DME facilities identified during the evaluation, enter 
an equipment requirements note: “From{fix name(s)}: RNAV 1-GPS Required.” See section 4-
6 for additional requirements when mixing RNAV with ILS/LOC procedures. 


(c) Additionally, if the procedure does not contain a means for aircraft that 
are not RNAV equipped to get to the final approach course and the procedure contains a 
conventional missed approach, in addition to either “(a)” or “(b)” above, enter an equipment 
requirements note: “Aircraft Not DME/DME/IRU or GPS Equipped - Radar Required For 
Procedure Entry” or, if applicable, “Aircraft Not GPS Equipped - Radar Required For 
Procedure Entry.” 


b. PBN requirements notes. This information will be entered into a block on the approach 
chart referred to as the “PBN Requirements Box.” These notes will appear on the approach 
chart in a portion dedicated specifically for PBN requirements to conduct the procedure or 
portions thereof.    
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(1) All PBN, including RNAV to ILS/LOC, approach procedures require an annotation 
of the PBN navigation specification (NavSpec) used for the navigation on the procedure to 
indicate the appropriate qualification required to conduct the instrument procedure. Use “Chart 
PBN NavSpec requirement note: “RNAV 1´or “RNP APCH” or “RNP AR APCH” or “A-RNP;” 
see Order 8260.58 for determining the proper NavSpec application. 


(2) When PBN approach procedures contain advanced PBN functions, which are in 
addition to what is required in the PBN NavSpec, the procedure must be annotated with the 
advanced function; Example, enter PBN requirements note: “RF Required.” See paragraph 4-6-
10.h for specific guidelines and placement of the “RF Required” notation. 


(3) GLS procedures require the use of GPS to navigate to the GLS final approach 
segment and execute the missed approach. Enter PBN requirements note:  “GPS REQUIRED.” 


 
DRAFT Order 8260.19H, paragraph 8-6-9g:  
 


c. ATC surveillance systems (e.g., ASR, ARSR, ADS-B, etc., as limited by each system’s 
capabilities), referred to as “Radar,” may be available to provide assistance in vectoring to the 
approach course, identifying fixes, or to provide instrument approaches. Include applicable notes 
to inform the pilot of these capabilities and applicability to the instrument approaches [see 
paragraph 8-2-5]. 


(1) When ASR and/or PAR approaches are published for the airport, enter the 
following: “Chart Note:  ASR” or “Chart Note:  ASR/PAR,” whichever is applicable. 


(2) Where use of Radar is the only acceptable method for procedure entry from the en 
route environment, enter the following:  “Chart equipment required note: Radar Required For 
Procedure Entry.” See paragraph 8-6-8, for additional equipment that may be used in addition to, 
or in-lieu-of Radar. 


Note: Paragraph 8-6-9.g(2) does not apply to GLS, RNAV (GPS), and RNAV (RNP) 
procedures. This paragraph also does not apply to ILS and/or LOC procedures where RNAV is 
used for procedure entry. 
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		8-6-8. Equipment requirements notes for conventional instrument procedures and performance based navigation (PBN) instrument flight procedures.

		a. Conventional instrument procedure equipment requirements notes. Determine the need for equipment notes after evaluating all SIAP segments, including procedure entry and missed approach. There may be multiple or a combination of notes necessary to s...

		(1) In addition to what is specified in paragraph 8-6-9.g(2), where Radar systems may provide assistance in conducting an instrument approach, other equipment may be used with those Radar systems, or individually, for procedure entry from the en route...

		(a) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required For Procedure Entry;” or

		(b) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For Procedure Entry;” or,

		(c) Equipment requirements note: “ADF OR DME Required For Procedure Entry;” or

		(d) Equipment requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS or Radar or DME Required For Procedure Entry;” or

		(e) Equipment requirement note: “RNAV 1-GPS or RADAR Required For Procedure Entry;” or

		(f) Equipment requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS or RADAR Required For Procedure Entry.”



