
 

 

 
  

     
           
     

    
      

  
 

  
  

 
    

   
 

 
    

   
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

 

 
   

   
 

 

 

 

 


 
  
 



 
 
 

 
  

  
   

   
     

 
 

        
          

      

AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM
 
Instrument Procedures Group


October 27, 2009
 
HISTORY RECORD
 

FAA Control #  09-02-291 

Subject: Straight-in Minimums NA at Night 

Background/Discussion: 

The user community has raised questions concerning certain instrument approach 
procedure (IAP) charts containing the statement “Straight-in minimums NA at night” 
when circling minimums for the approach are authorized, and where  a circle-land-
maneuver to that runway is authorized using another IAP that serves the airport.  NBAA 
offers two examples, Hayden, CO (HDN) and Brewton, AL (12J), where straight in 
minimums are not authorized at night (see attached HDN RNAV (GPS) Rwy 28 and 12J 
VOR/DME Rwy 30). However, in both cases, circling minimums published on these 
IAPs remain authorized at night, and an IAP for a different runway authorizes circle to 
landing on the same runway where the use of the straight-in minimums is not authorized. 

TERPS para. 251 defines the visual portion of the final approach segment and 
establishes criteria for obstacle clearance in this visual portion based on the assessment 
of two slopes set at 34:1 and at 20:1. Chapter 3, paragraph 3.3.3d provides procedures 
for determining the visibility based on the evaluation of the visual segment of the final 
approach segment.  (NOTE: instructions and criteria provided in these two
sections for assessment of the visual segment are not in agreement with each 
other). 

The visual segment assessment areas differ in dimension depending on whether a 
straight-in approach (STRAIGHT-IN AREA), circling approach (STANDARD AREA), or 
straight-in approach not aligned with the runway centerline (OFFSET) is being 
evaluated. The purpose of these evaluations is to determine if night operations must be 
prohibited due to close-in unlighted obstacles or whether visibility minimums must be 
restricted. 

Penetrations of the 20:1 surface affect the usability of the approach at night. If 
a straight-in runway’s 20:1 surface is penetrated, ONE of the following actions is 
taken: 

3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 1. Adjust the obstacle height below the surface or remove the penetrating 
obstacles. 

3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 2. Do not publish a VDP, limit minimum visibility to 1 mile/5000 RVR, and 
take action to have the penetrating obstacles marked and lighted. 

3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 3. Do not publish a VDP, limit minimum visibility to 1 mile/5000 RVR, and 
publish a note denying the approach (both straight-in and circling) to the affected runway 
at night [also see paragraph 3.3.2d(2)(d)]. 



     
 

 
  

 
 

    
 

   
    

         
 

     
 

        
  

 
  

 
  

     
   

 
 

  
 

 
 

    
   

   
  

  
         

       
       

   
 

    
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Penetrations of the 20:1 surface on a circling approach results in the following action: 

3.3.2 d. (2)(c) 20:1 Surface Penetrations (circling runways). Mark and light the 
penetrating obstacles or publish a note denying night circling to the affected runway 
(except as noted below). 

An exception is provided in TERPS for certain 20:1 penetrations: 

3.3.2 d. (2)(d) 20:1 Surface Penetrations are sometimes impossible to mark and light. 
In these cases ONLY, nighttime operations may continue where an operating VGSI set at 
an angle ≥ 3 degrees serves the runway and its associated OCS is verified to be clear. 
The approach chart must be annotated to indicate the straight-in approach procedure or 
circling operation (as appropriate) is not authorized at night when the VGSI is inoperative 

Since neither of these procedures contain notes referencing the operation of the VGSI, it 
can be assumed that this exception does not apply to the HDN and 12J examples. 

TERPS 3.3.3 d contains the following NOTE: 

Note 1: The type of visual area assessment conducted and the subsequent 
results depend on how the runway is used in relation to the procedure being 
developed. For example, a runway is served by an approach procedure 
not aligned with the runway centerline, and is authorized for landing 
from a circling maneuver on another approach procedure to a different
runway receives both standard and offset evaluations.  However, it is 
not necessary to publish the results of a STANDARD area assessment to 
the runway to which the approach is being developed. 

On the two examples provided, HDN and 12J, the use of the straight-in landing 
minimums are prohibited at night, which would indicate that the OFFSET assessment 
area’s 20:1 slope has been penetrated (OFFSET is used because in both cases, the 
final approach course is not aligned with the runway centerline).  However, as two 
different approaches to this airport illustrate, circling to the same runway is not prohibited 
even though the straight-in approach is prohibited. The only logical explanation is the 
differing dimensions of the assessment areas for straight-in minimums (OFFSET area) in 
the case of HDN and 12J) and circling minimums (STANDARD area) to the applicable 
runway as allowed for by the NOTE shown above. 

As can be seen in these excerpts from TERPS, the STRAIGHT-IN and OFFSET 
assessment areas are larger in width than the STANDARD (circling) assessment area: 

STANDARD: 
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It is likely that the application of the OFFSET assessment area has located offending 
obstacles that are otherwise missed with the application of the STANDARD assessment 
area. Perhaps the difference results from nothing more than the presence of lights, or 
lack thereof, on the affected obstacles. 

In any event, the fact that an IAP states that use of the straight-in minimums to a runway 
is not authorized at night while at the same time an IAP serving a different runway allows 
for circling to the very same runway at night introduces confusion for the pilot.  This 
practice encourages pilots to conduct the much riskier circle-to-land approach at night in 
lieu of conducting a stabilized, straight-in approach. 

Further, it appears that this discrepancy might actually increase the risk of a low altitude 
encounter with unlighted low, close in obstacles since the circling maneuver by nature is 
more likely to encounter obstacles at the fringes of the visual obstacle assessment area. 
This is especially true for those obstacles that lie between the lateral limits of the 
STANDARD area and the STRAIGHT-IN or OFFSET areas. 

NOTE: While the HDN RNAV (GPS) Runway 28 approach straight-in minimums have 
been NOTAM’d N/A, the 12J VOR/DME Runway 30 approach remains effective (see 
attached NOTAMS. 

Recommendations: 

NBAA recommends the following actions: 

1.	 Take action to harmonize TERPS paragraph 251 and TERPS chapter 3, 
paragraph 3.3.3 (d) with respect to visual segment obstacle assessment. 

2.	 Assess the need to deny landing from a circling approaches to a runway where 
the STRAIGHT IN or OFFSET assessment results in a denial of the use of the 
straight-in landing minimums at night for that runway. 

3.	 Since circling approaches involve low-altitude flight maneuvers towards the 
landing runway, additional lateral protection must be provided beyond those 
stipulated in the STANDARD assessment area. Therefore, amend TERPS to 
expand the STANDARD assessment area to encompass the maneuvering 
necessary to align the aircraft with the final approach segment. 

Comments: 

This recommendation affects FAAO 8260.3, United States Standard for Terminal 
Instrument Procedures (TERPS). 

Submitted by:  Richard J. Boll II 
Organization: NBAA 
Phone:  316-655-8856 
FAX: 
E-mail: richard.boll@sbcglobal.net 
Date: October 18, 2009 
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Data Current as of: Sun, 18 Oct 2009 16:27:00 GMT 

KHDN YAMPA VALLEY 

10/001 - COM EFAS OUTLET 122.0 OTS. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 01 OCT 
01:10 2009 
FDC 9/4500 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO. RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 10, AMDT
1... 

LPV DA MINIMUMS NA. 
LNAV/VNAV DA MINIMUMS NA.
LNAV MDA MINIMUMS NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 09 OCT 18:22 2009 

FDC 9/4499 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO.
RNAV (GPS) RWY 28, ORIG-B...

LNAV MDA MINIMUMS NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 09 OCT 18:22 2009 
FDC 9/5427 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO. 

RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 10, ORIG...

PROCEDURE NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 23 APR 13:26 2009
 

K12J BREWTON MUNI 

10/306 - OBST TOWER 775 (501 AGL) 11.07 NNW LGTS OTS
(ASR 1035440). WIE UNTIL 01 NOV 03:25 2009. CREATED: 17 OCT 03:26 2009
10/272 - OBST TOWER 459 (253 AGL) 9.28 W LGTS OTS (ASR
1224653). WIE UNTIL 30 OCT 22:42 2009. CREATED: 15 OCT 22:42 2009
10/188 - OBST TOWER 625 (400 AGL) 4.34 NNE LGTS OTS (ASR
1036525). WIE UNTIL 25 OCT 05:02 2009. CREATED: 10 OCT 05:02 2009
FDC 9/1802 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.

GPS RWY 6, ORIG...
PROCEDURE NA AT NIGHT. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 03 JUN 18:23 2009 

FDC 9/7088 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.
TAKE-OFF MINIMUMS AND (OBSTACLE) DEPARTURE PROCEDURES...

