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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Parts 71, 91, 103, and 105 

[Docket No. 23708; SFAR tlo. 45J 

Special Federal Aviation Regulation; 
Model B Airspace (Airport Radar 
Service Area) 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA). DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule; request for 
comments. 

SUMMARY: This Special Federal Aviation 
Regulation (SFAR) designates airspace, 
called an Airport Radar Service Area 
(ARSA). at Austin. TX. and Columbus. 
OH, within which each person operating 
an aircraft must maintain two-way radio 
communications with air: traffic control 
(ATC). Ultralight vehicle and parachute 
jump operations in the ARSA are not 
allowed except under the terms of an 
ATe authorization. Within these 
ARSA·s. ATC will. in addition to the 
services and separation currently 
applied to aircraft operating under 

. instrument flight rules (IFR). resolve any 
potential conflict between an aircraft 
operating under IFR and aD aircraft 
operating under visual flight rules (VFR). 
as well as provide traffic advisory 
services and arrival sequencing to all 
aircraft. Pilots are required to comply 
with ATC clearances and instructions 
while operating in an ARSA. The 
purpose of this SF AR is to confirm any 
national applicability of the 
recommendation of the National 
Airspace Review: Terminal Airspace 
Task Group 1-2.2 that an ARSA program 
replace the existing Terminal Radar 
Service Area (TRSA) program. If the 
operational confirmation demonstrates 
national applicability and feasibility. 
appropriate general rulemaking actions 
will be initiated. During the effective 
periods of this SF AR. anyone or all of 
its provisions may be suspended 
temporarily. or revoked by NOT AM for 
reasons of safety or efficiency. 
EF,FECTIVE DATES: Austin, TX; December 
22. 1983. through December 21. 1984. 
Columbus. OH: January 19. 1984. through 
January 18. 1985. Comments may only be 
submitted after December 22. 1983. and 
must be received on or before May 21, 
1984. 
ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed 
or delivered in duplicate to: Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of Chief 
Counsel. Attn: Rules Docket (AGC-204). 
Docket No. 23708. 800 Independence 
Avenue. S.W. Washington. D.C .. 20591. 
Comments may be examined in the 
Rules Docket weekdays. except Federal 

holidays. between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Bill Davis, Airspace-Rules and 
Aeronautical Information Division. 
AAT-200. Federal Administration. 800 
Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington. D.C .• 20591. telephone (202) 
426-8783. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 

Interested persons are invited to 
participate in this operational 
confirmation by submitting such written 
data, views. or arguments as they may 
desire. Comments that provide the 
factual basis supporting the views and 
suggestions presented are particularly 
helpful in developing reasoned 
regulatory decisions. Communications 
should identify the regulatory docket 
number and be submitted in duplicate to 

, the address listed above. Commenters 
wishing the FAA to acknowledge receipt 
of their comments must submit with 
those comments a self-addressed, 
stamped postcard on which the 
following statement is made: 
"Comments to Docket No. 23708." The 
postcard will be date/time stamped and 
returned to the commenter. All 
communications received between the 
specified opening and closing dates for 
comments will be considered by the 
Administrator before taking action on 
any further rulemaking. Also. this SF AR 
may be changed in the light of 
comments received. All comments 
submitted will be available for 
examination in the Rules Docket both 
before and after the closing date for 
comments. A report summarizing each 
substantive public contact with FAA 
personnel concerned with this 
rulemaking will be filed in the docket. 

Background 

On April 22. 1982. the National 
Airspace Review (NAR) plan was 
published in the Federal Register (47 FR 
17448). The plan encompassed a review 
of airspace use and the procedural 
aspects of the air traffic control system. 
The three main objectives of the NAR 
are: 

(1) To develop and incorporate into 
the ail' traffic system a more efficient 
relationship between traffic flows, 
airspace allocation, and system 
capacity. This will involve the use of 
improved air traffic flow management to 
maximize system capacity and 
improved airspace management. 

(2) To review and eliminate. wherever 
possible. governmental restraints to 
system efficiency levied by Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR) and FAA . 

directives-reducing complexity and 
simplifying Ihe ATC system. 

(3) To revalidate ATe services within 
the National Airspace System with 
respect to state-of-the-art and future 
technological improvements. 

Organizations participating in the 
NAR task group were; 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Department of Defense 
Airline Pilots Association 
Air Transport Association 
National Business Aircraft Association 
National Association of State Aviation 

Officials 
Regional Airline Association 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
Experimental Aircraft Association 
Helicopter Association International 

The comprehensive plan contains an 
administrative structure and detailed 
task assignments which have resulted in 
recommendations to the FAA, including 
the NAR Task Group 1-2.2 
recommendations set forth below. 

NAR 1-2.2.1 Replace TRSAs With 
Model B Airspace and Services 

"The Task Group recommends that 
the current Terminal Radar Service Area 
(TRSA) program-Airspace and 
Services-be discontinued. The Task 
Group further recommends that the 
concept identjfied herein as Model B 
Airspace and Services be implemented 
as replacement for the TRSA program in 
accordance with the recommendations 
to follow." . 

NAR 1-1.2.2 Inner Area (Core) Size 
and Operating Requirements 

"The Task Group reconunends that 
the physical dimensions of the Model B 
Airspace Core shall be a 10 NM radius 
capped at 4.000 feet height abov~ airport 
(HAA) from the primary airport. This 
airspace shall extend down to 1200 feet 
above the surface except that an inner 
core with a 5 nautical mile radius shall 
extend down to the surface. Except for 
aircraft departing from satellite 
airports/heliports within the Model B 
Airspace Core, all aircraft shall 
establish two-way radio 
communications with ATe prior to 
entering the airspace. Aircraft departing 
satellite airports/heliports within the 
surface area of the Model B Airspace 
Core shall establish two-way radio 
communications with ATC as soon as 
possible. Pilots must comply with 
approved FAA traffic patterns when 
departing these airports." 

NAR 1-2.2.3 Outer Area Limits and 
Operating Requirements 

"The Task Group recOIpmends that 
the ouler limit of Model B airspace be 



• 

Federal Register I Vol. 48, No. 210 I Friday, October 28, 1983 I Rules and Regula tions 50039 

the same dimensions as the radar/radio 
coverage within each approach control's 
delegated airspace. While strongly 
encouraged, two-way radio 
communications is not a VFR 
requirement in the cuter limits of Model 
B airspace and aircraft are not restricted 
from entering/transitting tp,is airspace." 

NAR 1-2.2.4 ATC Services 

Services provided within the Model B 
Airspace Core shall be as follows: 
sequencing of arriving aircraft; IFR be 
provided standard IFR separation; IFR 
to VFR be provided traffic advisories 
and conflict resolution so that targets do 
not merge at the same altitude; and VFR 
to VFR be provided traffic advisories. 
Furthermore, aircraft operating outside 
the Core but within the confines of the 
Outer Limits will receive Model B 
services upon establishing two-way 
radio communications and rauar 
contact." 

[NAR 1-2.2.5 Not applicable,to this 
proposal] 

NAR 1-2.2.6 Airspace Designation 
Criteria 

"The Task Group reconunends that, • 
excluding TCA locations, all airports 
with an operational airport traffic 
control tower and currently contained 
within a TRSA serviced by Level III, IV, 
or V radar approach control facility 
shall have Model B airspace designated; 
unless a study indicates that such 
designation is inappropriate for a 
particular location. Any other location 
serviced by a radar approach control 
facility may be considered as a 
candidate location for Model B a irspace 
on the basis of a thorough staff.s tudy 
considering, but not limited to the 
following: 

1. Traffic mix, flow, density, and 
volume. 

2. Airport configuration, geogr,aphical 
features and adjacent airspace/ 
facilities. 

3. Collision risk assessment. 
4. ATC capabilities to provide Model 

B services to the users a t maximum 
benefit and minimum cost. 