		(2) Where other navigation equipment is required to complete the approach, including missed approach; e.g., VOR, ILS, or other non-ADF approaches requiring ADF or DME for the intermediate and/or missed approach segments, enter:

		(a) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required” (i.e., DME is required for the intermediate segment or both the intermediate and missed approach segments), or

		(b) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required” (i.e., ADF is required for the intermediate segment or both the intermediate and missed approach segments), or

		(c) Equipment requirements note: “ADF Required For Missed Approach,” (i.e., ADF is required for just the missed approach segment), or

		(d) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For LOC Only.” (i.e., LOC procedure published on the same chart with an ILS and DME is required for defining the FAF).

		(e) Equipment requirements note: “DME Required For Missed Approach.” (i.e., DME is required for just the missed approach segment).



		(3) When an ATC surveillance system is also available for vectoring an aircraft to a segment of an instrument approach, use:

		(a) Chart equipment requirements note: “ADF or Radar required for (segment of approach),” (i.e., if ADF is required for the segment of the approach and/or Radar is available.) or

		(b) Chart equipment requirements note: “ADF or DME or Radar required for (segment of approach), (i.e., if ADF or DME is required for the segment of the approach and/or Radar is available).



		(4) Where radar is the only method of determining or defining a terminal fix, use “Chart equipment required note: Radar Required To Define {fix name(s)}.”

		(5) ILS/LOC procedures that require RNAV for all other segments must have an equipment requirements note stating the PBN requirements [see paragraph 8-6-8.b] for the PBN segments. The procedure, including missed approach, must be evaluated to determin...

		(a) If there are no restrictions (i.e., no critical DMEs), enter an equipment requirements note: “RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS Required.”

		(b) If there are critical DME facilities identified during the evaluation, equipment requirements note:  “RNAV 1-GPS Required.” See section 4-6 for additional requirements when mixing RNAV with ILS/LOC procedures.



		(6) ILS/LOC procedures that contain both conventional and RNAV segments must have an equipment requirements note stating the PBN requirements (see paragraph 8-6-8.b) for the PBN segment. These segments must have been evaluated to insure the route(s) s...

		(a) If there are no restrictions (i.e., no critical DMEs), enter an equipment requirements note:  “From {fix name(s)}: RNAV 1-DME/DME/IRU or GPS Required.”

		(b) If there are critical DME facilities identified during the evaluation, enter an equipment requirements note: “From{fix name(s)}: RNAV 1-GPS Required.” See section 4-6 for additional requirements when mixing RNAV with ILS/LOC procedures.

		(c) Additionally, if the procedure does not contain a means for aircraft that are not RNAV equipped to get to the final approach course and the procedure contains a conventional missed approach, in addition to either “(a)” or “(b)” above, enter an equ...





		b. PBN requirements notes. This information will be entered into a block on the approach chart referred to as the “PBN Requirements Box.” These notes will appear on the approach chart in a portion dedicated specifically for PBN requirements to conduct...

		(1) All PBN, including RNAV to ILS/LOC, approach procedures require an annotation of the PBN navigation specification (NavSpec) used for the navigation on the procedure to indicate the appropriate qualification required to conduct the instrument proce...

		(2) When PBN approach procedures contain advanced PBN functions, which are in addition to what is required in the PBN NavSpec, the procedure must be annotated with the advanced function; Example, enter PBN requirements note: “RF Required.” See paragra...

		(3) GLS procedures require the use of GPS to navigate to the GLS final approach segment and execute the missed approach. Enter PBN requirements note:  “GPS REQUIRED.”



		c. ATC surveillance systems (e.g., ASR, ARSR, ADS-B, etc., as limited by each system’s capabilities), referred to as “Radar,” may be available to provide assistance in vectoring to the approach course, identifying fixes, or to provide instrument appro...