NOTE: RWY 12, TREE 199 FEET FROM END OF RUNWAY, 495 FEET RIGHT
OF CENTERLINE, 57 FEET AGL/156 FEET MSL. ROAD 1906 FEET FROM END
OF RUNWAY, 456 FEET RIGHT OF CENTERLINE, 15 FEET AGL/156 FEET
MSL. RWY 30, TREE 92 FEET FROM END OF RUNWAY, 391 FEET RIGHT OF
CENTERLINE, 46 FEET AGL/126 FEET MSL. TREE 2654 FEET FROM END OF
RUNWAY, 1129 FEET LEFT OF CENTERLINE, 83 FEET AGL/161 FEET MSL.
ALL OTHER DATA REMAINS AS PUBLISHED. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 05 

MAY 12:45 
2009 
FDC 8/4820 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.

VOR/DME OR GPS RWY 30, AMDT 7...

DISTANCE HIHIT (FAF) TO MAP: 4.40 NM.

MAP: CEW R-301/23.40 DME.

TERMINAL ROUTE: (ITUYU) CEW R-358/14 DME (IAF) ARC TO ROICE

(CEW R-301/14 DME) MIN ALT 2300. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 25 AUG 


19:44 2008 

Number of NOTAMs selected: 10 End of Report 

Initial Discussion - Meeting 09-02: New issue presented by Rich Boll, NBAA.  Rich stated 
that NBAA members have raised questions concerning certain instrument approach 
procedure (IAP) charts that contain the statement “Straight-in minimums NA at night”; 
however, circling minimums for the same approach are authorized.  Additionally, in some 

http:R-301/23.40
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cases a circle-land maneuver to that runway is authorized if using another IAP that serves 
the airport - Several charted examples were provided in the Recommendation Document -
see above.  NBAA believes this scenario introduces confusion for the pilot and also 
encourages pilots to conduct the much riskier circle-to-land approach at night in lieu of 
conducting a stabilized, straight-in approach. This perceived contradiction might actually 
increase the risk of a low altitude encounter with unlighted low, close-in obstacles since the 
circling maneuver by nature is more likely to encounter obstacles at the fringes of the visual 
obstacle assessment area. This is especially true for those obstacles that lie between the 
lateral limits of the Standard area and the Straight-in or Offset areas.  TERPS paragraph 
251 specifies 3 different visual obstacle assessment areas: Standard, Straight-in, and 
Offset; however, there seems to be a contradiction between TERPS paragraph 251 and the 
required actions of TERPS Chapter 3, paragraph 3.3.2d. Brad Rush, AJW-372, stated that 
in some cases, minimums are restricted due to survey accuracy.  He questioned whether we 
should ever allow circling to a runway where an IFR straight-in approach is not authorized at 
night. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, concluded that this is a TERPS criteria issue and must be 
worked through the US-IFPP. ACTION: ACF-IPG Chair and US-IFPP. 

MEETING 10-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as received from 
Jack Corman, AFS-420, and Executive Director of the US-IFPP: "If an approach meets 
straight-in requirements, even though offset, it will receive a straight-in visual segment 
evaluation using the criteria that accounts for an off-set final segment. If the evaluation 
results in mitigation actions that cannot be met at night, night operations FROM THIS 
APPROACH to that runway will be disallowed. In these cases, because the aircraft is 
approaching the runway from a straight-in alignment, the straight-in approach visual 
segment serves as the circling evaluation to this runway. Other runways receive a standard 
evaluation. Aircraft circling to the example runway from approaches to other runways are 
not prescribed a path to fly in the circling maneuver. The standard area assessment 
evaluates the area where circling aircraft are expected to gain alignment and descend to the 
runway for landing. If no mitigation is required for the standard evaluation, night operations 
to the runway from approaches to other runways will be allowed. ACTION accepted: TERPS 
will be revised to assure circling to the straight-in approach runway from the straight-in 
approach (as in the stated example) is not allowed when offending obstacles cannot be 
mitigated. The existing visual area dimensions are deemed satisfactory and will not be 
revised."  Rich Boll, NBAA, stated that he still has concerns with the proposed policy as it 
continues to allow a circling approach and landing from a published approach to a different 
runway to the runway where straight-in minimums are NA at night.  He added that the visual 
assessment area must be larger to account for joining the straight-in assessment area.  Rich 
recommended, and was supported by others, that consideration should be given to not 
allowing a circling approach to runways where straight-in minimums are NA at night. Tom 
agreed to take the concerns back to the US-IFPP and ask for additional analysis. 
ACTION: ACF-IPG Chair and US-IFPP. 

MEETING 10-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following input from T.J. Nichols, 
the AFS-420 conventional TERPS criteria specialist: "The issue was resolved by the AFS-1 
memorandum to AJW-3 dated October 1, 2010. In summary, only those airports notified of 
20:1 penetrations within the three years preceding this memorandum (i.e. Oct 1, 2007 
through Sep 30, 2010)  continue to be exempted from compliance with Order 8260.3 
paragraph 251 and only for the period specified in AJW's letter to the airport operator. Tom 
went on to say that while this response addresses straight-in minimums at night when there 
are visual surface penetrations, it does not address the original NBAA concern; i.e., if 
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straight in minimums are not authorized at night on a specific approach to a runway, how 
can an aircraft be allowed to circle to land on that runway from another approach to a 
different runway?  NBAA believes that circling to a runway where straight-in minimums are 
not authorized at night should also not be allowed at night. Tom will take the issue back to 
AFS-420 and have an answer at the next meeting. ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 11-01: 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: 

"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.  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF 
apprised of the issue status. ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 11-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as received from 
T.J. Nichols, the AFS-420 lead specialist for conventional TERPS criteria. "This issue was 
briefed at the June 2011 US-IFPP meeting where consensus was to reject the previous 
proposal.  Participants acknowledged that there is an intentional difference in the alignment 
and dimensions of the different visual areas.  Assuming that the standard visual area to the 
circling runway is suitable for its purpose, the US-IFPP participants agreed that it is illogical 
to impose a restriction on the circling approach based on the straight-in or offset analysis 
which, in many cases is based on a completely different final approach path. The 
recommendation was for Flight Standards to determine whether the current standard visual 
area provides adequate protection for the visual portion of a circling approach from the point 
the aircraft leaves CMDA.  A request for AFS-450 analysis has been made to evaluate the 
adequacy of the standard visual area defined in Order 8260.3B, Volume 1, paragraph 
3.3.2d.  This request has been forwarded and is pending AFS-450 acceptance." Rick 
Dunham, AFS-420, briefed that the study is to determine whether the straight-in and circling 
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surfaces can be harmonized.  It will include checking historical aspects behind the current 
criteria.  Hard data is necessary to support a criteria change.  Rich Boll, NBAA, restated that 
it is difficult to understand how a straight-in RNAV (GPS) approach is not authorized at 
night, yet circling to that same runway is allowed.  Steve Serur, ALPA, stated that years ago, 
some VASI system were locally installed but may not have had a commissioning flight 
inspection.  He recommended checking the NASR database and if the VASI system has not 
been formally commissioned, then it shouldn't be used as a mitigation for night operations 
as it cannot be assumed the obstacle surface is clear. Tom added that there is a wider area 
analyzed for a straight-in approach to transition to runway centerline because of the wider 
final approach trapezoid and the fact that the final approach course may not be aligned with 
the runway centerline. The circling area is more narrow because the pilot is visual in the 
circling area and normally descends when aligned with the runway.  Rick added that even 
though the pilot may be confused, the analysis is safe.  He added there are more and more 
RNAV (GPS) approaches being published with a "NA at night if VASI inop" note. 
ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 12-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed that, as noted at the last US-IFPP 
meeting on April 13, research of the history defining the current obstacle areas is on-going 
within AFS-420 and 450 and AFS-450 is still studying the adequacy of the circling visual 
segment. Steve Serur, ALPA, asked whether any check had been made regarding VGSI 
flight inspections. Tom responded, no.  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, stated that procedure 
specialists check the Air-Nav data base when developing procedures. Tom stated that one 
would have to assume that the VGSI systems at all Part 139 airports have been flight 
inspected.  Brad added that if there is no survey for the airport, they must assume 20:1 
penetrations exist. ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 12-02: Rick Dunham, AFS-420, briefed that no analysis of straight-in and circling 
surfaces has been accomplished due to other higher order analysis projects. This project is 
on hold pending funding and manpower.  Rick added that the US-IFPP considers the cost-
benefit of this study to be marginal in overall impact to NAS operations and could adversely 
impact the current minimums if the two surfaces are harmonized. John Collins, GA Pilot, 
asked about the impact on minima.  Rick responded that the study is looking at harmonizing 
the surfaces without impacting minimums and that AFS-420 and 450 will continue to work 
the issue through the US-IFPP. ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 13-01: Valerie Watson, AJV-3B, briefed the following update from Brad Rush, 
AJV-3B, who could not attend: "The issue was briefed at the US-IFPP in January and 
although short-term and long-term solutions are being addressed, nothing concrete has 
developed thus far.  AFS-420, AFS-460 and AeroNav Products have determined a short 
term fix that can be implemented reasonably, is to change the terminology of the subject 
notes. Instead of using notes indicating "straight-in" or "circling", the recommendation is to 
indicate "Night Landing".  An example of such notes would be: “Night landing: RWY 9, 27, 
32 NA and RWY 14, 26 requires use of VGSI”. NBAA has been coordinated with on the 
subject note and agrees with the concept. Work will continue on the issue and a 
recommendation will be provided to the US-IFPP in June." Bob Lamond asked whether the 
NBAA note recommendation regarding the VGSI use is still under consideration: "Night 
landing: RWY 9, 27, 32 NA; RWY 14, 26 operational VGSI required, remain on or above 
visual glidepath until threshold". Tom responded that nothing is final yet; however, there 



  
          

  
 

________________________________________________________________________  
 

  
     

  
     

   
   

 
  

    
 

  
 

  
    

 
  

 
  

   
       

    
    

  

   
  

   
  

    
  

      
    

    
 

   
  

   
     

    
 

  
 

     
   

    
    

  
    

is concern the NBAA-proposed language is overly wordy.  An extract of the US-IFPP 
minutes and example notes are provided here ( ). AFS-420 will continue to track the issue 
through the US-IFPP and make changes to FAA Order 8260.19 as necessary. 
ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 13-02: Rich Boll, NBAA, presented an addendum to the original 
recommendation Document ( ).  NBAA is concerned over a recent proliferation of 
NOTAMS affecting straight-in and/or circling minima on instrument approach 
procedures. The NOTAMs specify that straight-in and circling minimums are NA at 
night. Without straight-in or circling minima, the affected approaches are not authorized 
at night since there is no way to complete the approach.  Pilots should not request nor 
should ATC issue a clearance for an approach where both straight-in and circling 
minima are "NA". When this situation occurs, NBAA believes Order 8260.19 should 
clearly state that the procedure itself must NA at night. 