All proposed Model B airspace 
actions shall be subject to regional and 
headquarters approval. Military 
opera ted facil ities will process requests 
through appropriate military and FAA 
channels. Any Model B location which 
fails to meet the establishing criteria for 
its respective location for more than 12 
consecutive months, shall be subject to 
a regulatory review to terminate the 
Model B airspace designated." 

NAR 1-2.2.7 Charting 

"The Task Group recommends for 
further consideration by Task Group 1-6 

tha t all Model B Airspace Cores be 
charted, and that either a visual or 
narra tive method of identifying the 
Outer Limits of Model B Airspace be 
undertaken. " 

NAR 1-1.2.8 Education 

"The Task Group recommends the 
aviation community be made aware of 
Model B Airspace by educational 
programs to support ATC opera tional 
and procedural information, 
phraseology, practices, and the 
desirability of voluntary participatjon. 
Specifically, it is recommended: 

1. AU FAA pilot exams and 
appropriate textbooks mus t contain a 
significant amount of questions and 
information concerning radar operation 
in terminal areas. Specifically, 
operations and procedures be included 
in written and practical tests for pilot 
certification, ratings, and reviews. 

2. Specific questions and answers 
must be required on all flight reviews 
and other appropriate occasions (air 
carrier initial and recurrent proficiency 
training, pilot proficiency exams, 
biennial flight review, ect.) to assure 
that users in every aviation community 

,have shown a current understanding of 
radar terminal areas and their use of 
these areas. 

3. The FAA develop and fund a 
traveling air traffic team to speak to 
pilot groups on operations within the 
National Airspace System; Le., Model B 
airspace. Emphasis should be given to 
flight instructor contact. 

4. An advisory circular dealing with 
Model B airspa ce be published to 
include well presented, up-to-da te 
information on operations in terminal 
airspace and that this advisory circular 
be given the widest possible • 
dissemination to aviation users and 
organizations. 

5. The Airman's Information Manual 
.(AIM) be distributed free of charge to all 
fixed base operators (FBO's) at all 
public use airports. 

6. FAA Public Affairs Office develop 
and promote through the general news 
media, aviation awareness of FAA 
services and publications available to 
the pilot and general public. 

7. Facts about terminal airspace in 
some form of questionnaire be 
developed and distributed by the FAA 
to appropria te agencies (licensed pilots, 
fixed base operators, business 
organizations, etc.). This questionnaire 
could be a public relations effort, 
advisory circular, or included in the 
Airman's Information Manual. 

8. FAA continue to make available to 
interested pilot groups training or other 
audio-visual aids that deal with terminal 
radar op~rations ." 

A copy of the task group report is in the 
public docket. 

The Current SHuation 

A TRSA is the airspace surrounding 
designated airports wherein the FAA 
provides radar vectoring, sequ,encing, 
and separation on 8 full-time basis to all 

~ aircraft operating under IFR and 
participating aircraft operating under 
VFR. 

Within the National Terminal Radar 
Program, there are three levels of 
service provided to aircraft operating 
under VFR. The first or basic level of 
service is referred to as basic radar 
service and consists of traffic advisories 
and radar vectoring when requested by 
the pilot or when suggested by ATC and 
accepted by the pilot. This service is 
provided by all commissioned terminal 
radar facilities as an additional service. 

In addition to the basic service, 
certain terminal radar facilities provide 
radar advisory and arrival sequencing to 
aircraft operating under VFR. This 
enhanced level of service, referred to as 
Stage II, is intended to adjust the flow of 
all arriving aircraft into the traffic 
pa ttern in a sa fe and orderly manner 
and to provide radar traffic information 
to departing aircraft operating under 
VFR. Pilot participation is urged but is 
not mandatory. 

Th. third and most enhanced level of 
service provided to aircraft operating 
under VFR in the terminal radar 
environment is known as Stage III 
Service. This program offers radar 
sequencing and separation as well as all 
of the other level services to all 
participating aircraft operating under 
VFR. As with the other levels of service, 
pilot participation is also urged but is 
not mandatory. Stage III is in use at all 
TRSA locations. TRSA's are depicted on 
sectional aeronautical charts. 

The task group identified a number of 
problems with the TRSA program which 
they felt should be corrected. The task 
group stated that. because there are 
different levels of service offered within 
the TRSA, users are not always sure of 
what they are getting in terms of service; 
and they are not always sure of what 
restrictions/privileges exist, or how t9. 
cope with them. According to the task 
group, there is a feeling shared among 
users tha t TRSA's are often poorly 
defined, generally dissimilar in 
dimensions and encompass more area 
than is necessary or desirable, There are 
other users who believe that the 
voluntary nature ofthe TRSA does not 
adequately address the problems 
associated with nonparticipating aircraft 
operating close to the airport and 
associated approach and departure 



50040 Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 210 / Friday, October 28, 1983 / Rules and Regulations • 

courses. There is strong advocacy 
among user organizations that terminal 
radar facilities should provide all pilots 
the same service. in the same way. and 
to the ex tent feasible, within standard 
size airspace designations. 

Certain provisions of FAR section 
91.87 add to the problem identified by 
the task group. For example, aircraft 
operating under VFR to or from a 
satellite airport in an airport traffic area 
fATA) are excluded from the two-way 
radio communications requireIl'\ent of 
FAR section 91.87. This condition is 
acceptable until the volume and density 
of traffic at the primary airport dictates 
the installation of a radar approach 
contro!' In the past, the FAA has 
resorted to special rulemaking under 
FAR Part 93, or designated TCA 
airspace in order to maintain safety and 
efficient utilization of airspace. Both of 
these actions represent one extreme end 
of the spectrum of needed control. On 
the other extreme is the simple airport 
tra ffic area with its attendant provisions 
in FAR sections 91.85 and 91.87. The 
FAA believes an ARSA with associated 
ATC services represents a compromise 
action between a TCA and an ATA. 

Analysis of Comments 

The FAA published the NAR Task 
Group 1- 2.2 recommendation in Notice 
83-9 (July 28, 1983: 48 FR 34286). The 
FAA received a total of 46 comments. 

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association (AOPA) states that Notice 
83-9 did not explain that a NAR 
recommendation may represent a 
consensus or a simply majority of the 
members of the NAR task group. AOPA 
also stated that it and other task group 
members differed with one or more 
aspects of the task group 
recommendation as noted in the staff · 
study. Although Notice 83- 9 set forth the 
recommendation without explaining the 
workings of the task group, it did 
indicate that a copy of the staff study is 
in the public docket. As stated in the 
comment of the National Business 
Aircraft Association, Inc. [NI3AA) in 
support of the proposal, the 
recommendation was "the result of a 
conscientious effort on the parI' of all 
task group participants to compromise 

.on the best possible solution without 
being overly restrictive on any of the 
airspace users." AOPA objects to the 
use of the word "confirmation" and 
prefers the words "operational test" to 
describe the purpose of the proposed 
rulemaking. The FAA does not agree 
with AOPA's statement that: "Use of the 
word 'confirmation' throughout appears 
to be an effort to prejudge the results of 
the test." Since the NAR task group 
recommendation did not address how 

the recommendation should be 
implemented, the FAA chose to 
proposed to confirm the 
recommendation at selected locations 
rather than proposing the 
recommendation for national 
implementaton. 