		(1) When ASR and/or PAR approaches are published for the airport, enter the following: “Chart Note:  ASR” or “Chart Note:  ASR/PAR,” whichever is applicable.

		(2) Where use of Radar is the only acceptable method for procedure entry from the en route environment, enter the following:  “Chart equipment required note: Radar Required For Procedure Entry.” See paragraph 8-6-8, for additional equipment that may b...
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ACF- IPG Agenda Item 14-01-315 
90 Degree Airway-to-RNAV-IAP Course Change 


Limitation; Arrival Holds 
• US-IFPP requested AFS-420 lead a WG to address this issue. 


• Based on resources and priorities, AFS-400 doesn’t currently support 
the effort to pursue this beyond the work that has already be 
accomplished which shows there isn’t a safety concern. 


• Removing the turn limitation of 90 degrees for PBN procedures would 
reduce path compliance simply to be consistent with turns of legacy 
conventional procedures and mandating existing conventional 
procedures be changed doesn’t warrant the effort that would be 
required simply to ensure consistency with newly designed PBN 
procedures. 
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ACF 14-01-316 
Order 8260.19G 2-10-4 (existing) Language: 


 
Every effort should be made to use established fixes or NAVAIDs 
wherever possible in lieu of creating new fixes. Do not create a new 
waypoint over an existing fix or NAVAID. Do not use any VOR/DME or 
VORTAC where the VOR coordinates and DME source coordinates 
are not identical to 0.01 second in RNP AR procedures. Additionally, 
when establishing new fixes that will be placed on Victor Airways or 
Jet Routes solely to support RNAV instrument procedures, define 
them only as Waypoints. However, if ATC has determined they would 
also like to use the fix for ATC purposes, consideration must be 
given to the potential use by non-RNAV equipped aircraft, thus fix 
makeup must consist of ground based NAVAID systems and “Fix 
Type” on Form 8260-2 annotated accordingly. Additionally, if ATC 
uses an existing fix for ATC purposes, Form 8260-2 must be updated 
accordingly [see paragraph 8-5-2.j]. 
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Proposed Order 8260.19H 2-10-4 Language: 
(With changes shown) 


 
Every effort should be made to use established fixes or NAVAIDs 
wherever possible in lieu of creating new fixes. Do not create a new 
waypoint over an existing fix or NAVAID. Do not use any VOR/DME or 
VORTAC where the VOR coordinates and DME source coordinates are 
not identical to 0.01 second in RNP AR procedures. Additionally, when 
establishing new fixes that will be placed on Victor Airways or Jet 
Routes solely to support RNAV instrument procedures, define them only 
as waypoints using crossing radials or a DME fix. However, if ATC has 
determined they would also like to use the fix for ATC purposes, 
consideration must be given to the potential use by non-RNAV equipped 
aircraft, thus fix makeup must consist of ground based NAVAID systems 
and “Fix Type” on Form 8260-2 annotated accordingly. Additionally, if 
ATC uses an existing fix for ATC purposes, Form 8260-2 must be 
updated accordingly [see paragraph 8-5-2.j]. 
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Proposed Order 8260.19H 2-10-4 Language: 


 
Every effort should be made to use established fixes or NAVAIDs 
wherever possible in lieu of creating new fixes. Do not create a 
new waypoint over an existing fix or NAVAID. Do not use any 
VOR/DME or VORTAC where the VOR coordinates and DME 
source coordinates are not identical to 0.01 second in RNP AR 
procedures. Additionally, when establishing new fixes that will be 
placed on Victor Airways or Jet Routes solely to support RNAV 
instrument procedures, define them using crossing radials or a 
DME fix. Additionally, if ATC uses an existing fix for ATC 
purposes, Form 8260-2 must be updated accordingly [see 
paragraph 8-5-2.j]. 
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US IFPP DWG Recommendations 
Update on ACF Agenda Item 15-02-323 recommendations. 


