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. PURPOSE. The Federal Aviation Agency is

investigating several regulatory areas where
preliminary studies have indicated a need for
rule making action. To more fully explore
these problems, by obtaining opinions and rec-
ommendations from the aviation publie, the
Agency is scheduling a series of informal con-
ferences. This advisory circular is for the
purpose of notifying the public of the location
and date of these conferences, to invite the
participation of interested persons at the meet-
ings, and to solicit the written views of inter-
ested persons should they wish to participate
in this manner.

. REFERENCE. Civil Air Regulations, Part 60

{Federn]l Avintion Regulations, Part 91
{New)). Notice 63-8, dated February 20,
1963. Special Clivil Air Regulation No. SR-
445.

. COMMENTS. Written comments should be

submitted prior to October 11, 1963, and
should be addressed to the Chief, Regulations
and Procedures Division, AT-300, Federal
Aviation Agency, Washington, D.C. 20553
Because of the lnrge number of comments
anticipated, we will be unable to acknowledge
their receipt. However, you may be assured
that all comments will be given careful con-
sideration and may form part of the basis for
discussion at the meetings.

. CONFERENCE SCHEDULE. Each conference

will be scheduled for a two day period. Meet-

ings will convene at the locations indicated be-
low at 9: 30 a.m. local time.

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA—
October 18 and 19, 1963.
Sheraton Motor Inn
39th and Walnut Streets

BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA—OQctober 18
and 19, 1963,
Airport Motel
Municipal Airport

DES MOINES, IOWA—October 22 and
23, 1963,
Airport Shelter House
Municipal Airport

HOUSTON, TEXAS—OQOctober 22 and 23,
1963,
Houston Airport Inn
International Airport

DENVER, COLORADO—October 25 and
26, 1963.
Ken Sair Hangar
Jefferson County Airport

PHOENIX, ARIZONA—October 25 and
26, 1963,
Group Operations and Training Bldg,,
Arizona ANG 82nd Street and Watkins
Road, Sky Harbor Airport

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON-—October 29
and 30, 1963.
Seattle Hilton Inn
South 176th and Highway 99
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OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA—October 28
and 30, 1963,
Savern’s Restaurant, Main Terminal
Building Oakland International Airport

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA--November 1
and 2, 1963,
Room 8J, FAA Headquarters Building
632 Sixth Avenus

HONOLULU, HAWAII—November 1 and
2, 1963.
Moana Hotel
2365 Kalakaua Avenue

5. AGENDA.
a. The agenda for the first day of the meet-
ings will be ns follows:

(1) Egquipment Malfunction Reports—
concerning the advisability of expand-
ing Special Regulation No. 445 to in-
clude VFR flights and to require pilot
reports of in-flight malfunction of
such things as propeller, power plant,
and hydraulic system.

(2) Listing of Alternate Airports—should
the pilot be allowed to omit the alter-
nate airport from his IFR flight plan
when weather at his destination is
above certain minimums?

(3) Adoption of the Nautical Mile—con-
sideration of adopting one unit of
measurement, the nautical mile, as a
national standard for aviation.
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(4) Control Zone Weather—should VFR
operations, at a satellite airport lo-
cated within a control zone, continue to
be predicated on the weather being
reported at the airport upon which the
control zone is based?

b. The agenda for the second day will be:

(1) Qperations at Airports Without a
Control Tower—relating to the stand-
ardizing of traffic pattern flight pro-
cedures at airports where there is no
control tower to provide airport traffic
control service.

For your convenience, a more detailed discus-
sion of these items is provided by the attachment
to this advisory circular.

6. NOTIFICATION. So that we may know of the
approximate attendance at each meeting,
plense complete the tenr-off portion of this
circular and return it prior to October 11,
1963. If you will be representing an organi-
zation or corporation, please so indicate.

ﬁ r Lee E. WARREN

Director
Atr Traffic Service
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Attachment 1.