AOPA further commented that Notice 
83-9 should have contained a more 
detailed description of the ATe 
procedures that would be used in an 
ARSA and that the users should be 
given the opportunity to review the ATe 
procedures before implementation. 
There is little difference between a 
TRSA and an ARSA with regard to ATC 
procedures. The only "new" ATC 
procedure planned for use in the ARSA 
is conflict resolution; however, this is 
merely the existing "merging target 
procedures" set forth in paragraph 47 of 
the Air Traffic Control Handbook [FAA 
Order 7110.65) with a mandatory 
element added by the SFAR. The text of 
that paragraph is as follows: 

"47. Merging Target Procedures 

a. Except while they are established 
in a holding pattern, apply merging 
target procedures to all radar identified: 

[1) Aircraft at 10,000 feet and above. 
(2) Turbojet aircraft rega.rdless of 

altitude. 
(3) Presidential aircraft regardless of 

altitude. 
.b. Issue traffic information to those 

aircraft listed in a. whose targets appear 
like'ly to merge unless the aircraft are 
separated by more than the appropriate 
vertical minima. 

c. If the pilo t requests, vector his 
aircraft to avoid merging with the target 
of previously issued traffic. 

47.c. Note: Aircraft closnre rates are 
so rapid that when applying merging 
target procedures, controller issuance of 
traffic must be commenced in ample 
time for the pilot to decide if a vector is 
necessary. 

d. If unable to provide vector service, 
inform the pilot." The mandatory 
element enhancing the above procedure 
is that ATe must initiate action to 
resolve any potential conflict, and 
paragraph 3[c) of the SFAR requires 
each pilot to comply with ATe 
clearances and instructions. The 
phraseology used by ATe in 
communicati ng instructions and 
clearances to a pilot will be the same as 
it is today in a TRSA. ~ 

AOPA believes confusion might be 
caused by the requirement to maintain 
two-way radio communications with the 
facility having jurisdiction over the 
ARSA in situations where a nearby 
airport traffic area overlaps the ARSA. 
The FAA agrees and the SF AR has been 
modified to provide that the two-way 

radio communications requirement is 
met when communications are 
established with the appropriate tower 
or ARSA facility. AOPA objects to the 
statement in Notice 83-9 that "The NAR 
task group recommended the 
replacement of all TRSA's with Model B 
airspace [ARSA's)." The FAA agrees 
that the statement is too broad and that 
it should h'ave reflected the limitations 
contained in the task group 
recommendation, NAR 1-2.2.6 Airspace 
Designation Criteria, which is set forth 
in Notice B3-9 and is repeated in this 
preamble. AOPA further states that the 
mere existence of terminal radar at an 
airport is not justification for an ARSA 
and that their information indicates the 
FAA is conSidering up to 138 loca tions 
for ARSA's. Other commenters felt the 
ARSA establishment criteria was vague. 
Both of the confirmation sites fall within 
the NAR recommended criteria; i.e., 
both locations are TRSA's and are 
servir.ed by either a Level III. IV. or V 
radar approach control facility. Under 
the task group recommendation, similar 
Level Ill, IV, or V facilities would be 
candidates for an ARSA. These 
locations are: 
Anchorage. AK 
Mobile, AI 
Little Rock. Ar 
Durbank. CA 
Ontario. CA 
San lJiego, CA 
Windsor Locks. CT 
Jacksonville. FI. 
Tallahassee, F'L 
Columbus, GA 
Kahului. HI 
Boise, ID 
Peol'ia.IL 
Evansville, IN 
South Bend. IN · 
Lexington, KY 
f~dfave tte . LA 
BaW·more. MD 
Gnilld Rapids. MI 
Saginaw, MI 
Billings. MT 
Grel:!nsboro. NC 
Omaha. Nf. 
Reno. NV 
Islip. NY 
Syracuse. NY 
Columbus. OJ I 
Youngstuwn,OH 
Portland. OR 
Harrisburg. PA 
Quonset Pt., RI 
Gre er. SC 
Knoxville, TN 
Amarillo, TX 
Corpus Christi. TX 
Midland. TX 
Chantilly, VA 
Roanoke. VA 
Tacoma. WA 
Milwaukee. WI 
Birnllngha m. AL 
M ontgomery . AL 
Phoenix. AZ 
Monterey, CA 
Palm Springs. CA 
Sa nta Ana. CA 
Daytona Beach, FL 

Orlando, FL 
Tampa, FL 
Ma con. GA 
Cedar Rapids, 1/\ 
ChampHign. IL 
Rockford. IL 
Fort WHyne, IN 
Wichita, KS 
Louisville. KY 
Lake Charles , LA 
Portland, ME 
Kalamazoo. MI 
Gulfporl. MS 
Charlotte, NC 
Ra leigh, NC 
Atlantic City, NJ 
Albany, NY 
Rochester. NY 
White Plains. NY 
Dayon. OH 
Oklahoma City, OK 
A!lentown PA 
Kwajalein. PC 
Charleston. SC 
Bristol. TN 
Memphis. TN 
Austin. TX 
EI Paso. TX 
San Antonio, TX 
Nofolk. VA 
Durlington, VT 
Green Bay, WI 
Charleston. WV 
Hunfsvi!le, AL 
Forth Smith. AR 
Tucon, AZ 
Oakland, CA 
Scaramenlo, CA 
Colorado Springs. CO 
FI. Lauderdale. FL _ 
PeO$Dcola, FL 
W. Pa lm Beach, FL 
Savannah. GA 
Des Moines. lA 
Moline.IL 
Springfie ld. It. 
Indianapolis. IN 
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Cincinnati, KY 
Baton Rouge, LA 
Shreveport, LA 
f hnl.MI 
Lan!>i • .g. Ml 
Jackson. MS 
Fa~'elte\ille, NC 
Lincoln, NE 
Alburquerque, NM 
Buffalo, NY 
Rome, NY 
Akron Canton. OH 
Toledo. DB 

Tulsa. OK 
Erie, PA 
Sail Juan. PR 
Columbia. SC 
Ch<lUanoog3, TN 
Nashville. TN 
Beaumont. TX 
Lubbock. TX 
Salt Lake City. UT 
Richmond, VA 
Spokane, WA 
~"ildi8on . WI 

Also, under the task group's 
reconunendation, the following Level II 
TRSA locations may be ARSA 
candidate locations depending on an 
FAA review of those locations in the 
Iighl of the criteria, in NAR 
Recommendation 1-2.2.6, the FAA's 
existing TRSA establishment criteria, 
and comments received on operations 
conducted under this SF AR. 
Augusta. CA 
Muskegon. MJ 
Great Falls, Mr 
Fargo. ND 
Sio1lx Faits. SO 
Huntington. WV 
Monroe, LA 
Duluth, MN 

Asheville. NC 
Binghamton, NY 
Abilene. TX 
Bangor. ME 
Rochester. ~tJ\J 
Wilmington. NC 
Wilkes Barre. PA 
Longview. TX 

AOPA commented that users must be 
readily able to visually distinguish the 
ARSA from other charted ajrspace 
areas, e.g., a TRSA. Further, it felt that 
only the dimensions of the 5 mile "core" 
and the airspace between 5 and 10 miles 
should be charted. The FAA agrees and 
has developed a prototype depiction for 
the confirmation locations. Comments 
on this aspect are especially requested. 
Commenting further on charting, AOPA 
~ecommends that the existing criteria in 
FAA Order 7400.28, paragraph 167, or 
an on-airport VORTAC be used to 
determine the surface cCIlter of an 
ARSA. For this confirmation period. the 
criteria in FAA Order 74oo.2B. 
paragraph 167, will be used. The text of 
that criteria is as follows: 

"167. Geographic Position of Airport 

A control zone radius is measured 
from the 'geographic position' of the 
primary airport. 