1. Draft criteria in FAAO 8260.3 


UPDATE: Working (ECD: March 2017) 


2. Add note and update FAAO 8260.46  


UPDATE: Working ( ECD: April 2017) 


3. Update AIM to clearly identify the change to include graphics.  


UPDATE: Working (October 2017) 


 


US IFPP Item 16-01-32 status: OPEN 
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US IFPP DWG Recommendations 


 


FAAO 8260.3, paragraph 2-1-3a. 


Low, close-in OCS penetrations. Do not publish a CG to a height of 200 feet or less above the OCS start elevation. Do 
not publish low, close-in obstacles that are less than 35 feet above the DER elevation (see figure 14-1-3). For 
documentation of low, close-in obstacles see Order 8260.46, Appendix E. 


 


Figure 14-1-3. Low, Close-in Obstacle < 35 feet. 


8260.46: Appendix E, 7a 
Note 2: Do not annotate obstacles less than 35 feet above DER elevation in a takeoff obstacle note. See Order 8260.3, 
chapter 14, regarding low, close-in obstacle clearance surface (OCS) penetrations. 
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ACF-IPG Agenda Item: 16-01-324  
SID/STAR Naming Policy 


Adding:  
 
DRAFT Order 8260.46G, paragraph 3-1-2f: 
f. Consideration must be given to prevent similar sounding 
procedure names at locations where there are multiple graphic 
DPs, and if possible, the names should begin with different 
letters.  
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ACF-IPG Agenda Item: 16-01-324  
(Continued) 


DRAFT Order 8260.19H, paragraph 4-5-1b(19): 
 
(19) A STAR must be named to correspond with a waypoint, fix, 
or NAVAID on the common route, normally where the common 
route begins, (i.e., “NASCR ONE ARRIVAL”). RNAV and RNP 
STARs will contain RNAV in parenthesis following the STAR 
name [i.e., “TOEZZ ONE ARRIVAL (RNAV)”]. See paragraph 4-5-
1.b(33) for guidance on the chart note required for either RNAV 1 
or RNP 1. Consideration must be given to prevent similar 
sounding procedure names at locations where there are multiple 
STARs, and if possible, the names should begin with different 
letters. 
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16-02-327: Arrival Holding Patterns Required for Approach Entry 


Sign-up sheet for a Work group 


Rich Boll (Chair) NBAA   richjb2@rjb2.onmicrosoft.com 


Sam Blackwell  Jacobs  sam.blackwell@jacobs.com 


Russ Beatse  FAA ZME Russell.c.beatse@faa.gov 


Doug Dixon  AFS-410 douglas.dixon@faa.gov 


Rune Duke  AOPA  rune.duke@aopa.org 


Tom Schneider AFS-420 thomas.e.schneider@faa.gov 


John Bordy  AFS-420 john.bordy@faa.gov 


Tony Lawson  AJV-54 tony.r.lawson@faa.gov 


Justin Nahlik  NGA  justin.m.nahlik@nga.mil 


Zann Hawkins  LIDO  william.hawknis@lhsystems.com 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:    
FAA Order 8260.19, Section 4-5, paragraph 4-5-1 


(4) Consider the combined impact of altitude/airspeed and course 
changes on a STAR. Use a minimum number of fixes, turns, and 
speed or altitude changes/crossing restrictions necessary along 
the route. 


(6) A chart note may be used to control transition from Mach 
number to airspeed. Do not use a fix or altitude in this case. 


Example: 


“Chart note: Turbojet aircraft descend via Mach number until xxxK, 
if unable, advise ATC.” 
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Aeronautical Charting Forum 
October 25, 2016 


Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:    
FAA Order 8260.19, Section 4-5, paragraph 4-5-4. (Data 
Record)  
j. Speed. Enter speed restrictions where necessary for procedure 
containment or traffic flow requirements. Label each speed 
restriction with the appropriate indicator as listed in table 4-5-3 
followed by K. 