Tom Schneider, AFS-420, stated that AFS-420 agrees with this proposal and has 
included the following change to current paragraph 8-54m(2)(a) in Order 8260.19F  "If 
unable to authorize night minimums (e.g., when both straight-in and circling minimums 
are not authorized at night), use: “Chart note:  Procedure NA at night." Tom also 
noted that additional changes have been made to the draft Order as briefed at the last 
ACF meeting. 

Brad Rush, AJV-3B, commented on draft Order 8260.19F, paragraph 8-54m(2)(h) note 
that states “remain on or above the VGSI glide path until threshold” portion not being 
necessary and in fact redundant.  The group initially concurred. Bill Hammett, AFS-420 
(ISI/Pragmatics Contract Support), said the Order is still out for formal coordination so 
comments can still be made. Tom asked if NBAA agreed with removing the comment 
portion in subparagraph (h).  Rich Boll, NBAA, had questions on this and subparagraph 
(g), and then presented a PowerPoint discussion on operations, surfaces, and minima 
from the NBAA perspective.  A copy of Rich’s presentation is provided here: (   ). He 
concluded prohibitions on operations at night must be consistent for the affected runway 
across all charts.  NBAA believes surfaces should be aligned, and should protect aircraft 
on the visual portion of an approach, and until this is accomplished FAA needs to stop 
applying TERPS paragraph 3-3-2.  Lev Prichard, APA, stated that circling approaches 
should be almost obsolete since current rules allow a straight-in RNAV approach to be 
developed nearly everywhere. Therefore, current policy is forcing pilots to fly a more 
risky circling maneuver. Kel Christianson, AFS-470 said the note in subparagraph (h) is 
there as mitigation for 20:1 visual surface obstacle penetrations. Tom asked Rich again, 
specifically about the note in subparagraph (h) regarding remaining on or above the 
VGSI.  Rich stated the note should remain in support of Kel’s comment. A group 
discussion followed.  Bob Lamond, NBAA, emphasized that NBAA wants action on this 
issue ASAP as it is impacting operations. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, asked what harm 
does the note do.  Val Watson, AJV-3B, responded that is takes up "white space" on the 
chart and that providing pilot guidance is not the purpose of an approach chart.  John 
Moore, Jeppesen, supported Val's position adding that pilot guidance should be 
contained in the AIM, IPH, etc.  John Frazier, Advanced Aircrew Academy, stated that if 
we start publishing notes to advise pilots to stay on or above the VGSI, will there be 
pilots that think if there is no note, they don't have to follow the VGSI.  Kel stated that the 
VGSI is used to support a waiver and was concerned to hear comments that pilots may 
not be following the VGSI.  John Collins, GA Pilot, stated that he supports the note as it 
is rulemaking under Part 97.  If the VGSI is used to mitigate 20:1 surface penetrations, 
then it should be so noted.  After the discussion, Tom said we will retain note as is, and 
reminded the group this was the direction decided upon at the last ACF. Bruce 




  


 


US-IFPP 13-01 MINUTES – January 2013 

ACF-IPG 09-02-291 – Straight-in Minimums NA at Night  



Excerpt from US-IFPP Minutes – AFS-420 



This is a joint decision before the USIFPP. If the straight-in is NA 
at night, circling is NA at night to that runway. Brad Rush 
suggested we change the terminology to “landing NA at night”. 
The initial goal was to harmonize the surfaces, however, we don’t 
have the resources right now to accomplish the necessary study. 
The conservative approach is the most prudent way to go 
(landings NA at night) and we need to capture the language used 
on IAP charts. AFS-410 should be in agreement on the language 
on this. Tom said, there should be some operational 
consideration first before we made a decision on this. Bill 
Hammett, Tom Schneider, Valerie Watson and Brad Rush will 
work a joint proposal from the IFPP to the ACF that will include 
proposed chart notes. 
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Situation Requiring Use of VGSI 



Original proposal:
 
Night landing: Rwy 9, 27, 32 NA and Rwy 14, 26 requires use of 

VGSI. 



Rich Boll recommended:
 
Night landing: Rwy 9, 27, 32 NA; Rwy 14, 26 operational VGSI 

required, remain on or above visual glidepath until threshold. 



Alternative:
 
Night landing: Rwy 9, 27, 32 NA; Rwy 14, 26 use of VGSI 

required, remain on or above visual glidepath until threshold. 



2Federal Aviation 
Administration 


<Presentation Title – Change on Master Slide> 
<Date of Presentation – Change on Master Slide> 


2 





afs420sv
File Attachment
291 1.pdf




 


  


Agenda Item 09-02-291 - Added discussion item  


NBAA presents the following separate area of concern with associated recommendations to 
ACF IPG Recommendation 09-02-291 (Straight-in Minimums NA at Night).  
 
There have been a recent proliferation of NOTAMS affecting straight-in and/or circling minima 
on instrument approach procedures.  NBAA presents two recent examples Flagstaff, AZ (FLG) 
and Chicago Executive, IL (PWK): 
 
FDC 3/2709 - FI/T IAP FLAGSTAFF PULLIAM, FLAGSTAFF, AZ. 
 RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 21, ORIG...  


ADD NOTE: RWY 21 STRAIGHT-IN AND CIRCLING MINIMUMS NA AT NIGHT. DISREGARD 
NOTE: VISIBILITY REDUCTION BY HELICOPTERS NA. ADD NOTE: HELICOPTER 
VISIBILITY REDUCTION BELOW 1 SM NOT AUTHORIZED. WIE UNTIL UFN.  
CREATED: 28 MAY 18:40 2013  


 
FDC 3/1239 - FI/T IAP CHICAGO EXECUTIVE, CHICAGO/PROSPECT 
HEIGHTS/WHEELING, IL. 
   RNAV (GPS) RWY 16, AMDT 1... 




LPV DA VIS 1 ALL CATS. NOTE: WHEN VGSI INOPERATIVE, RWY 16 STRAIGHT-IN AND 
 
 
CIRCLING MINIMUMS NA AT NIGHT. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 05 SEP 18:02 2013
 
  


 
FDC 3/1238 - FI/T IAP CHICAGO EXECUTIVE, CHICAGO/PROSPECT 
HEIGHTS/WHEELING, IL. 
   VOR RWY 16, ORIG-B... 
     DME MINIMUMS S-16 MDA 1120/HAT  477 ALL CATS. CIRCLING CAT C MDA  
  1160/HAA 513. WHEN VGSI INOPERATIVE, PROCEDURE NA AT NIGHT. WIE UNTIL  
  UFN. CREATED: 05 SEP 18:02 2013  
 
FDC 3/1237 - FI/T IAP CHICAGO EXECUTIVE, CHICAGO/PROSPECT 
HEIGHTS/WHEELING, IL. 
   ILS OR LOC RWY 16, AMDT 2... 
     S-ILS 16 DA 927/HAT 284. VIS 1 ALL CATS. CIRCLING CAT C MDA 1160/HAA  
  513.  WHEN VGSI INOPERATIVE, PROCEDURE NA AT NIGHT. WIE UNTIL UFN.  


  CREATED: 05 SEP 18:02 2013
 
  
 
Without straight-in or circling minima, the affected approaches are not authorized at night 
since there is no way to complete the approach. Pilots should not request nor should ATC 
issue a clearance for an approach where both straight-in and circling minima are “NA”. NBAA 
believes that instructions provided in Order 8260.91E do not adequately convene to the pilot or 
to ATC that the approach is not authorized at night and is open to misinterpretation.  


NBAA believes that the NOTAM examples at Flagstaff and Chicago (Pal Waukee) as well as the 
guidance in Order 8260.19E regarding minima NA NOTAMS have the potential to create 
confusion similar to that described in the NTSB accident brief relating to a Gulfstream G-III 
crash at Aspen, CO on 29 March 2001.  NBAA believes Order 8260. should clearly state that 
when both straight-in minima and circling minima are not authorized at night, the procedure 
itself must NA at night. 