Nore.-'Geographic position' 
expressed in coordinates to the nearest 
five seconds. is established by National 
Ocean Survey as follows: 

a. Box the runway pattern, excluding 
overruns. with a rectangle (based line 
oriented E-W) which touches the 
outermost runway on each of the four 
sides. Only active runways or those 
temporarily closed are considered. 

b. Draw lines through the box from 
diagonal corners. 

c. The intersection of the diagonals is 
the geographic position." 

AOPA suggests the NAR 
Recommendation 1-2.2.8 (Education) 
should be accomplished before the 
confirmation period begins. The FAA 
agrees that the recommended education 
should be accomplished if ARSA's are 
established on a national scale. 
However, the SFAR establishes ARSA's 
only at two locations and the FAA is 
confident the education techniques 
specified in Notice 83-9 are sufficient for 

. those locations during the limited 
confirmation period. AOPA also 
proposes that the floor of airspace 
juxtaposed to the ARSA be raised al 
one of the two locations to coincide with 
the 1,200 feet above ground level (AGL) 
floor of the ARSA airspace in order to 
allow greater flexibility to airport 
operators that try to circumnavigate the 
5-mile portion of the ARSA that extends 

Example: 

LEGEND 

.."~..,, ARSA 

AlJ11U)l5 AAf MSl 
L ..... 't«i5 AI! _GHrfIC 

AOPA also suggests that there were 
sufficient members of NAR Task Group 
1-2.2 having reservations on any need to 
designate an ARSA up to 4,000 feet 
above the airport elevation (AAE) to 
bring the ARSA ceiling limit back into 
question. AOPA suggests that an 
altitude of 3,000 feet AAE be established 
as the ceiling of one of the ARSA's. 
Other commenters suggest that because 
of the VFR crusing altitude requirements 
of FAR section 91.109: flights that now 
avoid the airport traffic area by flying at 
3,000 feet above the airport would, 
depending on direction of flight, be 

10 the surface. The FAA believes it 
premature to adjust a standing airspace 
description in FAR Part 71 for an action 
that may not be permanent. 
Furthennore, the FAA believes the 1,200 
foot AGL vertical base of the ARSA 
airspace between 5 and 10 miles could 
be confusing to pilots and ATC, 
especially to pilots who are trying to 
remain under the base and to ATe 
personnel who are trying to determine 
when the mandatory aspects of ATC 
services must be applied. Therefore. the 
FAA has decided to segment the ARSA 
airspace between 5 and 10 miles and 
establish the floors of those segments 
based on altitudes above MSL. The floor 
of a segment represents 1,200 feet above 
the highest terrain in the segment. This 
SFAR reflects this segmentation. 

required to fly an additional 2,500 feet 
higher. The FAA believes the ARSA 
altitude ceiling recommendation as 
presented by the task group should be 
used for the purpose of confirming any 
national application of the NAR 
recommendation. If national application 
of the ARSA is indicated during the 
confirmation period. the FAA will 
review FAR section 91.109 to determine 
if the FAA should propose any 
amendment to that section or to the 
ARSA description. 

A number of commenters believe that 
national implementation of ARSA's 
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should nct be based solely on the 
operational acceptance of the ARSA's at 
the two selected sites. The FAA does 
not propose 10 implement additional 
ARSA's without first seeking public 
comment. Several commenters suggest 
that a standardized statement should 
"tell" the pilot that he has permission to 
enter an ARSA. Obtaining permission 
(authorization) to enter an ARSA is not 
a requirement of the rule unless the two
way radio communications requirement 
of the rule cannot be met. Pilots have 
"permission" to enter an ARSA when 
they meet the two-way radio 
communications requirement of the 
SFAR. 

A number of commenlel's believe the 
proposed SF AR would cause the density 
of traffic to increase in the airspace 
adjacent to the ARSA because an 
increased number of overflights would 
be forced u.nder or around the outside of 
the ARSA in attempting to avoid the 
ARSA. The FAA does not believe that 
the overflight operators currently 
participating in the voluntary provision 
of the TRSA's would elect to forego the 
similar services of an ARSA merely 
because of the new two-way radio 
communications requirement of the 
SFAR. This is especially'true since FAR 
section 91.85 now requires any operator 
of any overflight to obtain an ATC 
authorization before conducting an 
overflight in an airport traffic area. 
Several commenters. mostly sailplane 
opeI:ators. object to the two;way radio 
requirement of the SFAR. An FAA 
review of airport operations within a 15 
nautical mile radius of Austin and 
Columbus indicated that no sailplane 
operations would be directly affected by 
the SFAR. However. if for. reasons of 
efficiency or safety, an operator cannot 
meet, or is incapable of meeting, the 
two-way radio communications 
requirement of the SF AR, that operator 
may request and, as appropriate, receive 
authorization from ATC. 

Contrary to one commenter's belief, 
the 5 mile "core" and the airspace 
between 1 and 10 miles of the ARSA are 
not separate recommedations of the 
NAR task group and therefore were not 
treated separately in Notice 83-9. 

The Airline Pilots Associa tion 
(ALPA), while generally favoring the 
SFAR, objects to, provisions in the SFAR 
which would allow ultralight and 
parachute jump operations to be 
conducted in the ARSA under ATC 
authorizations because Notice 83-9 did 
not address the issue of ATC separation 
service between any such authorized 
operations and aircraft operations. 
Under existing regulation. ultralight and 
parachute jump operations must obtain 

an authorization before conducting such 
operations in a control zone. Ultralight 
operations are likewise restricted in 
airport traffic areas. Any ATC element 
that issues an authorization must ensure 
that an acceptable level of safety is 
provided for the authorized and any 
other affected operations, e.g., 
segregation. advisories, etc. The FAA 
does not intend any changes in these 
requirements. Further, ALPA suggests 
the phrase "conflict resolution" when 
relating to ATC services should be 
replaced with the words "ensure aircraft 
do not conflict." For the purposes of this 
SFAR the procedure referred to as 
conflict resolution means that ATC will 
initiate action designed to ensure that 
aircraft do not conflict. ALPA also 
questions the adequacy and accuracy of 
terminal radars which permit a 
reduction of separation from the current 
minimums to simply ensuring that the 
aircrafts' radar targets do not merge 
with each other. Conflict resolution. for 
the purpose of this confirmation, is a 
procedure, not a separation minimum, 
and may be equated to the current 
merging target procedures in FAA Order 
7110.65. Under merging target 
procedures, however, the controller is 
directed to vector an aircraft to avoid a 
potential merging target only upon the 
pilot's request. Under conflict resolution 
procedures the controller must initiate 
actions to ensure that the radar targets 
do nf)t merge. Le., the pilot's request for 
a vector is not a prerequisite for 
applying conflict resolution procedures. 
Any of the following conflict resolution 
techoiques may be applied by the 
controller to resolve potential conflicts: 
(1) Vertically separate the aircraft by 
500 feet; (2) assign the separation 
responsibility to the pilot if one of the 
pilots has the other aircraft in sight; or 
(3) vector one or both aircraft to ensure 
that the aircraft radar targets do not 
merge. ALPA further expressed concern 
with what they believe would be a 
derogation in the current wake 
turbulence procedures if conflict 
resolution procedures are put into 
practice. The FAA has not proposed a 
change and DO change is contemplated 
in the application of the wake 
turbulence procedures. The adoption of 
conflict resolution procedures will in no 
way replace the application of wake 
turbulence procedures. Also, ALPA 
questions the discussion in Notice 83-9 
entitled, "Related Airspace Studies," 
which it took to mean that the ARSA 
may be reclassified under a separate 
airspace action. The intent in including 
this item in Notice 83-9 was to advise 
the aviation community that another 
NAR task group has reviewed the 