                            Table 4-5-3. Speed Indicator 


                            Speed Indicator      Example 


                              AT                            AT 240K 


                              AT/BELOW              AT/BELOW 280K 
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Aeronautical Charting Forum 
October 25, 2016 


Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:  
FAA Order 8260.46, Paragraph 2-1-1. Departure Procedure (DP) 
Guidelines.  


Paragraph 2-1-1 b(7): 


(7) ODPs may include a climb gradient when required for 
obstruction avoidance and/or RNAV LNAV engagement; however, 
climb gradients, speed and/or altitude restrictions solely for ATC 
purposes are not allowed.  


Paragraph 2-1-1 d: 


d. Design constraints. The following design constraints apply to all 
ODPs and SIDs:   
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Aeronautical Charting Forum 
October 25, 2016 


Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


(3) Specify speed restrictions only when necessary to ensure obstacle 
clearance, airspace efficiency during turns, or when necessary to 
achieve an operational advantage. Refer to applicable DP criteria 
directives.  


     (a) Speed restrictions to support ATC requirements are only allowed 
in SID design and must not be included in ODPs.  


     (b) Limit speed restrictions [except as noted in paragraph 2-1-
1.d(3)(c)] to one restriction per fix/waypoint. In this instance, a minimum 
altitude based on the minimum required climb gradient must also be 
specified at the fix/waypoint.  


     (c) Avoid using multiple speed restrictions at the same fix for 
different aircraft types, insofar as possible; e.g., “Turbo-props do not 
exceed 160 KIAS until passing GARVY; Turbo-jets do not exceed 230 
KIAS until passing GARVY.”  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:  
FAA Order 8260.46, Paragraph 2-1-1. Departure Procedure (DP) 
Guidelines.  


Paragraph 2-1-1 e. 


e. Charting constraints. The following charting constraints apply:  


  (3) Charting speed restrictions. Identify required speed restrictions 
per Interagency Air Cartographic Committee (IACC) specifications.  


     (a) Speed restrictions for textual ODPs will follow the departure 
instructions; e.g., “...climbing right turn direct XXX VOR. Do not 
exceed 200 KIAS until XXX VOR.”  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


  (b) Annotate speed restrictions for graphic ODPs and SIDs on the 
chart at the restriction point; in the Additional Flight Data block of 
Form 8260-15B, document the speed restriction as follows: 
CHART SPEED ICON (Maximum/Minimum/Mandatory) SPEED 
(value) KIAS AT (Fix Name). State speed restrictions not 
associated with a fix in the form of a chart note; e.g., “Chart Note: 
Do not exceed 210 KIAS until established direct ABC VOR.”      
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October 25, 2016 


Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:  
FAA Order 8260.46, Paragraph 3-1-1. General.  


Paragraph 3-1-1 k. 


k. Avoid speed restrictions whenever possible. See paragraphs     
2-1-1.d(3) and 2-1-1.e(3) for specific guidance.  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:  
FAA Order 8260.46, Appendix E, Section 2, Instructions for 
Completing FAA Form 8260-15C, Departure (Data Record) and 
Sample Forms  


Paragraph 1 i and j. 


i. Speed. Enter the minimum, mandatory, or maximum airspeed(s) 
in KIAS. Optionally, the airspeed may be entered as ground speed 
(GS). Label airspeed restrictions as “at/above,” “at,” or “at/below,” 
as appropriate. Following the numerical value, add “K” for KIAS or 
“G” for ground speed. Enter restrictions only where necessary for 
procedural containment, or for traffic flow requirements.  


j. Remarks. Enter any pertinent information that would clarify a 
data entry; e.g., airspeed restriction for turn radius.  …  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Existing policy guidance:  
FAA Order 8260.46, Appendix F, Section 1, Paragraph 1. General 


Paragraph 1i: 


i. Procedures will contain the following chart notes as applicable:  