Equipment Malfunction Reporis

Special Civil Air Regulation No. 445 requires a pilot
to inform ATC when certain of his navigation or com-
munications equipment falls while operating IFR in con-
trolled airsprce. This I8 intended to give ATC notice
that the pllot may not be able to fully comply with the
requirements of the system and may require special con-
trol handling, or that an emergency situation may
develop. This notice to ATC, therefore, allows for a
more complete and efficlent uge of the air traffic control
tools and thereby provides for the safe conduct of the
flight.

Experience shows that this regulatlon haa been very
beneficinl and well accepted. In fact, pllots frequently
submlt reports on other items voluntarily. We are con-
sidering expanding the regulation to Include failure of
such components as propelier, power plant, or hydraulic
system, In addition, VFR operatlons would be included
if an ATC facillty exists at the destination,

Listing of Alternate Airport

A pilot operating IFR In controlled alrspace is re-
quired under Part 60 to list an alternate airport regard-
less of the wenther forecast fur his destination alrport.
The minimum wenther requirements for his alternate
are Hsted in Section 6042 of Part 60. Alr carrier and
mititary pilots are not reguired to list an alternate when
weather conditlons at destination are above certuin specl-
fied minlmums, The point of issue 1s whether this same
privitege should not be extended tn general aviatien
pilots as weil,

Another conslderation is: Which airports inay be listed
as alternates? Section 60.42 permits listlng of any air-
port as an alternate go long as It has the weather minl-
mums required by that section. In the extreme, this
allows llsting an alternate where the wenther 18 actually
helow the prescribed landing minimums or lsting one
where there l# no weather reporting rervice or Instru-
ment approauch aid. To exciude all such airports, how-
ever, would resu!t in a change in the present Part €0
requirements and might work a hardship on pllots In
certaln areas,

Adoption of the Knot/Nautical

Mile as the Standard Measvrement Unit
Since October 1, 19564, thig Agency has had a polley
which allows for the joint use of the nautical mile and
the statute mile as units of measurement in aviation,
This provides that all air carrler and military pllots
shail use nautleal mlles for all purposes except for visi-
bility values, Clvil pilots may use efther, but are en-
eournged to use nautienl references. For all operational
purposes except visibility, the Agency unses nautical
miles; however, the controller will convert the Informa-

tion to statute miies upon reqguest of the eivil pilot.
Although the aviation user has fully cooperated In this
plan, the disadvantage of a dual stapdard has become
apparent. For example, 8 weather report gives the wind
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velocity in knots and the vislbiilty in statute miles, Afr-
way widths are designated in statufe miles while the
distance along the sairways Is shown on the chart in
nauticatl miley only.

This dunl standnrd often creates ambiguities when
control procedures are applied and during coordinatlon
with avlation interests. One person may be referring to
nautical miles while the other is thinking of statute
miles. To resolve this, the Agency ls considering whether
a single unit—the nautical mile—should be adopted as
the aviation standard, [f so, complete change-over would
be on a gradual basls as individual changes were made to
currently published statute inile meagsurements.

Control Zone Weather

Section 60.30 of Part 60 states in part that alreraft
shall not be flown VFR within a control zone beneath the
ceiling when the celling is less than 1,000 feet. It also
states that no person shall take off or land an alrcraft,
or enter the traffic pattern of an alrport within a con-
trol zone, when the ground vistbility Is less than three
miles. Ground visibllity, as contalned in CAR 60.60, is
defined ar follows: “The average range of vislon in the
vielnity of an airport as reported by the U.8. Weather
Burenu, or, if unavallable, by an accredited observer.”

The official Agency Interpretation 1s that the latest
1.8, Weather Bureau report for the master airport In
n control zone governs the operations at all airports with-
in that control zone. It has been recommended that the
rule he amended so that operatlons at another alrport
within a contrel zone will be governed by the weather at
that alrport, rather than by the wenther belng reported
at the master alrport.

