Addendum

Preambles to amendments to Civil Air Regulations, Part 60

NOTE

Part 60 of the Civil Air Regulations was last reprinted on May 15, 1961.
This was not a general revision of the Pari, but only a reprint ta incorporate
outstanding amendments and to make minor editorial changes. Beginning
with Amendment 60-25, the preambles 1o the amendments are being issued
along with the page revisions which corccel the 1ext. These preambles may
be retained in this addendum seetion or discarded.
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Amendment 60-25

Regulation of Aircraft Spead Adopted: November 13, 1961
Effective: December 19, 1961
Published: November 17, 1961

(26 F.R. 10752}

Draft Release No. 61-0, published in the Tederal HEeglator on May 5, 1861 (268 F.R.
400U, gave notice that the Federal Aviation Agener had ywler consldecntion a proposal &
amend Part 6 of the Civil Air Regalations to probibit the flighr of arriving aireraft
at airspeads in excess of 230 knots indicated airspeed (IAR) while in the nirspace below
14,300 feet mean sea level (m.sl.) within 50 miles of the destinatlon airport. Reasons for
the proposal were st forlh in Dhraft Release No. 81-9. In recognition of the significanee
of a regulatory program fo govern aireraft speed, Draft Release No. 61-94 provided
additional time for interested persons to study the proposal and develop their comments.

Written comment received in response to Draft Release No. 61-9 revealed both strong
endorsement and strotg opnosition. The Aireraft Owners and Pilots Association. long
on record as advoeating a speed linit inore stringent than the one under consideration,
and the General Aviation Couneil supported (he proposed rule. as did most of the com-
menta from general aviation interests. The Air Line Pilots Association agreed with the
general principles proposed. but tempered itz endorsenient with the recommendations that
the area of applicability be reduced and that the ceiling of the applicable airspace be
establizhed at 10,000 feet m.sl. Aerospuce Industries Association endorsed the propnsal
bat recommended clarification of (he term “arriving pircecaft.” The Natinnal Business
Alreraft Association also endorsed the proposal, taking the position that lts advantages
ontweigh its disadvantages, The Air Transnort Association voiced strong opposition to
the pronosed rule, emphasizing the economic burden that 1t feelg wenrld be imposed by
its adoption and contending also that adoption of the rule wonld not necessarily increase
sifety. The Air Line Dispatehers Associntion commented that pablication of the proposed
rule appears tn be an admission that the air traffic eontrol arstem caonot cone with the
aotitral prohlems of the jet age.

Due¢ ta the significance of the proposal and to obtain as mueh additional information
a3 (Hiesible relative to the suhject. it was determined (bat Interesied personz should be
pEevided an opportanity to elaborare orally upoen their views at an informal conference
in an effnrt to determine nn aphraach which would meet the needs of flight safeiy while
redneing the hardzhip and ineonvenience insefar as possible.  Aecrcordinglr, fn informal
conference was held on Angust 24, 1961, attended by representatives of mast of those
organizations previonsly eommenting in writing to the Agency.

Very little additional or new argument, either pro or con, was introduced at the
conference. Moast of the discussion wa#, in subsianee, a relteration of written comment
previonsly considered. One contention was to the effect that to require aireraft to operate
at speeds of 250 knots or less wonld frequently worle to the disadvantage of the air traffic
control system. While there is some validily in thiz point and there are andoubtedly
oceasinns when the maintenance of a hizher apeed would work to the advantage of both
pitit and eontroller, such occasions are considered to be the exception rather than the
rule, To pecuiit deviation at the dizcretion of the contraller wonld =hifl an undersirable
degree of the operational eontrol of the airceraft from the pilot to the air traffic eontroller.

Some commentators stated that the proposal gave exeessive Intitude to military
operations by permitting flight at speeds above 250 knots TAS wider certain conditions.
While the rvequirement for certain aireraft to be onerated at higher speeds was not
digputed, coneern was cxpressed relative to the language of the rule, specificully with
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reiperi to the term “military normal operating proceditres” This term was extracted
from the fight oyerating manuals nsed by the military to describe maneuvers and
operational characteristics of a partictlar tFpe of aircraft and to speeify standard
operating practices. It is conzidered to be an adequate term to deseribe the speeds
specified therein. az well as speeds preseribed for military high altitude instrument
approachez and for soch operations as overhead approaches and formation flichts. In
view of the uninoe operating characteristics aod the operational renuircments of military
tactical aireraft and rcertain other hizh performance alreraft, it 1s considered necessary
to provide for certain of those operations since soch actlon i= In 1he pablic {nterest by
reason of the reqnirement for an adequate national defense.