(2) Standard helicopter speed used in procedure design is 140 
KIAS. If a speed less than 140 KIAS are used, place a chart note in 
the plan view that states “NOTE: LIMIT TO (number) KIAS ON 
DEPARTURE TO (name of end fix).” If a speed less than 140 KIAS 
is required for a specific segment of a departure, use: “NOTE: 
LIMIT TO (number) KIAS FROM (name of start fix) TO (name of 
end fix).”  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Extract from Input:    
… a new “third type” of Speed Restriction Note has 
emerged, described as follows: 
 


Speed Notes, in complex and/or conditional form, which 
apply to an entire procedure  
 


NOTE: It is this new, third type of Speed Note which 
has becoming prevalent and is the center of many 
recent complaints from professional pilots and related 
groups.  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Comments from the Submitter:  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 
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Aeronautical Charting Forum 
October 25, 2016 


Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Comments from the Submitter:  
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Recommendation:    
1. Applicable FAA criteria and guidance covering the design, 


development and expected operational use of SID and STAR 
Speed Restriction Notes, especially those which apply to an 
entire SID or STAR and are complex and/or conditional, should 
be re-examined and amended to improve simplicity, ease of 
understanding and uniformity. 


AFS-420 comment: 
• Agree with the concept that notes should be simple, easy to 


understand and uniform.  


• We are open to inputs as to which parts of the FAA criteria and 
guidance are proposed to be re-examined and amended. 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Recommendation:    
2. An effort should be made to review and address differences in 


the application and verbiage of procedure-level Speed Notes 
currently in use across the U.S. NAS. Notes which may be 
difficult to understand, or are similar in intent but inconsistently 
worded, should be amended for improvement. 


AFS-420 comment: 
• Who would accomplish “…review and address differences in the 


application and verbiage of procedure-level Speed Notes 
currently in use across the U.S. NAS” ?? 


• Is there someone, or a group, to provide more specific cases 
and proposed text to remedy the situation? 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Recommendation:    
3. A primary objective should be to develop Speed Notes which 


achieve necessary ATC objectives but which are written in a 
manner which is concise, consistent and easy to understand, 
nationwide. An important aspect is to compose notes in such a 
way that they have the same unambiguous meaning to all 
pilots. 


AFS-420 comment: 
• Again, agree with the general concept, but how would this be 


achieved in a specific standard?? 


• We would need specific examples with proposed language to 
determine if the changes were suitable and acceptable. 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Recommendation:    
4. Recent research by Volpe NTSC indicates that pilots tend to 


categorize chart notes into two forms; those which require 
immediate action and those which are reference only. Speed 
Notes should be written with the understanding that, when 
published in the form of an “actionable” charted note, the 
primary intended users are pilots on the flight deck. 


AFS-420 comment: 
• Same response as given for #3 above. 
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Complexity of Speed Restriction Notes on 
SIDs & STARs 


Recommendation:    
5. As FAA procedure source documents are amended, chart 


providers could develop and apply charting specifications for 
these so-called “third type” of complex procedure-level 
(“actionable”) Speed Restriction Notes - known to be of 
significant importance to both ATC and pilots - in order to 
depict them more prominently and consistently. 


AFS-420 comment: 
• The action in this recommendation would be for the chart 


providers regarding location and depiction on the chart. 
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FAA Orders Update 


• Order 7910.5D - Aeronautical Charting Forum 
 


– Clearance Record signed by AVS-1 and submitted to AOA-1 for Administrator 
signature. Anticipated publication date: 1 December 2016 
 


• Order 8260.3C, Change 1 – United States Standard for Terminal 
Instrument Procedures (TERPS) 
 


– Final development phase; expect AFS-400 internal review to begin 1 
November. Anticipated publication date: 1 March 2017 
 


• Order 8260.58A, Change 1 - United States Standard for 
Performance Based Navigation (PBN) Instrument Procedure 
Design 
 


– AFS-400 internal review in progress with suspense date of 31 October. 
Anticipated publication date: 1 March 2017 
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FAA Orders Update 
(Continued) 