Operation on and in the Vicinlty
of Airports Without a Control Tower

Examination of data concerning mld-alr collislons,
gathered over the past 20 years, reveals that a significant
proportion oceurs in daylight and during good weather.
Most of these collisions have occured with one or both
of the planes in the landing or approach phase of flight,
or while In an airport traffic pattern. In most cases the
alrport was uncontrolled.

On February 20, 1983, the Agency issued an advance
notice of proposed rule making (Notice 63-8) which
described the varlous issues invelved for operations at
uncontrolled airports and listed 10 {tems which were
congidered to be the major elements of a proposed regu-
latlon to standardize traffic pattern flight procedures.
The arguments presented in the notice were those which
we have formulated over the years, based on our own
study of the matter and the comments received from
users. We have recelved considerable public comment on
the uncontrolled alrport proposal and have prepared &
brief summary of those comments to be used as a basis
for discussion of the variour elements at the rulex con-
ference meetings,
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Traffic Pattern Components. While there were several
suggestions for minor changes in the traffic pattern com-
ponenty, the muajority of the comments recommended
adoption of the component definitions as written in the
notice. Included in the comments were recomunendations
for such changes as:

(a} elimination of the requirement for a flnal ap-
prounch of at teast 1,000 feet ;

(b) incluston of speclfied maximum and miplmum
distances from the airport for all leps of the
pattern; and

(¢) establishiment of a circular pattern for larger
and faster alrcraft.

However, suggestions of this type were in the minority.
The consensus ig that a 1,000’ final j5 very desirable but
that In the Interest of slmpliclty, Nmitations of this type
must be kept to a minimum. Also, since there was no
safety advantage of a circular paitern over a rectangular
pattern, the rectangular pattern-~which is the one most
commonly used at uncontrolled atrports and best for In-
experienced pilots—should be adopted as the standard.

While there was only one comment to the effect that
the suggested standard components were so detalled and
precise as to be lmpractical, there were a few who felt
that differences in terrain, tall structures, adjacent air-
ports etc., would complicate application of the compo-
nents at many locations.

Traffic Pattern Entry. There were quite a few com-
ments which proposed only one entry polnt—hetween
45° and $0° to the downwind leg, about midfield. This
would provide a commaon entry polnt and the pllot would
he especlally vigilant as he entered that one area. Others
advocated elther 45° entry to any leg, except base or
finnl, or struight-ln on the upwind, downwind, or cross-
wind teg. The argument for straight-in entry on the
four corners of the pattern is that the aireraft enters
in stralght and Jevel flight, altlowing maxhmum view and
opportunkty for proper spacing, Still others want nothing
to do with entry on crosswind because of the hazard
of conflictlng with depnrting aireraft. Another group
conalders it just as safe to enter on any leg so long as
vigilance is maintained and the direction of landing has
heen determined. They add that the less time in the pat-
tern, the more safety. Severul commenters felt that to
reguiate entry procedures wounld he to deprive the pilot
of using his beat judgment in each clrcumstance,

Traffic Pattern Altitudes. Comments favoring a
standnrd teaffle pattern altitude were almost three times
those favoring =eparate altitudes for small and large
nirernft. The overwheliming majority favored 1,000 feet
above the surface while n few deslred 600, 700 or 80O
feet or n varinble standard hetween 500 and 1,000 feet.
The ndvantage cited for using one altitude for all alr-
craft was that this makes it easier to see and be seen.
1t wau brought out that In addition to the possibility of
the view bheing blocked by the wing, & lower alrcraft
htends in with the terraln therehy reduclng its con-
splenlty, Variations suggested to the standard altitude
would set up n lower altitude for agriculturel alreraft
and for local training flights in the pattern. It was
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frequently noted that a natural segregation of traffic
would exist because of the maneuvering room required
by the different types of aircraft.

