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ABSTRACT

Aircraft will soon be operating routinely in restricted visibility
conditions where the visual range is as low as 1200 feet., which 1s other-
wise defined as Category II weather conditions. To determine candiepower,
light distribution, beam orienta*‘ons and other characteristics required of
visual aids (approach 1lighting, touchdown zone lighting, etc.) for safe
landings in such low visibilities, a real fog enviromment is needed. This
report describes a novel and econamical method of fog testing of airport
lighting fixtures and systems. A very large chamber was constructed and in
it real fog was generated, controlled, and meesured. Various patterns of
lights were installed on the floor of the chamber, and simulated approaches
and landings were made through the fog using live observers in an airplane

cockpit riding on overhead rails.

A total of 36 experienced pilots participated in the tests. Only
candlepower va_ues and photametric distributions were varied durirg the
test runs, except for a modification of the pattern of the inner 1000 ft.
of approach lighting nearest threshcld.

The tests showed that - at night - the present visual aids could be
considered adequate, although marginal, for Catecgory 1I operations. However,
a need for better threshold lighting and more candlepower in the runway
centerline lighting was indicated. During the daytime tests, where the
higher background brightness was found to have a profound influence on
requirea intensities, it was concluded that: (1) the modified approach
pattern was more effective, (2) "bolder" threshold lighting was a necessity,
(3) 1ight ocutput of touchdown zone lights should be improred, (4) runwey
centerline lights needed a minimum of 2000 peak cp, with 7500 cp preferred,
to make them effective in bright daylight fog and (5) & definite need for
well maintained painted runwey markings to supplement the lighting in bright

deylight fog.

It should be borne in mind that the test results in this report are
subjective. There was no way to measure the pilots' ebilities to use the
informeticn received from the visual aids to mske correcctions. Full scale
operational tests - based on these fog chamber "screening" results -
will b= conducted at the Federsl Avietion Agency's Nationsl Aviation
Fecilities Experimental Center (NAFEC), Atlantic City, New Jersey.
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INTRODUCTION

Historical Information. In past years the testing of airport
lighting systems to see how effective they are in actual low visibillity
conditions has presented a tremendous problem to research and development
engineers. The big trouble is that the weather is never cooperative in
these endeavors. Quite often an ideal low visibility fog will settle cn
an experimental installatlion of airport lighting, but it elways seems to
dissipate by the time the engineers and test pilots can get their eircraft
in the alr to evaluate the lighting. In other words, when the experimenters
are ready, the fog isn't.

Finding but scant cooperation frcm Mother Nature, a number of experi-
menters tried the technlique of generating fog with air and water nozzles
in a chamber in which were placed varlous types of miniature lights.
Generally, the lights were vie red and studied through a window. These
early experimental fog chambers were usually quite small;, and the studies
centered around automotive and marire lights. The University of Californis,
on the other hand, had made some preliminary studies of airport lighting
in fog chambers of fairly substantial size. It was decided tu take
advantage of their experience in this area, and the present Contract ARDS-
43Lh was the result. Using a rather bold approach, the present FAA fog
chamber was made large enough to place the experimenters and observers
inside with the lights and the fog. No looking through windows. The
results have been gratifyingly reaslistic.

Importance Of This Report. Already much useful data have been
cbtained from the FAA fog chamber to verify patterns and spacings of
lights and to graphically demonstrate the efficacy of runway markings
used in combination with lighting in daylight fog. This particular report
contains the results of a concentrated series of tests made in the fog
chamber to determine the desirable intensitles and characteristics of
approach, threshold, touchdown zone and runway centerline lights for safe
landing operations in 1,200 feet of visual range. In addition, the tests
sought to determine whether a minor modification of the inner 1,000 feet
of the standard U. S. approach lighting pattern would be desirable for

Category II operations.