 
 
 


Tom Schneider, AFS-420, agrees with the NBAA concern and will include the following revision 
to FAA Order 8260.19, paragraph 8-54 m (2) (a) " If unable to authorize night minimums (e.g., 
when both straight-in and circling minimums are not authorized at night), use: “Chart note: 
Procedure NA at night.” 
 
Order 8260.19F has just gone out for coordination; but, this change will be made as a result of 
comments received during the formal coordination process.  
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ACF IGP 09-02-291 
Straight-in Minima NA at Night 


•	 Presented by NBAA 


•	 Straight-in minima NA, but circling minima remained authorized. 


•	 Result of TERPS 20:1 Visual Area Assessment obstacle 
penetrations. 
–	 Ref TERPS paragraph 3.3.2 C 


•	 At first, only isolated instances. 


•	 Today, a growing concern in the US NAS. 
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ACF IGP 09-02-291 
TERPS 20:1 Visual Area Assessment 


•	 NBAA supports visual area obstacle assessment, and if required 
denial of minima, restrictions on night landing, and/or prohibition 
of procedure at night. 


•	 NBAA Concerns: 
–	 The current TERPS criteria results in minima/procedure restrictions 


not understood by pilots. 
–	 Forces pilots to execute a circle-to-land approach when an 


otherwise operational straight-in approach is available. 
–	 Desired level of safety intended by the visual segment assessment 


is not being achieved. 
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Example: 
Monticello/Sullivan 
County Intl (MSV) 
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Example: 
Monticello/Sullivan 
County Intl (MSV) 
Three straight-in & circling 
minima to Monticello’s runway 15 
at are not authorized at night. 


NBAA’s position is that the 
NOTAM should have stated: 


“Procedure NA at Night” 


Proposal is incorporated into 
Draft FAAO 8260.19F. 


One Might Assume That It Is Unsafe To Land On Runway 15 Night? 
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Example: 
Monticello/Sullivan 
County Intl (MSV) 
Pilots can to land on runway 15 
by circling from the RNAV (GPS) 
Rwy 33 approach 
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Example: 
Spencer, IA (SPW) 
RNAV (GPS) Rwy 36 publishes only 
CAT A & CAT B minima due to unlit 
20:1 penetrations in the larger CAT C 
& CAT D visual assessment areas. 


Same for the RNAV (GPS) Rwy 18 
approach. 
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Example: 
Spencer, IA (SPW) 
However, circling for CAT C & CAT D 
aircraft is permitted from the 
approaches to runways 12 & 30. 


While a CAT C or CAT D aircraft is 
prohibited from landing straight-in on 
runways 18 & 36, circling to either of 
these runways is perfectly fine. 
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Example: 
Spencer, IA (SPW) 
There NOTAMS affecting the 
approaches to runways 12 & 30 
do not prohibit circling to runway 
18 or to runway 36. 
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Example: 
Flagstaff, AZ (FLG) 
Beginning 28 May, 2013 most 
approaches had their Straight-In & 
Circling minimums NA at night. 
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Only Two Approaches Available At Night Landing Flagstaff, AZ 
Neither Approach Is Aligned With The Runway. 
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Example: 
Flagstaff, AZ (FLG) 
All approaches with final 
approach course aligned 
with the runway was 
effectively “NA at Night”. 


NBAA’s position is that the 
NOTAM should have stated: 


“Procedure NA at Night” 


Proposal is incorporated 
into Draft FAAO 8260.19F. 







  
 


  
               


  
 


 


 
      


    
   


 


 


 


 


Example: 
Flagstaff, AZ (FLG) 
On 19 August, amended NOTAMs 
were issued removing the 
“Circling Minimums NA at Night” 
restriction. 


However, the straight-in minimums for 
the ILS Rwy 21, RNAV (GPS) Y 21, 
RNAV (GPS) Z Rwy 21, and the RNAV 
(GPS) Rwy 3 remain NA at night. 
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 TERPS 3.3.2c(1)(a): Standard Area
 


10,000’ 
From RCL 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 







 


 


  
 


  
   



 


16 



 TERPS 3.3.2c(1)(b): Straight-In Area
 


DA or VDP 
Distance 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 
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 TERPS 3.3.2c(1)(c): Offset Area
 


DA or VDP 
Location 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 
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 Standard Area & Straight-In Area
 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 
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 TERPS Glideslope Qualification Surface
 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 
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 Distance From Threshold
 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 
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Stabilized Approach 
Concept 
Out of a circling approach, a 
transport airplane is expected to 
be wings level no lower than 300’ 
above the airport elevation. 
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 Final Approach – Visual Segment
 


Courtesy Paul Hannah 
Flight Operations Engineering, LLC. 


Airplane Must Be 
Wings Level No Lower 
Than 300’ AAE 


Why Are The Dimensions Of The Visual Segment Different In The Area  
Where Aircraft’s Track Should Be Aligned With The Runway? 


1 NM 
From Threshold 
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 Pilot’s View 300’ Above TDZE
 


Why Are The Dimensions Of The Visual Segment Different In 
The Area  Where Aircraft’s Track Should Be Aligned With The Runway? 
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Summary 


•	 Standard & Straight-in Visual Assessment areas overly the same 
approach path to the runway 
– Both are aligned with the extended runway centerline (RCL) 


• (ref: TERPS 3.3.2 (c)(1)(a) &(b) – bullet 1). 
– Variable Length (Standard = 10,000’, Straight-in = DA(H)/VDP). 


•	 No guarantee that circling aircraft will leave MDA once within the 
Standard Area. 
–	 Dependent on CMDA & Circling CAR 
–	 CAT C & CAT D aircraft often required to leave CMDA prior to being 


aligned with runway centerline. 
•	 Once aligned with the runway centerline, aircraft faces the same 


risks regarding unlit obstacles. 
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NBAA Position 


•	 When 20:1 straight-in area visual surface penetrations prohibit 
straight-in minima at night, landing to that runway must 
prohibited at night for all approaches at that airport. 
–	 Exception: Use a VGSI IAW existing AFS policy. 


•	 When 20:1 straight-in area visual surface penetrations are 
identified, all approaches at the airport should be amended by 
NOTAM. 


•	 Until such time that policy changes can be effected, AFS should 
initiate a moratorium on further application of TERPS paragraph 
3.3.2 C. 
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DeCleene, AFS-400, opened a discussion regarding charting unlit obstacles. Tom said 
we have forced obstacles to be lit, but this does not work in every case.  Brad stated 
charting all unlit obstacles would result in a black blob on chart.  Rich again questioned 
suspending 3-3-2 (c) until issue brought up by NBAA addressed. Tom said this would 
need to be brought up in AFS-400, since there are possibly bigger ramifications. 

Tom also briefed the following update as received from John Bordy, the AFS-420 
conventional TERPS criteria specialist: “In June 2013, the US-IFPP designated AFS-420 
to lead a working group to develop a recommended position related to all aspects of 
visual segments, to include using VGSI to mitigate 20:1 visual surface penetrations. To 
date, no working group has been convened due to other commitments; however there 
has been other significant activity by AFS-400 relating to 20:1 penetrations. These 
include, but are not limited to: 

1)	 The issuance of a waiver in September to allow the temporary use of VGSI 
in lieu of obstruction lighting prior to receiving explicit approval from AFS. 

2)	 A waiver was issued in September to temporarily mitigate 20:1 penetrations 
that exceed the lateral boundaries of localizer/LP signals (ILS, LOC, LPV, 
LP IAPs only). 

3)	 Additionally, in September, representatives from AFS-400 participated in a 
"tiger team" along with representatives of Mission Support Services, 
AeroNav Products (AJV-3) and the Airports Division (AAS-100) to develop 
risk-based requirements (assessment, response times, NOTAM actions, 
etc.) related to the discovery of 20:1 penetrations.  The tiger team's 
recommendations are currently under management review. 

4)	 AFS-400 is also considering issuing a waiver that will allow application of a 
beginning straight-in/offset visual surface width of +/- 200 ft for CAT A/B 
aircraft on all IAPs that have CAT A/B minimums published even when 
higher CAT minimums are established to the same runway. 

5)	 Lastly, John stated that during the October 23 AFS-400 Division Manager's 
meeting, Bruce DeCleene, Manager, AFS-400, stated this ACF issue is 
being added to the Division's One Plan.  He directed that AFS-450 work 
hand-in-hand with the Airport Obstructions Standards Committee (AOSC) to 
acquire data so an objective analysis can be made regarding what area 
needs to be considered when assessing visual surfaces. The AOSC, 
through MITRE, has already collected much data that could be used for 
analysis of straight-in procedures; but, it's likely AFS-450 will need to obtain 
additional data related to aircraft alignment with the landing runway following 
a circling maneuver.  An AOSC working group telcon is scheduled prior to 
the ACF meeting where John Bordy, AFS-420, will bring this issue up to the 
members to ensure all are on board as well.  John has also agreed to keep 
the ACF informed of future actions of the working group.” 