current airspace classifica tion. The FAA 
is considering that group's 
recommendations. A copy of the task 
group report is in the public docket. 
ALPA suggests that the ARSA's be 
described and graphically depicted on 
special chart, and the Class II NOTMI 
publication in addition to the FAA's 
intention to depict the ARSA on 
appropriate sectional charts. As sta ted 
in the Notice, the FAA plans to depict 
the ARSA's on the affected sectional 
Gharts. Time does not permit 
development of special charts snd the 
FAA does not believe the expense of 
such special charts would be justified in 
view of the limited period of time the 
SFAR will be effective. This is 
especially true since the similarity of the 
ARSA with TRSA lends itself to a 
relatively easy transition. Nevertheless, 
the Class II NOTAM publication will 
contain appropriate announcements, 
depictions, and information. 

One commenter. while agreeing with 
the proposal as it pertains to arrivals at 
an ARSA, believes that requiring 
mandatory participation by aircraft 
departing airports in the ARSA was 
unnecessary. The comrnenter favors 
making the participation voluntary for 
departing aircraft. The FAA believes 
that , for the purposes of the 
confirmation period, the task group 
recommendation should be followed in 
order that all aspects of the 
recommendation can be considered and 
commented on based on service 
experience. A number of commenters 
believe the period allocated for 
commenting was insufficient. Most of 
these commenters objected to an 
envisioned application of the ARSA 
provisions beyond the two confirmation 
locations. As noted in Notice 03-9, the 
FAA determined that a 3D-day comment 
period was sufficient becaune of the 
participation of the aviation community 
in the development of the 
recommendations and especially since 
the SFAR only affects two locations for 
a limited period of time. Further, one of 
the purposes of the SF AR is to obtain 
substantive comments on ARSA's based 
on operational experience. Therefore, 
this SF AR provides for a 5-rnonth 
comment period on the ARSA and any 
potential national application it may 
have. 

The Air Transport Association (ATA) 
suggests specific separation criteria be 
established for use in the ARSA which 
would apply between an aircraft 
operating under VFR and an aircraft 
operating under IFR, i.e., 500 feet 
vertical and 1 mile horizontal. This new 
separation criteria would, they suggest. 
replace the ATC procedure, conflict 
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resolution, as described in Notice 83-9. 
The FAA would have considered some 
type of specific separation minimum for 
the situations ATA addresses if the 
selected locations had the traffic density 
and air carrier/general aviation mix that 
exists today at terminal control area 
(TCA) locations. However, the FAA 
believes the conflict resolution 
procedure identified in this SFAR 
provides an adequate level of safety for 
aircraft operations at the selected 
locations and the use of these ~ ..... 
procedures may indicate that they 
provide a viable alternative that could 
be applied to similar situations in a TCA 
where today a separation minimum is 
applied. 

Several commenters believe that 
prospective ARSA's should be the 
subject of meetings with the public 
before the issuance of a final rule. Since 
the ARSA designations under this SFAR 
are not permanent. and their purpose is 
to seek operational experience under the 
NAR recommendation there is no need 
to precede this SF AR with public 
meetings. However if operational 
experience or comments received during 
the confirmation period indicate that 
follow-on ARSA action is warranted, 
the FAA will hold informal ai,"oace 
meetings at the affected locations. A 
number of comrnenters suggest that 
climb corridors, similar to those in 
existence at some military bases' years 
ago, should be used to confine 
operations into and out of Robert 
Mueller Municipal Airport at Austin, 
TX, and Port Columbus International 
Airport at Columbus, OH. TheFAA 
believes an ARSA should accommodate 
a random flow of aircraft. Therefore, 
existing traffic flows at the selected 
terminal areas should remain virtually 
unchanged with an ARSA. A climb 
corridor would drastically change those 
traffic flows by requiring affected 
airport operations to be funneled into 
narrow corridors and for that reason the 
FAA does not believe the climb corridor 
is a valid replacement for either an 
ARSA or TRSA. Several commenters 
object to what they perceived as a 
proposal to require aircraft to be 
equipped with transponders for 
operations in ARSA. Others believe that 
the two-way radio communications 
requirement of the ARSA was simply a 
first step to requiring transponders. One 
commenter suggests that transponders 
be required for aircraft operations in the 
ARSA. The task group did not 
recommend requiring transponders, and 
the FAA does not evision any need in 
the near future to require aircraft 
operating in an ARSA to be equipped 
with transponders. 

A number of commenters believe that 
the ARSA would cause an increase in 
the number of aircraft using ATC radio 
frequencies and thereby cause two-way 
radio congestion, The FAA recognizes 
this as a potential problem and is 
prepared, should the need arise, to take 
appropriate actions to relieve levels of 
activity on ATC radio frequencies that 
might jeopardize safety and efficiency. 
Such actions could include decombining 
control sectors, adjusting controller 
functions, and redistributing overall 
controller workload. 

One commenter requested the FAA to 
depict satellite airport traffic flows or 
patterns on aeronautical charts . The 
FAA believes that such depiction would 
tend to increase chart clutter and 
therefore would be more detrimental 
than beneficial. Another commenter 
believes that there are no departure 
traffic patterns except those in FAR Part 
93. FAR Part 1, in pertinent part, defines 
a traffic pattern as either an arrival or 
departure traffic flow. FAR section 
91.89, requires departure operations 
conducted at an airport without a 
control tower to comply with any FAA 
traffic pattern. Such traffic patterns may 
be specified under an FAR Part 157 
determination on any new or altered 
airport, or under a revised determination 
issued for reasons of safety. When such 
traffic patterns are established, 
corresponding aeronautical information 
is published in the Airport/Facility 
Directory. Another commenter believes 
the ARSA would render existing 'training 
areas unusable. The FAA is not aware 
of any training areas in the ARSA 
airspace between 5 and 10 miles that 
conflict with the existing airport traffic 
flows. Nonconflicting training areas may 
continue to exist under appropriate ATC 
authorizations or letters of agreement 
containing ATC authorizations with the 
facility having jurisdiction over the 
ARSA. It should be noted that any 
operations conducted in training areas 
within the 5 mile "core" currently are 
conducted under the airport traffic area 
requirements of FAR Sections 91.85 and 
91.87 and no new requirements are 
conte'mplated for such operations in the 
ARSA. 

The Experimental Aircraft 
~ssociation (EAA) stated it supports the 
task group recommendation to eliminate 
the present TRSA program and establish 
a new ARSA concept in terms of design 
criteria, service, and standardization, on 
the basis of voluntary partiCipation. 
EAA favors a totally voluntary 
participation ARSA and believes that 
controllers would be able to determine. 
by the use of radar. any hazardous 
situation developing between a 

participant and a nonparticipant and 
take appropriate action. In such a 
situation, the action would have to be 
the controller requiring a participant to 
take action to avoid 8 nonparticipant 
even though it may be the 
nonparticipant that is creating the 
potential conflict. Thus, if the mandatory 
aspects of ATe services in an ARSA 
were to be applied to a voluntary 
participation ARSA, then total 
accountability would rest solely on 
participants and ATC in avoiding 
nonparticipants. The FAA is not 
convinced the EAA recommendation is 
a viable alternative to the task group 
recommen.dation and specific comments 
are requested.on this suggested 
modification of the NAR 
recommendation. 