• Order 8260.19H – Flight Procedures and Airspace 
 


– Out for external coordination. Anticipated publication date: 1 January 2017 
 


• Order 8260.46G – Departure Procedure (DP) Program  
 


– Begin coordination 14 November. Anticipated publication date: 1 April 2017 
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AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM 
Instrument Procedures Group 
Meeting 16-02   October 25, 2016 


 
RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 


 
FAA Control # 16-02-327   


 
Subject:  Arrival Holding Patterns Required for Approach Entry 
 
 
Background/Discussion:  Recently, two RNAV IAPs were published with an arrival holding 
pattern that is required for procedure entry.  One is a new RNAV Rwy 19R procedure at KRVS 
(attachment 1); the other is an amendment of the RNAV Rwy 30 procedure at KLRU 
(Attachment 2).  For reference also attached are the former KLRU RNAV Rwy 30 (Attachment 
3) and a snippet of the KLRU en route low-altitude area (Attachment 4). 
 
These are two examples of an arrival holding pattern being a de facto HILPT, which is contrary 
to the intent of criteria and specifically prohibited by implementation policy in FAA Order 
8260.19G.  Based on input from NBAA, and follow-up by AFS-420, a NOTAM was issued 
prohibiting arrival on the KLRU RNAV Rwy 30 from V94 westbound or V611 southeast bound.  
The NOTAM removes some ambiguity to procedure entry but does not change the fact that the 
arrival holding pattern at MOLLY is a de facto HILPT. Note also the confusion at KLRU where 
straight-in on V94 from the west is permitted for the ILS Rwy 30 IAP even when RNAV 
navigation is used. (Attachment 5). 
 
NBAA believes that neither pilots nor controllers understand the use of arrival holding patterns 
for entry into the instrument approach procedure. The Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM) 
does not discuss the use of arrival holding for procedure entry when turn angle limitations are 
exceeded. Further, NBAA notes that the current guidance furnished to air traffic controllers in 
FAA Order JO 7110.65, Air Traffic Control, paragraph 4-8-1, does not address the use of arrival 
holding when required for procedure entry nor are there any intercept angle limitations 
prescribed for RNAV direct-to clearance to a feeder fix (Note: The Order does limit turn angle to 
90 degrees for less at the IAF and IF).  Because RNAV will be used to enter an RNAV 
approach, the 90 degree or less turn angle restrictions applied to airway-to-feeder turns using 
RNAV must also be applied when an RNAV direct-to clearance is issued to a feeder fix.  
 
Recommendations:  NBAA makes the following recommendations with respect to the use of 
arrival holding for instrument procedure entry and RNAV direct-to clearance to feeder fixes: 
 


1. Criteria and policy should be revised to prohibit the use of an arrival holding pattern 
when a satisfactory HILPT can be placed at the intermediate fix.  When that is not 
possible, then an arrival holding pattern may be used for procedure entry from an airway 
provided the holding pattern is coded in the nav-database as part of the applicable 
approach transition and a chart note is published informing the pilot that the arrival hold 
is mandatory for procedure entry.  NBAA proposes the following Planview Note: 


 
“Arrivals at <fix name> on <airway><direction>, arrival holding for approach entry mandatory”  
 
 
 







Example: 
 
“Arrivals at JOXIT on V343 northeast bound, arrival holding for approach entry mandatory”  
 
See example in ATTACHMENT 6 


 
2.  Amend the AIM to provide guidance to pilots on the use of arrival holding: 


 
5−4−9.  Procedure Turn, and Hold−in−lieu of Procedure Turn, and Arrival Holding 
 
7.  Arrival Holding.  Some approach charts have an arrival holding pattern depicted at an IAF or 
at a feeder fix located along an airway.  The arrival hold is depicted using a “thin line” since it is 
not always a mandatory part of the instrument procedure.   
 