Bruce DeCleene, AFS-420, provided a brief recap on 20:1 visual surface penetrations. 
The VGSI angles are usually reasonably coincidental with the approach VDA.  More and 
more 20:1 penetrations are being noted and there is increased pushback from users 
regarding minima/procedure loss on procedures that have been in place for many years. 
We need to look at risk. If the risk is low, then give the airport time to fix the problem.  If 
the risk is high, then amend or cancel the procedure. If the risk is medium, then apply a 
combination of the above. This would be a near term solution.  For long term, we need 
to determine why there is an increase in penetrations and we need to study the 
effectiveness of using VGSI as mitigation. We also need to assess what data we 
currently have on the surfaces in question, and collect new data using the best 
technology available.  John Collins, GA Pilot, stated that “Procedure NA at night” 
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NOTAMs affect more GA airports and he believes FAA is attempting to apply an airline 
solution for all airports when GA can easily accept a 4 degree descent angle.  Bruce 
responded that the goal is to provide a descent angle to get all aircraft into a position to 
land. The preference is to not always use 3 degrees, rather to use an angle that 
coincides with the VGSI.  He stated that he is a strong proponent for vertically guided 
approaches and if there is vertical guidance available to a runway, then it should be 
used.  John agreed; however, adding that vertical guidance is not as substantial for GA 
operations. 

Status: AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP. 
Item Open AFS-420 (US-IFPP)]. 

MEETING 14-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed on a slide provided by John Bordy, 
AFS-420. ( ) Bob Lamond, NBAA, then briefed on an NBAA slide ( ) example (Ft. 
Dodge, IA.) where a 3 foot furrow of dirt in the adjacent farmer’s field penetrates the 
20:1 surface and has rendered night operations NA. Jay Jackson, AJV-22, discussed 
20:1 mitigations (about 2500 of them in system), and stated that for an obstacle, from a 
data base perspective, the solution seems simple for airports to advise the FAA when 
one of these minor obstacles is removed so that it can be mitigated. Bob re-emphasized 
that a plow furrow in a farm field should not constitute a 20:1 penetration, stressing that 
this is not logical and questioned if criteria could take situations like this into account. 
AFS-420 will continue to monitor progress on this issue. 

Status: AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP. Item Open 
AFS-420 (US-IFPP). 

MEETING 14-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, provided an update ( ) from John Bordy, 
AFS-420, showing the current standard and what changes are in progress. Rick 
Dunham, AFS-420, advised this may change before FAA Order 8260.3C is finalized, and 
stated that the guidance will harmonize the visual straight-in and circling issue, along 
with a number of 20:1 issues. Tom said the last slide will be submitted at January 2015 
US-IFPP. Rick has done some ad-hoc coordination with US-IFPP members via email 
and received verbal concurrence on proposed changes.  Kevin Bridges, AIR-130, 
inquired about the splay to be used, stating his concern on flight check of obstacles. 
Rick said they will report any obstacles they see along edges. Rick discussed safety 
case and data risk management methods used to warrant this change. Vincent 
Massimini, MITRE, asked if the intent is to prohibit night landings on instrument 
approaches. Tom stated that policy in FAA Order 8260.19 has changed and addresses 
“instrument” flight procedures and this does not impact operations conducted under 
VFR. Rick advised that a memo is being finalized to change the current FAA Order 
8260.3B criteria immediately (not wait for FAA Order 8260.3C publication). Rich Boll, 
NBAA, asked about procedure revisions and Brad Rush, AJV-344, said policy when 
reviewing a procedure is to review “all” runway visual areas at same time at the airport. 

Status: AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP. Item Open: 
AFS-420 (US-IFPP). 
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09-02-291 Straight-In Minimums NA @ Night

AFS-450 has been tasked to examine the difference in dimensions between the standard visual area (applicable to circling) and the straight-in and offset visual areas (i.e., other than circling). 

Data appears to be available to support analysis of the straight-in visual area, however data gathering may be required to support analysis of the standard (circling) visual area.

Data being gathered for the Airport Obstruction Standards Committee (AOSC) “Consolidated Surfaces” project may also support a change to the dimensions of the straight-in visual area. A Consolidated Surfaces analysis report by MITRE is expected to be delivered September 2014.
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Identify that the procedure VDA must be equal to or greater than the published vertically guided procedure, if within the standard range 

If no vertically guided procedure is published use commissioned VGSI angle if within the standard range 

If VGSI angle is not commissioned or it is not within the standard range use a value within the standard range. (AFS-420)

If flight inspection determines the procedure UNSAT due to 	obstacles (AJW-331, AJV-3, AFS-420)

Re-design the procedure to the highest allowable value within the standard range. 

If the value required exceeds the standard range, do not publish VDA. 

e. When VDA is NA the LP/LNAV VDA will be coded as zero.  	(AFS-420)
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09-02-291 Straight-In Minimums NA @ Night



Issue: Straight-in procedure NA at night but circling to the same runway is authorized. 



Causes: 

     (1) Difference in size between the standard visual area (circling) and the straight-in/offset visual area. 



     (2) Current policy only restricts the minimums to which the visual area is being assessed (i.e., circling visual area penetration does not affect the straight-in).  
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09-02-291 (continued).  

- Standard area begins at +/- 200 foot width whereas straight-in area begins at +/- 400 feet.

- Standard area extends 10,000 feet from origin, whereas the straight-in area length is variable.

- Offset area (not shown) exceeds lateral boundary of standard area.
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09-02-291 (continued)

Resolution: 



Harmonized Standard (circling) and Straight-In Visual Areas; currently in draft Order 8260.3C out for coordination. 



Change straight-in/offset beginning width to match the standard area’s beginning width of +/- 200 feet. Data collected through AOSC appears to support this change.



Prohibit night landings to a runway when either the standard or straight-in/offset 20:1 surface is penetrated by an unlit & unmitigated obstacle.
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MEETING 15-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed using a slide (   ) provided by John 
Bordy, AFS-420, recapping the issue of segment width differences for circling vs. 
straight-in. The old policy was a 400’ width and the new policy is a 200’ width, providing 
consistency between straight-in and circling. The memo issued in November 2014 was 
also displayed to the group. The policy is now in use by Aeronautical Information 
Services (AIS). Procedures will be updated at the time of the next Periodic Review. Lev 
Prichard, Allied Pilots Association, asked if PAPI/VASI mitigation for 20:1 surface 
penetrations can be waived and Rick Dunham, AFS-420, said yes. Tom advised the 
issue is still open in US-IFPP, pending publication of Order 8260.3C and asked NBAA if 
they would be willing to close. 

Status: Rich Boll, NBAA, agreed to close. Item Closed. 
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09-02-291 Straight-In Minimums NA @ Night



Issue: Straight-in procedure NA at night but circling to the same runway is authorized. 



Causes: 

     (1) Difference in size between the standard visual area (circling) and the straight-in/offset visual area. 



     (2) Current policy only restricts the minimums to which the visual area is being assessed (i.e., circling visual area penetration does not affect the straight-in).  
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09-02-291 (continued).  











- Standard area begins at +/- 200 foot width whereas straight-in area begins at +/- 400 feet.

- Standard area extends 10,000 feet from origin, whereas the straight-in area length is variable.

- Offset area (not shown) exceeds lateral boundary of standard area.
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09-02-291 (continued)

Resolution: 

	(1) The standard (circling) area and straight-in area process have been revised with the issuance of AFS-400 policy memorandum dated 11/04/2014. This will be incorporated into the next revision of Order 8260.3.



	(2) Draft verbiage has been added to Order 8260.3C to deny circling to a runway at night when the straight-in approach is restricted.



	(3)  US-IFPP item is going to remain open until Order 8260.3C is published.



*
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Memorandum
Date:  11/04/2014
To: Abigail Smith, Director, Aeronautical Navigation (AeroNav) Products, AJV-3

From:  Bruce DeCleene, Manager, Flight Technologies and Procedures Division, S5
AFS-400

Subject: Change to FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument
Procedures (TERPS), Straight-in Visual Area Beginning Width

Purpose: This memorandum authorizes a change to TERPS, Volume 1, Chapter 3,
paragraph 3.3.2¢(1)(b), traight-in visual area dimensions.

Discussion: Paragraph 3.3.2c(1)(b) specifies the requirements for the alignment, length, and
width of visual areas associated with straight-in instrument approach procedures. The
beginning visual arca widths for all runways and for ll aircraft approach categories are now
specified at +/-200 feet. Use TERPS, Volume 1, formula 3-3a, to define the half-width of
the straight-in visual area.

‘The United States Instrument Flight Procedures Panel concurs with this new straight-in
visual area dimensions.

Action: When establishing the straight-in visual area under TERPS, Volume 1, Chapter 3,
paragraph 3.3.26(1)(b), use a beginning width of +/- 200 feet for ll approach categorics.

Use TERPS, Volume 1, formula 3-3a to determine the half-width of the straight-in visual
area. Use of formula 3-3b is no longer required.