Adoption of NAR Recomrriendations 

After reviewing the NAR 
recommendations published in Notice 
83-9 in the light of comments received, 
the FAA believes the potential safety 
and efficiency benefits to be realized 
justify the issuance of a SF AR to 
implement the task group 
recommendation at two locations. 
Implementation of these 
recommendations is limited to 
establishing ARSA's to replace the 
Austin, TX, and Columbus, OH, TRSA's 
to determine national applicability of 
the NAR recom.-nendations. The FAA's 
action with respect to each of the 
recommendations is set forth below. 

NAR 1-2.2.1 Replace TRSA's With 
ARSA's and ARSA Services 

The FAA will confirm the ARSA 
concept at two airports. During the 
confirmation period, the TRSA's at the 
designated locations will be suspended 
by NOT AM. To the extent the 
operational confirmation demonstrates a 
realistic standard that has national 
applicability, general rulemaking will be 
initiated to replace appropriate TRSA's 
with ARSA's. 

NAR 1-2.2.2 Inner Area (Core) Size 
and Operating Requirements 

The physical dimensions of the ARSA 
and the operating requirements 
recommended by the task group are 
adopted except that the floors of the 
airspace between 5 and 10 miles will be 
segmented and expressed in altitudes 
above MSL instead of AGL because of 
variations in terrain elevations. This 
deviation is in the spirit of the task 
group's recommendations and every 
effort will be made to ensure that the 
ARSA airspace between 5 and 10 miles 
will be segmented only as necessary. 



50044 Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 210 / Friday, October 28, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 

NAR 1-2.2.3 Outer Area Limits and 
Opera ting Requirements 

The airspace that would have been 
affected by this recommendation is 
currently designated as controlled 
airspace. Since the task group has not 
proposed any new operating 
requirements for that airspace. 
rulemaking is not required. 

NAR 1-2.2.4 ATC Services 

The ATC services that the task group 
recommendeu the FAA provide within 
the ARSA will be implemented under 
the FAA directives system. The services 
which will be mandatorily applied by 
ATC in the ARSA will be available to 
pilots on a voluntary participation basis 
elsewhere in the approach COntforS area 
of jurisdiction. These services will be in 
addition to the services and separation 
currently applied to aircraft operating 
under IFR. Specifically, ATC will: (1) 
resolve potential conflictions between 
aircraft operating under IFR and aircraft 
operating under VFR so that those 
aircraft's radar targets do not merge; 
and (2) provide traffic advisory service 
and arrival sequencing to aircraft. 

NAR 1-2.2.6 Airspace Designation 
Criteria 

The Austin, TX. and Columbus. OH, 
Airports meet the airspace disignation 
criteria recommended by the task group, 

NAR 1-2.2.7 Charting 

During the confirmation period. the 
affected sectional charts will depict the 
ARSA as designated in the SFAR. 

NAR 1-2.2.8 Education 

Education activities will be directed 
toward the two confirmation locations 
and the ta~k group recommendations 
will be further considered in the light of 
information developed during the 
confirmation period. For each ARSA. the 
FAA will conduct informal user 
briefings in the local areas affected and 
issue "letters to airmen" to pilots in the 
surrounding areas. These actions are 
designed to explain the mandatory 
nature of the ACT services described 
above (NAR 1-2.2.4 ATC Services). 

Related Airspace Studies 

Coincidental with this action. another 
NAR Task Group (1-7) is considering a 
proposal that would classify all U.S. 
airspace except special use airspace, 
Classification of airspace has been a 
topic of discussion for sometime 
especially by the International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO). The U.S. 
airspace system has become 
increasingly complex in recent years, as 
it has been subdivided and modified in 
order to accommodate new and 

changing operational requirements. The 
objective of the U,S, airspace 
classification effort would be to simplify 
the sys tem and provide compatible 
interface with bordering countries, The 
ARSA could be easily incorporated into 
the overall classification plan for 
terminal radar locations currently under 
consideration, 

Synopsis of the Rule 

This SF AR describes .. new type of 
airspace assignment, designa tes 
airspace within that description at two 
locations, Austin, TX, and Columbus, 
OH, airports, and prescribes operating 
rules for aircraft, ultralight vehicles. and 
parachute jump operations associated 
with the airspace assignments. The ATC 
services addressed above are an 
essential part of the overall SFAR and 
will be provided through appropriate 
ATC clearances, instructions, and 
advisories. These rules and airspace 
assignments will not replace any 
existing FAR Part 71 airspace rule or 
assignment; or any airport traffic area as 
defined by FAR Part 1 and within which 
FAR Part 91 rules apply. Operations 
under the proposed SFAR must be in 
compliance with all other applicable 
regulations and rules, 

For aircraft arriving at any airport 
within the ARSA, prior to entering the 
ARSA: (1) Two-way radio 
communications must be established 
with ATC; and (2) while in the ARSA, 
two-way radio communications must be 
maintained with ATC. For aircraft 
departing from the primary airport in the 
ARSA, two-way radio communications 
must be maintained with ATC while 
operating in the ARSA, For aircraft 
departing a satellite airport or heliport 
withjn the ARSA, as soon as practicable 
after takeoff, two-way radio 
communications must be established 
with ATC, and therefore maintained 
with ATe while operating within the 
ARSA. 

All aircraft operating within an ARSA 
are required to comply with all ATC 
clearances and instructions and any 
FAA arrival or departure traffic pattern 
for the airport of intended operation, 
However, the rule permits ATC to 
authorize appropriate deviations to any 
of the operating requirements of the 
SFAR when safety considerations justify 
the deviation or more efficient 
utilization of the airspace can be 
attained, 

Economic Impact 

The FAA conducted a detailed 
regulatory evaluation which is included 
in the regulatory docket. Based on a 
review of local airport traffic control 
tower (ATCT) operations data, the 

National TranspOl'tation Safety Board 
(NTSB) accident data file and the FAA 
Accident/Incident Data System, the 
FAA has determined that the provisions 
of this SFAR provide cost savi.[lgs to 
society in general and certain general 
aviation (GA) operators that outweigh 
the additional costs imposed on those 
operators. Specifically, the benefits will 
be proposed to saciety in terms of a 
reduction in midair collisions (MAC's] 
as a result of the ARSA two-way 
communications requirement and arrival 
sequencing service. Benefits to certain 
GA operators will also be realized by 
the reduction of aircraft separation 
minimums as well as airspace 
simplicity, The provisions of this SFAR 
impose new costs on certain GA . 
operators in terms of additional delays 
that may be incurred because of the 
possibility of receiving ATC instructions 
or clearaI).ces which would delay access 
to the ARSA. Additionally, the Federal 
Government will incur costs associated 
with educating the airmen populace in 
the lead site locations_ There are no 
costs associated with: (1] Avionics 
upgrading; (2) FAA recurring program 
administration; (3) materials; (4) 
sectional charting; or (5) circuituous 
routing operations, 

Benefits 

Implementing the proposed ARSA's is 
expected to provide three primary 
benefits: (1) A reduction in MAC 
occurrences; (2) operating cost savings 
due to reduced separation minimums; 
and (3) airspace simplicity. 