Those advocating separate nltitudes did so because a
standard—which would probably have to be about 1,000
feet to accommodate large alreraft—would necessarlly
slow down all traffic because it would force smailler and
slower alrcraft to spend more time getting to and from
troffic pattern altitude. Several others commented that
variatlons of terrnin, obstructlons, and populated areas
would not lend themselves to a standardized altitude
rule. It was said thut safety would be derogated because
the pllot's judgment would be replaced by an inflexible
regulation.

Atreraft Speed. The comments ran better than two
to one in favor of the establishment of a llmitation on
aireraft speed within traffic patterns, Arguments in
fuvor of n speed limitation were that this would enhance
the see and be seen concept of traffic separation and
that 1t would prevent the haeardous situation created
by nalreraft entering a pattern at excessive speed and
slowlng down at the very last moment. Some of those
aopposed to the establishment of trafic pattern speed
Hmitatlons felt that the existing requirementa of § 60.27
were sufficient ; some felt that there would be a natural
laterai separation of alrcraft due to speed differentials;
and others felt that altitude separation should be pro-
vided te resolve the problem. Still othera malntain that
no rexl problem exists In thiz area since alrcraft nor-
mally decrease speed upon entering a traffic pattern.

Suggestions concerning specific speed limits varled
grently. The recommendations for maximum speed ran
from 120 knotx to 200 knots, and from suggestions for a
very general rule requiring a “safe and reasonable
speed” to suggestions for specflc maximums for each
type alreraft. Some suggested maximum allowable gear
down speed, and others that the rule reguire that all
aireraft with flaps be required to enter the pattern with
filap= one half down. The most generally endorsed limits,
however, were those which are presently prescribed In
CAR 60,18 (n) (2} for operations at tower controtled alr-
ports,

Cabmwind, Crosswind, and Dowenwind Operations, The
large majorlty favored operation as indicated by the
ianding direction Indicator, if installed ; otherwise, on or
purallel to the runway most nearly allgned Into the wind.
Exceptions were recommended in training situatlons and
when snfety dictates use of a different runway. However,
some connnents were very definitely against any requlre-
ment to use the runway indieated by such a device.
These persnns sald that in far too many cases the in-
dlentor 18 inoperative hecause it is tled down, the
mechanizsm §s stuck, or the field attendant has not had
time to change it to the proper direction.

There was strong feeling that wind direction indicators
ghonlid be required—or at least encouraged—on all un-
controlled aleports, and that thelr design and location
shauld he standardized. Tt was alzo frequently recom-
mended that each uncontrolied airport have n ealmwind
runway established, published, and marked. Seome sug-
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gest prohibiting all downwind and crosswind operations,
and others maintaln that no regulation on this subject
could, or should, be substituted for the pilot’s Judgment.

En route operations, On the question of a provision
which would require avoldance of traffic patterns by
en route aircraft, there was virtualliy unanimous agree-
ment that the lack of such provision would seriously der-
ogate the effectiveness of all other traffic pattern proce-
dures. Many recommended a provision requiring strict
avoldance of traffic patterns by en route aireraft, with no
exceptions. It was pointed out that a rule of this type
would provide maximum safety and would be most bene-
flefal in the long run. The majority, however, favor an
“avold or conform" provislon, for simpllcity and ease of
understanding and becanuse low ceflings would otherwise
completely biock en route traffic in some arens.

A prereguisite to any avoldance rule, however, is an
established criterin on what constltutes avoidance. On
this point, there was greater varlance in the comments.
Suggestions for a specific luteral distance varied from

- one to five miles, with the largest number favoring three

mites. However, there were many who favored the more
general requirement that en route aircraft remain “well
clear™ of traffie patterns. In the matter of vertical clear-
ance, suggestions varied from “above trafiic pattern aiti-
tudes™ to “1,000 feet above traffic pattern altitudes,” and
from 1,200 feet zbove the alrport to *3,000 feet above
the airport.” By nactunl count, “500 feet above traffic
pattern altitude” received the strongest endorsement,
with "1500 feet ahove the alrport” running a close
second. (In fact, many considered these to be basleally
the same requirement.) The suggestion that en route
aireruft be required to fly at least 2,000 feet above un-
controlled aieports was next in velume, the primary ob-
jective here being to keep the requirement consistent
with the present requirement at tower controlled air-
ports.  Another suggestion which received substantial
support was that 1,200 feet above the airport be adopted
a8 the minimum, so that the minimum would be con-
sistent with the base of control areas.