Summary: This change will be incorporated into the next revision to Order 8260.3 and
cancels AFS-400 memorandum, same reference, dated October 30, 2013. If you have any
questions, please contact Mr. Rick Dunham, Manager, Flight Procedure Standards Branch,
AFS-420, at (405) 954-4164.
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	AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM
	Instrument Procedures Group
	October 27, 2009
	HISTORY RECORD
	FAA Control #  09-02-291
	Subject:  Straight-in Minimums NA at Night
	Background/Discussion: 
	The user community has raised questions concerning certain instrument approach procedure (IAP) charts containing the statement “Straight-in minimums NA at night” when circling minimums for the approach are authorized, and where  a circle-land-maneuver to that runway is authorized using another IAP that serves the airport.  NBAA offers two examples, Hayden, CO (HDN) and Brewton, AL (12J), where straight in minimums are not authorized at night (see attached HDN RNAV (GPS) Rwy 28 and 12J VOR/DME Rwy 30).  However, in both cases, circling minimums published on these IAPs remain authorized at night, and an IAP for a different runway authorizes circle to landing on the same runway where the use of the straight-in minimums is not authorized.
	TERPS para. 251 defines the visual portion of the final approach segment and establishes criteria for obstacle clearance in this visual portion based on the assessment of two slopes set at 34:1 and at 20:1.  Chapter 3, paragraph 3.3.3d provides procedures for determining the visibility based on the evaluation of the visual segment of the final approach segment.  (NOTE:  instructions and criteria provided in these two sections for assessment of the visual segment are not in agreement with each other). 
	The visual segment assessment areas differ in dimension depending on whether a straight-in approach (STRAIGHT-IN AREA), circling approach (STANDARD AREA), or straight-in approach not aligned with the runway centerline (OFFSET) is being evaluated.  The purpose of these evaluations is to determine if night operations must be prohibited due to close-in unlighted obstacles or whether visibility minimums must be restricted.
	Penetrations of the 20:1 surface affect the usability of the approach at night.  If a straight-in runway’s 20:1 surface is penetrated, ONE of the following actions is taken:
	3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 1. Adjust the obstacle height below the surface or remove the penetrating obstacles.
	3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 2. Do not publish a VDP, limit minimum visibility to 1 mile/5000 RVR, and take action to have the penetrating obstacles marked and lighted.
	3.3.2 d. (2)(b) 3. Do not publish a VDP, limit minimum visibility to 1 mile/5000 RVR, and publish a note denying the approach (both straight-in and circling) to the affected runway at night [also see paragraph 3.3.2d(2)(d)].
	Penetrations of the 20:1 surface on a circling approach results in the following action:
	3.3.2 d. (2)(c) 20:1 Surface Penetrations (circling runways). Mark and light the penetrating obstacles or publish a note denying night circling to the affected runway (except as noted below).
	An exception is provided in TERPS for certain 20:1 penetrations:
	3.3.2 d. (2)(d) 20:1 Surface Penetrations are sometimes impossible to mark and light. In these cases ONLY, nighttime operations may continue where an operating VGSI set at an angle ≥ 3 degrees serves the runway and its associated OCS is verified to be clear.  The approach chart must be annotated to indicate the straight-in approach procedure or circling operation (as appropriate) is not authorized at night when the VGSI is inoperative
	Since neither of these procedures contain notes referencing the operation of the VGSI, it can be assumed that this exception does not apply to the HDN and 12J examples.
	TERPS 3.3.3 d contains the following NOTE:
	Note 1: The type of visual area assessment conducted and the subsequent results depend on how the runway is used in relation to the procedure being developed. For example, a runway is served by an approach procedure not aligned with the runway centerline, and is authorized for landing from a circling maneuver on another approach procedure to a different runway receives both standard and offset evaluations.  However, it is not necessary to publish the results of a STANDARD area assessment to the runway to which the approach is being developed.
	On the two examples provided, HDN and 12J, the use of the straight-in landing minimums are prohibited at night, which would indicate that the OFFSET assessment area’s 20:1 slope has been penetrated (OFFSET is used because in both cases, the final approach course is not aligned with the runway centerline).  However, as two different approaches to this airport illustrate, circling to the same runway is not prohibited even though the straight-in approach is prohibited.  The only logical explanation is the differing dimensions of the assessment areas for straight-in minimums (OFFSET area) in the case of HDN and 12J) and circling minimums (STANDARD area) to the applicable runway as allowed for by the NOTE shown above.
	As can be seen in these excerpts from TERPS, the STRAIGHT-IN and OFFSET assessment areas are larger in width than the STANDARD (circling) assessment area:
	STANDARD:
	/
	/
	STRAIGHT-IN:
	/
	/
	OFFSET:
	/
	It is likely that the application of the OFFSET assessment area has located offending obstacles that are otherwise missed with the application of the STANDARD assessment area.  Perhaps the difference results from nothing more than the presence of lights, or lack thereof, on the affected obstacles.
	In any event, the fact that an IAP states that use of the straight-in minimums to a runway is not authorized at night while at the same time an IAP serving a different runway allows for circling to the very same runway at night introduces confusion for the pilot.  This practice encourages pilots to conduct the much riskier circle-to-land approach at night in lieu of conducting a stabilized, straight-in approach. 
	Further, it appears that this discrepancy might actually increase the risk of a low altitude encounter with unlighted low, close in obstacles since the circling maneuver by nature is more likely to encounter obstacles at the fringes of the visual obstacle assessment area.  This is especially true for those obstacles that lie between the lateral limits of the STANDARD area and the STRAIGHT-IN or OFFSET areas.
	NOTE:  While the HDN RNAV (GPS) Runway 28 approach straight-in minimums have been NOTAM’d N/A, the 12J VOR/DME Runway 30 approach remains effective (see attached NOTAMS. 
	Recommendations: 
	NBAA recommends the following actions:
	1. Take action to harmonize TERPS paragraph 251 and TERPS chapter 3, paragraph 3.3.3 (d) with respect to visual segment obstacle assessment.
	2. Assess the need to deny landing from a circling approaches to a runway where the STRAIGHT IN or OFFSET assessment results in a denial of the use of the straight-in landing minimums at night for that runway. 
	3. Since circling approaches involve low-altitude flight maneuvers towards the landing runway, additional lateral protection must be provided beyond those stipulated in the STANDARD assessment area.  Therefore, amend TERPS to expand the STANDARD assessment area to encompass the maneuvering necessary to align the aircraft with the final approach segment.
	Comments: 
	This recommendation affects FAAO 8260.3, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS).
	Submitted by:  Richard J. Boll II 
	Organization: NBAA
	Phone:  316-655-8856 
	FAX: 
	E-mail: richard.boll@sbcglobal.net 
	Date: October 18, 2009
	/
	//
	/
	Data Current as of:   Sun, 18 Oct 2009 16:27:00 GMT 
	KHDN   YAMPA VALLEY 
	10/001 - COM EFAS OUTLET 122.0 OTS. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 01 OCT 01:10 2009
	FDC 9/4500 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO.   RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 10, AMDT 1...
	     LPV DA MINIMUMS NA.
	     LNAV/VNAV DA MINIMUMS NA.
	     LNAV MDA MINIMUMS NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 09 OCT 18:22 2009
	FDC 9/4499 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO.
	   RNAV (GPS) RWY 28, ORIG-B...
	     LNAV MDA MINIMUMS NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 09 OCT 18:22 2009
	FDC 9/5427 - FI/T YAMPA VALLEY, HAYDEN, CO.
	   RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 10, ORIG...
	     PROCEDURE NA. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 23 APR 13:26 2009
	K12J   BREWTON MUNI 
	10/306 - OBST TOWER 775 (501 AGL) 11.07 NNW LGTS OTS 
	(ASR 1035440). WIE UNTIL 01 NOV 03:25 2009. CREATED: 17 OCT 03:26 2009
	10/272 - OBST TOWER 459 (253 AGL) 9.28 W LGTS OTS (ASR
	1224653). WIE UNTIL 30 OCT 22:42 2009. CREATED: 15 OCT 22:42 2009
	10/188 - OBST TOWER 625 (400 AGL) 4.34 NNE LGTS OTS (ASR
	1036525). WIE UNTIL 25 OCT 05:02 2009. CREATED: 10 OCT 05:02 2009
	FDC 9/1802 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.
	   GPS RWY 6, ORIG...
	     PROCEDURE NA AT NIGHT. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 03 JUN 18:23 2009
	FDC 9/7088 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.
	   TAKE-OFF MINIMUMS AND (OBSTACLE) DEPARTURE PROCEDURES...
	     NOTE: RWY 12, TREE 199 FEET FROM END OF RUNWAY, 495 FEET RIGHT
	     OF CENTERLINE, 57 FEET AGL/156 FEET MSL. ROAD 1906 FEET FROM END
	     OF RUNWAY, 456 FEET RIGHT OF CENTERLINE, 15 FEET AGL/156 FEET
	     MSL. RWY 30, TREE 92 FEET FROM END OF RUNWAY, 391 FEET RIGHT OF
	     CENTERLINE, 46 FEET AGL/126 FEET MSL. TREE 2654 FEET FROM END OF
	     RUNWAY, 1129 FEET LEFT OF CENTERLINE, 83 FEET AGL/161 FEET MSL.
	     ALL OTHER DATA REMAINS AS PUBLISHED. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 05 MAY 12:45
	2009
	FDC 8/4820 - FI/T BREWTON MUNI, BREWTON, AL.
	   VOR/DME OR GPS RWY 30, AMDT 7...
	     DISTANCE HIHIT (FAF) TO MAP: 4.40 NM.
	     MAP: CEW R-301/23.40 DME.
	     TERMINAL ROUTE: (ITUYU) CEW R-358/14 DME (IAF) ARC TO ROICE
	     (CEW R-301/14 DME) MIN ALT 2300. WIE UNTIL UFN. CREATED: 25 AUG 19:44 2008
	 