Society-iS expected to benefit from a 
reduction in MAC's as a result of the 
ARSA mandatory two-way 
communications requirement and ATC's 
arrival sequencing service, These 
provisions provide a mechanism for 
redUCing the amount of unknown traffic 
and thus the incidence of MAC·s. 

The FAA conducted an extensive 
review of MAC accidents that occurred 
during the period of 1976-1982. Data was 
derived from NTSB accident reports and 
the FAA Accident/Incident Data 
System. The FAA determined that 34 
accidents that '~JOuld have been 
preventable at an ARSA location 
occurred at 136 airports which employ 
TRSA services. FAA then developed a 
regression analysis for these accidents 
per airport providing TRSA services 
over a 5-year period as a function of 
annual aircraft operations based on 1982 
operations. The result of this regression 
analysis is a nonlinear equation that 
determines the annual number of 
expected MAC's based on annual 
airport operations at airports that 
provide TRSA services. 
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The equation is: 
0=,027(n)1." 

where c=annual expected number of MAC's 
.027 and 1,80=the coefficients which yielded 

the least error between the actual and 
estimated number of collisions and 

n=annual operations in units of 100,000. FAA 
assumes n=2,0, for Austin, Texas. and 
2.6, for Columbus, Ohio, in 1984 and 
increases by 5 percent annually. 

Solving the equation for Austin, the 
number of annual expected ARSA
preventable MAC's will range from 0.094 
in 1964 to 0.190 in 1992, or a total1.24 
expected preventable MAC's over the 9-
year period. 

Solving the equation for Columbus. 
the number of annual expected ARSA 
preventable MAC's will range from 0.151 
in 1964 to 0.304 in 1992, or a total of 1.98 
expected preventable MAC'. over the 9· 
year period. 

Next, the FAA considered the costs of 
a MAC which include the value of lives 
lost, injuries. and aircraft damage. Based 
on a review of FAA and NTSB accident 
data, published aviation activity and 
cost reports. the FAA determined that 
th~ average weighted cost per MAC 
(assuming two GA aircraft are involved) 
in 1983 dollars is $1,644.000. This 
determination considers such factors as 
differeQt types of GA aircraft , average 
numbers of occupants on board, 
probabilities of fatalities, injuries. and 
aircraft damage associated with 
relevant costs and distribution of hours 
flown by aircraft. By considering MAC 
costs associated with GA accidents, 
only, the minimum level of benefits is 
derived. 

Based on the above formula and GA 
collision costs, the undiscounted MAC 
cost savings in 1984 are approximately 
$155,000 for Austin and $248.000 for 
Columbus. Tables 1 and 2 depict the 
estimated undiscounted benefits for 
years 1964 through 1992 for Austin and 
Columbus, respectively. These estimates 
incorporate a 5 percent annual increase 
in forecasted operations. 

Additionally, certain VFR operators 
would experience 1 minute savings in 
arrival time as a result of reduced 
separation minimums during selected 
nonpeak hours (operators would also 
benefit during peak hours; however, 
these benefits are examined as a 
tradeoff against VFR sequencing delay 
under costs). ATC management at the 
confirmation sites estimates that 12,480 
operations at Austin and 6,240 
operations at Columbus would benefit 
each year. Assuming an average GA 
aircraft variable operating cost (VOG) of 

$89.94 per hour', which is inflated to 
1983 dollar •• the undiscounted cost 
savings in 1984 are approximately 
$18,700 for Austin and $9,400 for 
Columbus. Tables 1 and 2 depict the 
estimated undiscounted benefits for 
years 1964 through 1992 for Austin and 
Columbus, respectively. These estimates 
incorporate a 5 percent annual increase 
in forecasted operations. 

Finally, FAA believes the simplicity of 
the ARSA airspace structure and the 
standardized services provided within 
the ARSA should be easier for GA 
operators to understand. 

Costs 

This SFAR imposes new costs on GA 
operators in terms of additional delay 
and costs on the Federal Government 
associated with educating the airman 
populace in the lead site locations. 

FAA estimates that 36,000 and 8,667 
VFR departure operations in 1984 will 
be impacted at Austin and Columbus, 
respectively, by requirements to contact 
clearance delivery for a departure 
frequency. The estimated time to 
accomplish this is approximately 1 
minute per operation. FAA also 
estimates the value of operator time is 
$58.95 per hour (see footnote 1). This 
estimate assumes that these are GA 
operators and the mix of aircraft flown 
by these operators is 50 percent, 30 
percent, 20 percent for single engine 
piston, multi engine piston, and 
turboprop aircraft, respectively. 

Therefore, the undiscounted cost of 
delay due to VFR departure 
requirements in 1984 is approximately 
$35.400 for Austin and $8,500 for 
Columbus. Tables 1 and 2 depict the 
estimated undiscounted costs for years 
1964 through 1992 for Austin and 
Columbus, respectively. These estimates ' 
incorporate a 5 percent increase in 
forecast operations. . 

Certain VFR operators are expected to 
experience some delay during peak 
hours resulting from arrival sequencing. 
FAA estimates that 9,360 Austin and 
15.600 Columbus operations would be 
delayed an average 1.5 minutes per 
operation (delays of 2.5 minutes minus 1 
minute gained from reduced separation). 
Based on a GA VOC of $89.94 per hour. 
the undiscounted cost of VFR arrival 
sequencing in 1984 is approximately 
$21.000 for Austin and $35,000 for 
Columbus. Undiscounted costs for years 
1984 through 1992 are depicted in Tables 
1 and 2 for Austin and Columbus, 
respectively. These estimates assume an 

'Economic Values for Emluotion of FAA 
Investment and Regulatory Programs, U.S. DOT. 
FAA. September 1981. 

annual increase of 5 percent in forecast 
operations. 

Certain VFR operators could 
experience delay resulting from being 
denied immediate access into the ARSA 
when traffic is at or near capacity. FAA 
estimates that 3,120 Austin and 2,080 
Columbus: operations would be 
impacted annually with an average 
delay time of 3·minutes per operation. 
Assuming an average GA aircraft VOC 
of $89.94 per hour, the undiscounted cost 
of delay to enter a proposed ARSA in 
1984 is approximately $14.000 for Austin 
and $9,400 for Columbus. Cost estimates 
are shown in Tables 1 and 2 for Austin 
and Columbus. respectively, for years 
1984 through 1992 and assume an annual 
increase in operations of 5 percent. 

Additionally. the Federal Government 
will incur a one-time only cost in 1983 to 
establish and provide training at Austin 
and Columbus. Costs include FAA 
salaries and fringe benefits, travel 
expenses, public meetings, bulletins. and 
letters to airmen. The estimated cost of 
this task is approximately $20,000 per 
site. 

Benefit Cost Conclusion 

Based on the above methodology, fa" 
Austin, the discounted value of the cost 
savings for the period 1983 to 1992 is 
approximately $1.36 million and the 
discounted value of the costs is $0.50 
million, for a benefit cost ratio of 2.70 to 
1. For Columbus, the discounted value of 
the cost savings for the period 1983 to 
1992 is approximately $2.03 million and 
the discounted value of the costs is $0.40 
million, for a benefit cost ratio of 5.32 to 
1. This is shown in Tables 1 and 2. 
respectively. 

International Trade Impact Analysis 

This SFAR will not influence or affect 
international trade involving aviation 
products or services. No comments were 
received concerning the international 
trade impact statement in Notice 83-9. 
Therefore. FAA certifies that this rule 

, will not eliminate existing, or create 
additional. barriers to the sale of foreign 
aviation products or'services in the u.s. 
and will not eliminate or create 
additional barriers to the sale of U.s. 
aviation products and services in foreign 
countries. 