Another question frequenily addressed was: At which
alrports would an avoldance rule apply? It was sug-
gested that uncontrolled nirports would have to be classi-
fted according to traffic volume since i8 1s not necessary
or practleal to require avoldance of very small, light
activity airports and landing strips. As the comments
point out, alrports—as defined in FAR-I—include all
areas of land or water that are used or intended to be
used for the landing and take-off of sircraft. Many of
these are not readily discernible to pilots in the alr and
are not shown on navigatlon charts. It was not con-
gidered practical to require avoldance of these airports
when there is no traffic In the pattern, especially In
areas where there 18 a hlgh concentration of alrports.

Straight-in Approaches. Commenters Invariably had
strong views either for or against straight-in approaches,
There were many who would absolutely forbld them be-
cause the pilot on stralght-in frequently only can as-
sume which 18 the active runway, his alreraft is hard to
see, and the pilot (especially students) in the traffic pat-
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tern is likely to be concentrating on the touchdown point
rather than “way out” on final. It was feit that the
trafic, wind, and runway condltion Information gained
by entering the traffic pattern more than offsets the re-
duced flylng tlme and economie considerations cited as
advantages of the straight-in approach,

There was also considerable support for the straight-
in approach. It was stressed that the pattern entry
which requires the least amount of maneuvering will
give the pilot more time to scan the area for other
traffic, and that less time in the alr means more safety.
Differences Iin maneuverabllity, speed, visibility, and
altltade requlrements were pointed out as reasons to
allow stralght-Ins for large alrcraft. Those advocating
straight-ins recognized the obligation to give way to con-
flicting traffic In the regular pattern. Others conditioned
their appreval of such operations on there being an
advisory service on the airport or the intention te make
a stralght-In belng broadeast over Unicom.

Right-of-way. The premise set forth In the notice-—that
en route aireraft or aireraft entering a traffic pattern
should give way to aircraft already In the pattern—was
given substantial support. The majority of the comments
indicated that this should be reflected in the regulations.
There were several comments, however, which took the
posltion that the existing regulations are clear and ade-
quate, and that no further rule making in this area I8
necessary, It was also noted that about four tralning
atreraft, conducting touch and go operations, could effec-
tively close an airport to other traffic desiring to land or
take off. Some commenters feel that cooperativeness, alr-
manship and good judgement arve the only practical
solutions to the problem of right-of-way in the trafilc
pattern at an uncontrolled alrport.

In regard to the question of right-of-way during cross-
wind and downwind operations and durlng straight-ln
approaches, there were many who recommended againgt
operntions of this type and Indicated that If they were
ellminated the problem would be greatly simplified. In
addition, the consensus of those not advocating the
etiniination of these operations was that they should be
permitted only for training or because of aireraft limita-
tiong. In any case, most of the comaments indicated that
alreenft tn & traffic pattern which conforms to the land-
ing directlon indicator should have the right-of-way over
these other operations. Others suggested that crosswind
and downwind operations be discontilnued when an alr-
craft enters the normal pattern, and that an arriving alr-
eraft, intending to land crosswind or downwind, be re-
qnired to circle the fleld to observe other traffic before
Ianding.