	Number of NOTAMs selected: 10 End of Report 
	Initial Discussion - Meeting 09-02:  New issue presented by Rich Boll, NBAA.  Rich stated that NBAA members have raised questions concerning certain instrument approach procedure (IAP) charts that contain the statement “Straight-in minimums NA at night”; however, circling minimums for the same approach are authorized.  Additionally, in some cases a circle-land maneuver to that runway is authorized if using another IAP that serves the airport - Several charted examples were provided in the Recommendation Document - see above.  NBAA believes this scenario introduces confusion for the pilot and also encourages pilots to conduct the much riskier circle-to-land approach at night in lieu of conducting a stabilized, straight-in approach.  This perceived contradiction might actually increase the risk of a low altitude encounter with unlighted low, close-in obstacles since the circling maneuver by nature is more likely to encounter obstacles at the fringes of the visual obstacle assessment area.  This is especially true for those obstacles that lie between the lateral limits of the Standard area and the Straight-in or Offset areas.  TERPS paragraph 251 specifies 3 different visual obstacle assessment areas: Standard, Straight-in, and Offset; however, there seems to be a contradiction between TERPS paragraph 251 and the required actions of TERPS Chapter 3, paragraph 3.3.2d.  Brad Rush, AJW-372, stated that in some cases, minimums are restricted due to survey accuracy.  He questioned whether we should ever allow circling to a runway where an IFR straight-in approach is not authorized at night.  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, concluded that this is a TERPS criteria issue and must be worked through the US-IFPP.  ACTION: ACF-IPG Chair and US-IFPP.
	_______________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 10-01:  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as received from Jack Corman, AFS-420, and Executive Director of the US-IFPP: "If an approach meets straight-in requirements, even though offset, it will receive a straight-in visual segment evaluation using the criteria that accounts for an off-set final segment.  If the evaluation results in mitigation actions that cannot be met at night, night operations FROM THIS APPROACH to that runway will be disallowed.  In these cases, because the aircraft is approaching the runway from a straight-in alignment, the straight-in approach visual segment serves as the circling evaluation to this runway.  Other runways receive a standard evaluation.  Aircraft circling to the example runway from approaches to other runways are not prescribed a path to fly in the circling maneuver.  The standard area assessment evaluates the area where circling aircraft are expected to gain alignment and descend to the runway for landing.  If no mitigation is required for the standard evaluation, night operations to the runway from approaches to other runways will be allowed. ACTION accepted: TERPS will be revised to assure circling to the straight-in approach runway from the straight-in approach (as in the stated example) is not allowed when offending obstacles cannot be mitigated.  The existing visual area dimensions are deemed satisfactory and will not be revised."  Rich Boll, NBAA, stated that he still has concerns with the proposed policy as it continues to allow a circling approach and landing from a published approach to a different runway to the runway where straight-in minimums are NA at night.  He added that the visual assessment area must be larger to account for joining the straight-in assessment area.  Rich recommended, and was supported by others, that consideration should be given to not allowing a circling approach to runways where straight-in minimums are NA at night.  Tom agreed to take the concerns back to the US-IFPP and ask for additional analysis.
	ACTION: ACF-IPG Chair and US-IFPP.
	_________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 10-02:  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following input from T.J. Nichols, the AFS-420 conventional TERPS criteria specialist: "The issue was resolved by the AFS-1 memorandum to AJW-3 dated October 1, 2010.  In summary, only those airports notified of 20:1 penetrations within the three years preceding this memorandum (i.e. Oct 1, 2007 through Sep 30, 2010)  continue to be exempted from compliance with Order 8260.3 paragraph 251 and only for the period specified in AJW's letter to the airport operator.  Tom went on to say that while this response addresses straight-in minimums at night when there are visual surface penetrations, it does not address the original NBAA concern; i.e., if straight in minimums are not authorized at night on a specific approach to a runway, how can an aircraft be allowed to circle to land on that runway from another approach to a different runway?  NBAA believes that circling to a runway where straight-in minimums are not authorized at night should also not be allowed at night.  Tom will take the issue back to AFS-420 and have an answer at the next meeting.  ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP).
	________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 11-01:  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:
	"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.  The Executive Director of the US-IFPP will keep the ACF apprised of the issue status.  ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP).
	________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 11-02:  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as received from T.J. Nichols, the AFS420 lead specialist for conventional TERPS criteria.  "This issue was briefed at the June 2011 US-IFPP meeting where consensus was to reject the previous proposal.  Participants acknowledged that there is an intentional difference in the alignment and dimensions of the different visual areas.  Assuming that the standard visual area to the circling runway is suitable for its purpose, the US-IFPP participants agreed that it is illogical to impose a restriction on the circling approach based on the straight-in or offset analysis which, in many cases is based on a completely different final approach path.  The recommendation was for Flight Standards to determine whether the current standard visual area provides adequate protection for the visual portion of a circling approach from the point the aircraft leaves CMDA.  A request for AFS-450 analysis has been made to evaluate the adequacy of the standard visual area defined in Order 8260.3B, Volume 1, paragraph 3.3.2d.  This request has been forwarded and is pending AFS450 acceptance."  Rick Dunham, AFS-420, briefed that the study is to determine whether the straight-in and circling surfaces can be harmonized.  It will include checking historical aspects behind the current criteria.  Hard data is necessary to support a criteria change.  Rich Boll, NBAA, restated that it is difficult to understand how a straight-in RNAV (GPS) approach is not authorized at night, yet circling to that same runway is allowed.  Steve Serur, ALPA, stated that years ago, some VASI system were locally installed but may not have had a commissioning flight inspection.  He recommended checking the NASR database and if the VASI system has not been formally commissioned, then it shouldn't be used as a mitigation for night operations as it cannot be assumed the obstacle surface is clear.  Tom added that there is a wider area analyzed for a straight-in approach to transition to runway centerline because of the wider final approach trapezoid and the fact that the final approach course may not be aligned with the runway centerline. The circling area is more narrow because the pilot is visual in the circling area and normally descends when aligned with the runway.  Rick added that even though the pilot may be confused, the analysis is safe.  He added there are more and more RNAV (GPS) approaches being published with a "NA at night if VASI inop" note.
	ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP).
	________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 12-01:  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed that, as noted at the last US-IFPP meeting on April 13, research of the history defining the current obstacle areas is on-going within AFS-420 and 450 and AFS-450 is still studying the adequacy of the circling visual segment.  Steve Serur, ALPA, asked whether any check had been made regarding VGSI flight inspections.  Tom responded, no.  Brad Rush, AJV-3B, stated that procedure specialists check the Air-Nav data base when developing procedures.  Tom stated that one would have to assume that the VGSI systems at all Part 139 airports have been flight inspected.  Brad added that if there is no survey for the airport, they must assume 20:1 penetrations exist.  ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP).
	_________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 12-02:  Rick Dunham, AFS-420, briefed that no analysis of straight-in and circling surfaces has been accomplished due to other higher order analysis projects.  This project is on hold pending funding and manpower.  Rick added that the US-IFPP considers the cost-benefit of this study to be marginal in overall impact to NAS operations and could adversely impact the current minimums if the two surfaces are harmonized.  John Collins, GA Pilot, asked about the impact on minima.  Rick responded that the study is looking at harmonizing the surfaces without impacting minimums and that AFS-420 and 450 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP.  ACTION: AFS-420 and AFS-450 (US-IFPP).
	________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 13-01:  Valerie Watson, AJV-3B, briefed the following update from Brad Rush, AJV-3B, who could not attend: "The issue was briefed at the US-IFPP in January and although short-term and long-term solutions are being addressed, nothing concrete has developed thus far.  AFS-420, AFS-460 and AeroNav Products have determined a short term fix that can be implemented reasonably, is to change the terminology of the subject notes. Instead of using notes indicating "straight-in" or "circling", the recommendation is to indicate "Night Landing".  An example of such notes would be: “Night landing: RWY 9, 27, 32 NA and RWY 14, 26 requires use of VGSI”.  NBAA has been coordinated with on the subject note and agrees with the concept.  Work will continue on the issue and a recommendation will be provided to the US-IFPP in June."  Bob Lamond asked whether the NBAA note recommendation regarding the VGSI use is still under consideration: "Night landing: RWY 9, 27, 32 NA; RWY 14, 26 operational VGSI required, remain on or above visual glidepath until threshold".  Tom responded that nothing is final yet; however, there is concern the NBAA-proposed language is overly wordy.  An extract of the US-IFPP minutes and example notes are provided here (    ).  AFS-420 will continue to track the issue through the US-IFPP and make changes to FAA Order 8260.19 as necessary.
	ACTION: AFS-420 (US-IFPP).