In these tests the standard 3:3:3 pattern for the touchdown zone
lights was used, and the runway centerline lights were spaced at 25 feet
intervels. No pattern variations were introduced to confuse the issue,
except for the minor modification of the inner 1000 feet of approach
lighting. All test runs, of course, utilized approach lights to meke up
the integrated Category II lighting system. Highly quelified pilots were
used ag observers. Most were senior alr line captains with years of
experience. The test results are useful guides in the design of lighting
syctems for Category II orerations.
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Fig.1 Exterior view of fog chamber. The
building is 820 ft. long by 30 feet wide.
The height varies from 30 ft. high in the
foreground to 10 ft. at the midpoint.
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Fig.2 Interior view of fog chamber fram
thresholi showing tramway rails and light-
ing fixtures. The overhead plastic panels
allow low visibllity tests to be conducted
under cay and nifht conditioms.
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Fig.3 Observers' cockpit at "Iaunch"”

platform at high end of chamber, poised
for a test run.

Fig.l4 Observers' cockpit on trial run as
fog bullds up rapidly in the chamber.
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Fig. 7. Fog being generated through one of the
100 or more nozzles. Air end water are fed Into
the nozzle under pressure.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE FOG CHAMBER

Under existing Contract ARDS-434, the University of California, con-
structed for the FAA an outsize fog chamber at their Riclmond Field Station
near Berkeley, California. The test work is performed by the Institute of
Transportation and Traffic Engineering of the University of California
under the direction of the Project Manager representing the Systems Research
and Development Service, Federal Aviation Agency.

N 3 e R Vit IR

The test facility comsists of a building 30 feet wide and 820 feet
long. The height of the building varies from 30 ft at the high end to 10 :
ft at a point 400 ft from the high end. The remainder of the building is §
level at a height of 10 £t. The upper portions of the sides of the build-
ing and the roof are covered with translucent corrugated panels. This
enables sufficient light to enter the bullding for daytime fog studies.

Fog is generated in the bullding by feeding campreesed air and water
through some 100 nozzles. This fog is in every way camparable to natural
fog. The fog particle size can be varied by varying the air to water
pressure ratio. The fog generating equipment has the capability of pro-
ducing fog of any desired density. A semiautamatic control device furnished
by the National Bureau of Standards was lnstalled to achieve even greater
control over the density and homogeneity of the fog. In the current tests,
fog wac generated continuocusly during a test; previously it had been =
necessary to generate a desired level of fog and then conduct the test as f
the fog decayed.

The floor of the bulldiag is surfaced with asphaltic concrete. On this .
floor approach lights (U. S. National Standard, but without strobe flashing :
lights) as well as runway lights have been installed to permit study of
the complete approach and runway lighting system. The scale reduction
factor for all linear dimensions and approach speed is l/lO.

The length of the building in which fog is generated is 800 ft, that
being equivalent to 8000 ft. The approach ligats are 80 £t fram the high
end of the building and extend 300 ft to the runway threshold. In the
remaining 420 ft various patterns of runway touchdown zone and runway
centerline lights have been installed.

The sloped roof permits an observer to approach the runway on & 2—1/2«
deg. glide path (Fig. 5). Steel rails arc attached to the roof adjacent to
the sides of the bullding. A tramwey carriage supported by steel whsels
end operated by an electric motor rolls on the steel rails. Suspended
from the tramwsy carriesge is an actusl cockplt from a Cessne alrcraft. The
cockplit can acconmodate tvro observers and an operator. It cen be moved
laterelly (an equivalent distence of 140 £t each side of the centerline)
to glmvlete off-centerline approaches. The tremwey carriege can be operated
:de up to 1% wph, which corresponds to an over-the-threshold speed
coxinstely 130 knots.




At the high end of the building the eye level in the cockpit is
approximately 24 ft above the floor. At the 1000-ft cross bar, the eye
level height is 12.6 £t. At the runway threshold, the eye level in the
cockpit 1s at a height of approximately 8.2 ft. From the runway thresh-
0ld to touchdown, the eye level descreases gradually to 4.4 £t and there-
after remains level over the runway at this height.