(a) Arrival holding is charted where holding is frequently required prior to starting the 
approach procedure so that detailed holding instructions are not required. The arrival holding 
pattern is not authorized unless assigned by ATC. Holding at the same fix may also be depicted 
on the enroute chart. 


 
(b) Arrival holding is also charted where it necessary to use a holding pattern to align the 


aircraft for procedure entry from an airway due to turn angle limitations imposed by procedure 
design standards.  When the turn angle from an airway into the approach procedure exceeds 90 
degrees, an arrival holding pattern is published along with a note on the procedure specifying 
the airway and arrival direction where use of the arrival hold for procedure entry is mandatory. 
Unlike a Hold-in-lieu of Procedure Turn, use of the arrival holding pattern is not authorized until 
assigned by ATC.  Once ATC issues holding instructions and the aircraft reports entry into the 
hold, ATC will issue the approach clearance.  The pilot may then exit the hold after the next 
passage over the holding fix and then continue with the published procedure. 


 
3. Amend AIM regarding RNAV direct-to feeder fix turn angle limitations 


 
5−4−6.  Approach Clearance 
 
6. In addition to the above, RNAV aircraft may 
be issued a clearance direct to a feeder fix or the IAF/IF at intercept 
angles not greater than 90 degrees for both conventional 
and RNAV instrument approaches. Controllers 
may issue a heading or a course direct to a fix between 
the IF and FAF at intercept angles not greater than 
30 degrees for both conventional and RNAV instrument 
approaches. In all cases, controllers will assign 
altitudes that ensure obstacle clearance and will permit 
a normal descent to the FAF. When clearing 
aircraft direct to the IF, ATC will radar monitor the 
aircraft until the IF and will advise the pilot to expect 
clearance direct to the IF at least 5 miles from the fix. 
ATC must issue a straight-in approach clearance 
when clearing an aircraft direct to an IAF/IF with a 
procedure turn or hold−in−lieu of a procedure turn, 
and ATC does not want the aircraft to execute the 
course reversal. 







 
 


4. Amend FAA Order JO 7110.65, Air Traffic Control, Paragraph 4-8-1: 
 


a. Add New Note 3 to PHRASEOLOGY – CLEARED STRAIGHT-IN (type) APPROACH 
 
3. Arrival holding may be depicted at the IAF or at a feeder fix where use of the hold is 
mandatory for procedure entry from an airway. The approach procedure will publish a Note 
identifying the airway and arrival direction where the use of the arrival hold is mandatory. The 
arrival holding pattern is not authorized until ATC issues holding instructions; however, ATC 
must assign the hold before the aircraft can be cleared for the approach. Once the pilot reports 
established in the hold, the approach clearance may be issued. 
 


b. Amend paragraph 4-8-1 h. 1: 
 
h. For RNAV−equipped aircraft operating on 
unpublished routes, issue approach clearance for 
conventional or RNAV SIAP including approaches 
with RF legs only after the aircraft is: (See FIG 
4−8−4). 
 
1. Established on a heading or course direct to 
the IAF or a feeder fix at an intercept angle not greater than 90 
degrees and is assigned an altitude in accordance with 
b2. Radar monitoring is required to the IAF for 
RNAV (RNP) approaches when no hold−in−lieu of 
procedure turn is executed. 
 
 
NBAA also recommends FAA explore an option that would permit the pilot to execute the arrival 
holding entry and then proceed inbound on the approach, without a specific ATC clearance to 
execute the arrival hold when procedure entry requires the use the arrival hold.   
 
Comments:  This affects FAA Orders 8260.58A, 8260.3C, 8260.19G, JO 7110.65 and the AIM. 
 
 
Submitted by: Richard J. Boll II 
Organization: NBAA 
Phone: 316-655-8856 
E-mail: richard.boll@sbcglobal.net 
Date: 10/4/2016 
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ATTACHMENT 6  


Arrivals at JOXIT on V343 northeast 
bound, arrival holding for approach 
entry mandatory 