Comments Received on the Economic 
Impact 

Comments concerning the regulatory 
evaluation and regulatory flexibility 
determinations in Notice 83-9 were 

. received from nine commenters. None of 
these comments resulted in any change 
to the benefit/cost considerations in this 
SF AR. These comments are discussed in 
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the regulatory evaluation that is in the 
public docket. 

Regulatory Flexibility Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RF A) 
of 1980 was enacted by Congress to 
ensure that small entities are not 
disproportionately affected by 
Government regulations. The RFA 
requires agencies to review rules which 
may have a "significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities," 

Small entities impacted by this 
proposed rule include opera tors of GA 
aircraft such as private businesses. 
fixed-base operators and corporate/ 
executive operators. FAA estimates that 
a minimum of 30 and 40 of these 
operators at Austin and Columbus, 
respectively, conduct local and itinerant 
operations. 

The costs incurred by operators in 
Austin would be net operating costs due 
to delay. The total undiscounted 1984 
cost (in 1983 dollars) as shown in Table 
1 is $51,829 (reduced separation 
standard benefits of$1B.70B minus total 
delay costs of $70,537). Therefore, the 
average cost per operator in 1984 is 
$1,728. FAA applies an averages. cost 
per operator because the number of 
annual operations for these small 
entities individually is not known. 

The costs incurred by operators in 
Columbus would be net operating costs 
due to delay. The total undiscounted 
1984 cost (in 1983 dollars) as shown in 
Table 2 is $43,592 (reduced separation 
standard benefit of $9.354 minus total 
delay costs of $52,948). Therefore. the 
average cost per operator in 1984 is 
$1,090. FAA applies an average cost per 
operator because the number of annual 
operations for these small entities 
individually is not known. 

FAA and Small Business 
Administration published standards do 
not define threshold significant 
regulatory costs for these operators. 
Based on standards recently adopted by 
the FAA, the lowest threshold 
annualized cost level for a small entity 
group applies. The costs per operator of 
$1,728 and $1,090 are below the lowest 
threshold. 

Therefore, FAA has determined that 
the proposed rule does not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

List of Subjects 

14 CFR Port :11 

Airspace, Navigation (air). 

14 CFR Part 91 

Air traffic control, Airports. Aviation 
safety, Flight rules, Terminal control 
areas. 

14 CFR Part 103 

Aircraft. Aviation safety, Recreation 
and recreation areas, Ultralights. 

14 CFR Part 105 

Aircraft. Aviation safety, Recreation 
and recreation areas, Parachute jumps. 

Accordingly, the following Special 
Federal Aviaton Regulation is issued. 
effective December 22, 1983, through 
December 21, 1984, for Austin, TX, and 
January 19, 1984, through January 18, 
1985. for Columbus, OH and added to 14 
CFR Parts 71, 91, 103, and 105: 

Special Federal Aviation Regulation No. 
45 

Contrary provisions of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations notwithstanding. 

1. The Robert Mueller Municipal Airport, 
Austin, TX, and the Port Columbus 
International Airport, Columbus, OB, are 
designated Airport Radar Service Areas 
(ARSA) airports at which, unless otherwise 
provided for in a Notice to Airmen issued by 
the ARSA facility, radar services will be 
provided continuously. 

2. For purposes of this Special Federal 
Aviation Regulation: 

{al The Austin, TX, ARSA is that airspace 
extending upward from the surface to and 
including 4,600 feet MSL within a 5 nautical 
mile radius of the Robert Mueller Municipal 
Airport and that airspace extending upward 
from 2,000 feet MSL to 4,600 feet MSL within 
a 10 nautical mile radius of Robert Mueller 
Municipal Airport from the 0270 true bearing 
from the airport clockwise to the 2070 true 
bearing from the airport and that airspace 
extending upward from 2,300 feet MSL to 
4,600 feet MSL within a 10 nautical mile 
radius of the airport from the 207- true 
bearing from the airport clockwise to the 027-
true bearing from the airport. 

(b) The Columbus. OH, ARSA is that 
airspace extending upward from the surface 
to and including 4.800 feet MSL within a 5 
nautical mile radius of the Port Columbus 
International Airport and that airspace 
extending upward from 2,500 feet MSL to 
4,800 feet MSL within a 10 nautical mile 
radius of Port Columbus International Airport 
from the OOS" true bearing from the airport 
clockwise to the 1270 true bearing from the 
airport and that airspace extending upward 
from 2,200 feet MSL to 4,800 feet MSL within 
a 10 nautical mile radius of the airport from 
the 1270 true bearing from the airport 
clockwise to the 0080 true bearing from the 
airport. 

(cJ The primary airpol·t is the airport for 
which the ARSA is designated; a satellite 
airport is any other airport. heliport. helipad. 
etc .. within tha t ARSA. 

3. Unless otherwise authorized or required 
byATC-

(a) Arrivals and Overflights-no person 
may operate an aircraft in an ARSA unless 
two-way radio communication is established 
with ATC prior to entering that ARSA and is 
thereafer maintained with ATC while within 
thatARSA: 

(b) Departures-no person may operate an 
aircraft within an ARSA unless two-way 
radio communication is maintained with ATC 
while within that ARSA, except that for 
aircraft departing a satellite airport, two-way 
radio communication is established as soon 
as practicable and thereafter maintained with 
ATC while within that ARSA; 

(c) ATC Instructions and Clearances
except in an emergency, no person ma y, 
while within an ARSA. operate an aircraft 
contrary to an ATC clearance or instruction; 

(d) Traffic Patterns-no person may takeoff 
or land an aircraft within an ARSA except in 
compliance with FAA arrival and departure 
traffic patterns; and 

(e) Ultralight Vehicle and Parachute Jump 
Operations-no person may operate an 
ultralight vehicle within. or make a parachute 
jump within or into, an ARSA except under 
the terms of an ATC authorization issued by 
the ATC facility having jurisdiction over that 
ARSA. 

4. In addition to the required preflight 
actions of FAR Section 91.5, each pilot in 
command shall review NOTAM's pertaining 
to flight within an AR.SA prior to conducting 
night in an ARSA. 

This Special Federal Aviation Regulation 
terminates at 12:01 a.m. local time: December 
22, 1984, at Austin. TX; and January 19, 1985, 
at Columbus, OH, unless sooner superseded 
or rescinded. 
(Sees. 307 and 313(a). Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1348. 1354{a)); 49 
U.S.C. 106(g) (ReVised. Pub. 1.. 97-449, January 
12. 1983): 14 CFR 11.45: and 14 CFR 11.85.) 

Nole.-For the reasons stated under the 
heading "Economic Impact," the FAA has 
determined that this document involves a 
regulation which: (1) Is not a major rule under 
Executive Order 12291; and (2} is not a 
Significant rule under Department of 
Transportation Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; Feb. 26, 1979}. Also. 
for the reasons stated under the heading 
"Regulatory Flexibility Determination," I 
certify that the rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial number of 
small entities. The total projected impact of 
the amendment may be found in a copy of the 
final regulatory evaluation contained in the 
public docket. A copy of that evaluation may 
be obtained by contacting the person 
identifjed above under the caption "FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT." 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on October 3. 
1983. 
J. Lynn Helms. 
Administrator. 
(FR Doc. 83-29345 Filed to-Z7-83: 6:45 tim] 
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