	________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 13-02:  Rich Boll, NBAA, presented an addendum to the original recommendation Document (  ).  NBAA is concerned over a recent proliferation of NOTAMS affecting straight-in and/or circling minima on instrument approach procedures.  The NOTAMs specify that straight-in and circling minimums are NA at night.  Without straight-in or circling minima, the affected approaches are not authorized at night since there is no way to complete the approach.  Pilots should not request nor should ATC issue a clearance for an approach where both straight-in and circling minima are "NA".  When this situation occurs, NBAA believes Order 8260.19 should clearly state that the procedure itself must NA at night.
	Tom Schneider, AFS-420, stated that AFS-420 agrees with this proposal and has included the following change to current paragraph 8-54m(2)(a) in Order 8260.19F  "If unable to authorize night minimums (e.g., when both straight-in and circling minimums are not authorized at night), use: “Chart note:  Procedure NA at night."  Tom also noted that additional changes have been made to the draft Order as briefed at the last ACF meeting. 
	Brad Rush, AJV-3B, commented on draft Order 8260.19F, paragraph 8-54m(2)(h) note that states “remain on or above the VGSI glide path until threshold” portion not being necessary and in fact redundant.  The group initially concurred.  Bill Hammett, AFS-420 (ISI/Pragmatics Contract Support), said the Order is still out for formal coordination so comments can still be made.  Tom asked if NBAA agreed with removing the comment portion in subparagraph (h).  Rich Boll, NBAA, had questions on this and subparagraph (g), and then presented a PowerPoint discussion on operations, surfaces, and minima from the NBAA perspective.  A copy of Rich’s presentation is provided here: (   ). He concluded prohibitions on operations at night must be consistent for the affected runway across all charts.  NBAA believes surfaces should be aligned, and should protect aircraft on the visual portion of an approach, and until this is accomplished FAA needs to stop applying TERPS paragraph 3-3-2.  Lev Prichard, APA, stated that circling approaches should be almost obsolete since current rules allow a straight-in RNAV approach to be developed nearly everywhere.  Therefore, current policy is forcing pilots to fly a more risky circling maneuver.  Kel Christianson, AFS-470 said the note in subparagraph (h) is there as mitigation for 20:1 visual surface obstacle penetrations.  Tom asked Rich again, specifically about the note in subparagraph (h) regarding remaining on or above the VGSI.  Rich stated the note should remain in support of Kel’s comment.  A group discussion followed.  Bob Lamond, NBAA, emphasized that NBAA wants action on this issue ASAP as it is impacting operations.  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, asked what harm does the note do.  Val Watson, AJV-3B, responded that is takes up "white space" on the chart and that providing pilot guidance is not the purpose of an approach chart.  John Moore, Jeppesen, supported Val's position adding that pilot guidance should be contained in the AIM, IPH, etc.  John Frazier, Advanced Aircrew Academy, stated that if we start publishing notes to advise pilots to stay on or above the VGSI, will there be pilots that think if there is no note, they don't have to follow the VGSI.  Kel stated that the VGSI is used to support a waiver and was concerned to hear comments that pilots may not be following the VGSI.  John Collins, GA Pilot, stated that he supports the note as it is rulemaking under Part 97.  If the VGSI is used to mitigate 20:1 surface penetrations, then it should be so noted.  After the discussion, Tom said we will retain note as is, and reminded the group this was the direction decided upon at the last ACF.  Bruce DeCleene, AFS-400, opened a discussion regarding charting unlit obstacles.  Tom said we have forced obstacles to be lit, but this does not work in every case.  Brad stated charting all unlit obstacles would result in a black blob on chart.  Rich again questioned suspending 3-3-2 (c) until issue brought up by NBAA addressed.  Tom said this would need to be brought up in AFS-400, since there are possibly bigger ramifications. 
	Tom also briefed the following update as received from John Bordy, the AFS-420 conventional TERPS criteria specialist: “In June 2013, the US-IFPP designated AFS-420 to lead a working group to develop a recommended position related to all aspects of visual segments, to include using VGSI to mitigate 20:1 visual surface penetrations.  To date, no working group has been convened due to other commitments; however there has been other significant activity by AFS-400 relating to 20:1 penetrations.  These include, but are not limited to: 
	1) The issuance of a waiver in September to allow the temporary use of VGSI in lieu of obstruction lighting prior to receiving explicit approval from AFS.  
	2) A waiver was issued in September to temporarily mitigate 20:1 penetrations that exceed the lateral boundaries of localizer/LP signals (ILS, LOC, LPV, LP IAPs only).  
	3) Additionally, in September, representatives from AFS-400 participated in a "tiger team" along with representatives of Mission Support Services, AeroNav Products (AJV-3) and the Airports Division (AAS-100) to develop risk-based requirements (assessment, response times, NOTAM actions, etc.) related to the discovery of 20:1 penetrations.  The tiger team's recommendations are currently under management review.  
	4) AFS-400 is also considering issuing a waiver that will allow application of a beginning straight-in/offset visual surface width of +/- 200 ft for CAT A/B aircraft on all IAPs that have CAT A/B minimums published even when higher CAT minimums are established to the same runway.
	5) Lastly, John stated that during the October 23 AFS-400 Division Manager's meeting, Bruce DeCleene, Manager, AFS-400, stated this ACF issue is being added to the Division's One Plan.  He directed that AFS-450 work hand-in-hand with the Airport Obstructions Standards Committee (AOSC) to acquire data so an objective analysis can be made regarding what area needs to be considered when assessing visual surfaces.  The AOSC, through MITRE, has already collected much data that could be used for analysis of straight-in procedures; but, it's likely AFS-450 will need to obtain additional data related to aircraft alignment with the landing runway following a circling maneuver.  An AOSC working group telcon is scheduled prior to the ACF meeting where John Bordy, AFS-420, will bring this issue up to the members to ensure all are on board as well.  John has also agreed to keep the ACF informed of future actions of the working group.”
	Bruce DeCleene, AFS-420, provided a brief recap on 20:1 visual surface penetrations.  The VGSI angles are usually reasonably coincidental with the approach VDA.  More and more 20:1 penetrations are being noted and there is increased pushback from users regarding minima/procedure loss on procedures that have been in place for many years.  We need to look at risk.  If the risk is low, then give the airport time to fix the problem.  If the risk is high, then amend or cancel the procedure.  If the risk is medium, then apply a combination of the above.  This would be a near term solution.  For long term, we need to determine why there is an increase in penetrations and we need to study the effectiveness of using VGSI as mitigation.  We also need to assess what data we currently have on the surfaces in question, and collect new data using the best technology available.  John Collins, GA Pilot, stated that “Procedure NA at night” NOTAMs affect more GA airports and he believes FAA is attempting to apply an airline solution for all airports when GA can easily accept a 4 degree descent angle.  Bruce responded that the goal is to provide a descent angle to get all aircraft into a position to land.  The preference is to not always use 3 degrees, rather to use an angle that coincides with the VGSI.  He stated that he is a strong proponent for vertically guided approaches and if there is vertical guidance available to a runway, then it should be used.  John agreed; however, adding that vertical guidance is not as substantial for GA operations. 
	Status:  AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP. 
	Item Open AFS-420 (US-IFPP)].
	_______________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 14-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed on a slide provided by John Bordy, AFS-420. (    )  Bob Lamond, NBAA, then briefed on an NBAA slide (    ) example (Ft. Dodge, IA.) where a 3 foot furrow of dirt in the adjacent farmer’s field penetrates the 20:1 surface and has rendered night operations NA.  Jay Jackson, AJV-22, discussed 20:1 mitigations (about 2500 of them in system), and stated that for an obstacle, from a data base perspective, the solution seems simple for airports to advise the FAA when one of these minor obstacles is removed so that it can be mitigated. Bob re-emphasized that a plow furrow in a farm field should not constitute a 20:1 penetration, stressing that this is not logical and questioned if criteria could take situations like this into account. AFS-420 will continue to monitor progress on this issue.
	Status:  AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP.  Item Open AFS420 (US-IFPP).
	_________________________________________________________________________
	MEETING 14-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, provided an update (    ) from John Bordy, AFS-420, showing the current standard and what changes are in progress. Rick Dunham, AFS-420, advised this may change before FAA Order 8260.3C is finalized, and stated that the guidance will harmonize the visual straight-in and circling issue, along with a number of 20:1 issues. Tom said the last slide will be submitted at January 2015 US-IFPP. Rick has done some ad-hoc coordination with US-IFPP members via email and received verbal concurrence on proposed changes.  Kevin Bridges, AIR-130, inquired about the splay to be used, stating his concern on flight check of obstacles.  Rick said they will report any obstacles they see along edges. Rick discussed safety case and data risk management methods used to warrant this change. Vincent Massimini, MITRE, asked if the intent is to prohibit night landings on instrument approaches. Tom stated that policy in FAA Order 8260.19 has changed and addresses “instrument” flight procedures and this does not impact operations conducted under VFR. Rick advised that a memo is being finalized to change the current FAA Order 8260.3B criteria immediately (not wait for FAA Order 8260.3C publication). Rich Boll, NBAA, asked about procedure revisions and Brad Rush, AJV-344, said policy when reviewing a procedure is to review “all” runway visual areas at same time at the airport. 
	Status:  AFS-420 will continue to work the issue through the US-IFPP.  Item Open: AFS420 (US-IFPP).
	_________________________________________________________________________
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