Departure Procedures. Many of those replylng to this
item considered the present rule in CAR 60.18 adequate:
le. on departure comply with any FAA established
traffic pattern. Others agreed with this but added that
where a pattern has not been established locally, o
atandard departure procedure should be set forth in the
rule, Pl'ot judgment rather than regulation was ad-
voraterd fn other comments,

There was considerable support for a standard de-
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parture praocedure which would consgist of a 80° left turn
onto crosswind followed by a 45° right turn. It was con-
tended that this is the usual standard which has been
taught for years, that it fita most sftuations, and that
there is no need to change ft. Many others opposed this,
however, saying that it s not practical for faster alr-
craft. In addition, it is difficult for the ptlot to clear
himself for a right turn, the turn out frequently comes
close to the usual downwind entry point, and the turn
out often takes the aircraft back over or near the de-
parture path of subsequent departures,

The most favored procedure was a straight-out de-
parture untli aheve or beyond the normal traffic pattern
and then a turn in either direction to on course. A sug-
gested variation of this procedure wouid allow an optlon
of proceeding straight-out or of making an [mmediate
45° turn in elther direction, The benefits would be
hetter pilot visibility, faster departure from the traffic
pattern aren, and the fact that traffie iIn the pattern
would be able to more quickly determine the Intention of
the departing aircraft,

Communientions. The majority considered that there
are very gooil reasons for a communications require-
ment at uncontrolled airports, radle equipment permit-
ting. In severnl Instances, comments mentloned that such
an arrangement already exists at their particular alr-
port. It was anid that it has “speeded up traffic, reduced
near-misses, and kept tempers from flaring over traffic
sequence.” The bulk of the rupporters felt it was “just
good eperating procedure” for & pllot with radio to get
on the alr and broadenst his position and Intentions when
near an uncontrotled alrport,

Most of those opposed to a radlo requirement recog-
nized itz safety value but were agalnst it belng made
mandatory. They cited the false sense of security a
pilot might get if he heard no other traffle, plus the fact
that many Unicom stations are manned by persons In-
experienced in aviation. It was claimed that the Unicom
operator s frequently not in a good position to see all
local traffic; that wrong information is sometimes given
by the Unicom operator; and that the airport manager
or local operator would assume air traflic control duties,

AC 90-9
9/9/63

Also mentioned were the problems of frequency conges-
tion and enforceabllity.

In this regard, one of the princlpal ldeas set forth In
the draft release was that safety could be enhanced
simply by having the pilot make a blind transmission of
his position and Intention on a designated frequency #f ke
had the necessary radio equipment., This would apply
whether or not a Unicom ground statlon was located on
the fleld. However, it is apparent that this was mliscon-
strued by many who understood that & communications
requirement would mean the alreraft had to be radio
equipped and that the Unicom statlon had to be menned
and give out trafiic contro! information.

General, There were many comments of a general
nature which were not directly related to any one of the
above traffic pattern elements, or were indirectly related
to several. A frequently repeated observation was that
the matter of traffic direction indlcators (type of wind
directlon Indleator employed, method used to control this
device, the questionable accuracy of some), and the
method of designating a calmwind runway, must be re-
solved if effective standardization Is to be achleved.
Questions concernlng standard alrport markings were
also ralged by many. For example: Are these sufficient
indieation of right traffic patterns? Should their loca-
tlon be standardized? Can the conspiculty of alrpert
markings be improved? Again, the problem of the defi-
nition of “Alrport,” as contained in FAR-1, was raised.
Would 1t be feaslble to tie the question of afrport mark-
ing io the question of the applicabllity of the rule to
nmall private alrports or landing strips?

There were also questions concerning the method to
be used to indlcate the exlatance of a nonstandard pat-
tern and the nonstandard elements of such patterns.
Should airport markings be devised to Indleate this In-
formation? Should the information be included on navi-
gatlon charta? or earrled in the Alrman’s Guide?

Other general guesrtfons were: Should taxling re-
strictlons be included in the proposed reguiations?
Should rules be adopted for the operation of other vehl-
cular trafftc on the airport surface? Finally, what im-
pact would the standard trafic pattern rules have on
IFR operations at afrports without a control tower?