Some epmmentis eontended that the proposal should limit the speed of departing
and en route aireraft. The Agencr did not at that time have, nor has it now, g solution
to the prohlem of applicability and degree of restriction which should he applied to these
iwo phases of flight. However. efforts will be continued in the belief that a solution ean
be foond which will serve this purpose withoul imposing an unreasonable hardship upon
osers. A speed regmlarinn which woald apply to these (wo phnses of flight may well
be the subject of & later proposal.

It was sugeested that the speed limitation be confined to high zetivity airports instead
of the “acrass the board” pelicy as proposed. While it is true that such a limitation is
more apparent when applied ©n areas of demse air traffie. the maneuvering of arriving
aircraft in the airspace in the vicinity of an airpart makez a speed Mmit a natural re-
quirement since alt airerafr landing at = particolar airport are converging into the same
genernl airspce. It is dnring this phase of flight that fhe pilol must alse he prepatred,
with little oF oo walice. v enter a hotding pattect, 1o torn his airerafs to 4 new conrse
or, in some niber wav, wn adjast fight aperations. Obviously, reduced zpeed affords the
pilnt more time to scat. reaet and aveid a potentially hazardous situation. It is the
relatinoshin of nne aircrait to aootber. regardless of location or time of day, which creates
® potentially bhazardous sitnation. Therefore. the Apency is convinced that regmlating
the speed of all arriving aircrafr is a sound approach to the problem.

Tt was endiended that a new regmlatino would be nnneressayy if section 6013 were
npdaied 1 revise the applicable altspeeds and i fhe size of High Dencsity Alr Traffic
Zones wers invreased. The Ageney bus falken action { Ameniiment 60-24) to eliminate such
Znmies alil tn appls eommunications and speed requirements to o greater number of air-
pores.  Sinee Amepdment 624 iz applicable solely to flight operations eonducted In the
immediate cicinity of certain airports, {t has been eoncluded that additional speed limita-
tions are required 1o cope with potential hazards nutside these areas.

It was contended that the air traffic control svstem should be improved to provide
unrestrictive service to high speed aireraft. The Ageney does not question the validity
of this recommendation from the point of view of its proponents. The capacities and
limitations nf the present day traffic control system are a matter of common knowledge
tiv al]l nserz.  Existing control procedares have been devised in contimuoing consultation
with the aviation eaumutiity in the light of theze capacities and Hmitations. Theorsetical
optimwat wonld, of conrsze, permit unrestricted speeds by alf aireraft but the means of
achieving thiz idealized srate are not at hand, In the meantime, in order to emphasize
safety standards aond facilitate their application within the capabilities of the air traffic
control service, it i2 necessary tn impose certain restrictions on the flow of air traffie.

It was recominended that the proposal be amended so that speed reduction would
te acenmplizhed < . . . within a speeified distance not less than 20 naatical miles wor
more than 60 naotical miles from the ajrport of destination and that the points at which
aireraft must reach the speed limit be deplered on acromautieal charis . .. The rule
adopted herein specifiez that ateeraft must be operated at or below 259 knots when within
30 mantical miles of the destination airpart but permits the pilet tea begin reduction of
speed ar the point he cansiders to be best snited to eurrent fight conditions. A= a praetieal
mateer. some pilots may besin 2 speed reduoction when within 60 nautical miles of the
destination : nthers. hawever, depending on the equipment being flown, mayx clect to redace
speed ar a greater or lesser distance. The rule is considered to be lesg restrictive than
the revomnmendation and. therefare, preferable.  The feasibility of depicling the area or
the point where the specd resnlation wonld 4ppdy or hegin on fcronantical oharts was
alsn enosidered in the development of the proposal. Awnalvsis of many posgibilities indi-
cated that te chart such areas or points wonld create additional “clutter” to the charts.
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