L 3700 11, start of run —Jl
[v 3000 J—— -
, opprooch lights L—”’
1l -
s 1000 ¢ —-4 4o Lﬁ‘ ':. ——

{ >
lOJ..0.0 ® 0000 000000000008 080

rrsn 1000 Mt crossber
142
Note: All dimensions in fog chomber
r~——7rooft are one-tenth of those shown

Fig. 9 - Fog chamber glide path and approximate visual cones for 1200 ft visual range

The entire facility has been designed so that the times for perception,
edaptation, declsion, and the rate of change of the fleld of view are the
same as in an actusl landing.

Light-Intensity and Fog-Density Scale Factors

In order to be representative of real-life conditions, the illumin-
ation (at the eye) and the average brightness in the fog chamber should be
nearly the same as in the field. Tllumination varies as the square of the
distance fram point sources. Since the linear scale factor is 1/10, the :
11lumination must be reduced by (1/10)2 or l/lOO. Brightness is defined §
ag the inteneity divided by the projected area of the light source. The ;
linear dimensions of the optical parts of the light sources were reduced
by aepproximately 1/10, therefore the reduction in areas is 1/100. If s !
constant brightness 1s to be meintained, the intensity of the light source
must also be reduced by a fector of 1/100. Thus all of the intensities
of the appioach and runway lights in the fog chamber are l/lOO of real-

life conditions.

To maintalin the same light-scattering effect in the fog chember as i
in ti» fleld, the slze of the fog particles and the distribution of their ?
size mugt be the same. To mainteln the same attenuation, however, the
concentration of fog particles per volumes has to ve increased.




The increase in fog particles per unit volume is such that a 1light
will attenuate to the same degree at 50 feet in the fog chamber as it
would at 500 feet in real life. While it was easy to generate fogs of
almost any desired density in the fog chamber, there were a mmber of
problems encountered in the measuring and recording of desired visibilities,
and relating such visibilities to real life conditions. These problems of
measuring light transmission through fog are dealt with later in this report.

Effect of Reduction in Scale on the Obsgerver

Everything has been reduced in scale in the fog chamber except the
observer. He cannot be scaled down in the same sense as the dimensions
and the light intensities. But the enviromments can seem real to him,
nevertheless. By scaling all linear dimensions in the external field by
1/10, the visual angles (and therefore the visual size) of all objects
remain the same as in the "real" world. The perspective of the central
field of view is exactly the same as in a real landing or tske-off.
However, because of the limited width of the fog chamber, the peripheral
field 1is not a true reprecentation in those tests in which the observer
can see the sides and the roof trusses. Only in visual ranges of 2600
ft or lighter fog, in daytime, are the sides and roof trusses very
noticeable. In denser fogs, neither the sides nor the roof are seen
to any appreciable extent.

The other aspect that has not been reduced to scale is the binocular
view of the observer (effect of two eye3, each seeing a slightly different
scene). For relatively long distances (100 £t or more) the change in
viewing angles from one eye to another is relatively unimportant. Cne
can make almost as good distance judgments with one eye as with two.

The binocular clues are more important at close range. But even at
distances of 10 £t or more the illusion created in the foz chamber is
remarkably good, even with a non-scaled binocular vision.

Attempts to Use Transmissameter

Prior to this test program sttempts were made to measure the density
of the fog by the same type of transmissameter that is now installed at
many airports in the United States. The initial installation of the
transmisscmeter in the fog chamber has not been satisfactory. Correlation
of measured values of transmission with observed visual ranges was not
accanplished; however, efforts are contlnuing to establish such a
correlation. The transmissometer measures the transmittence of the fog
along a fixed base line and this is used to specify Runwey Visusl Range
(RVR), Due to reasons cited later in this report, human observers were
unerd in 1deu of the transmisscmeter to determine fog density for the
test program described in this report.
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LIGHTING USED IN TESTS

In setting the stage for lighting tests for Category II landing
operations it was necessary to hold the variations to a reasonable
minimum - a minimmwm that was consistent with providing useful, realistic
data. To do otherwise would mean embarking on a long series of testing
that would probably miss the boat. The need for data on Category II
lighting operations was urgent and could not long be delayed.

Lighting Variations Used In the Tests. The following combinations
of intensities of touchdown zone lights and runway centerline lights
were selected for the tests:

Intensity of Intensity of
Touchdown Zone Lights, Centerline Lights
100-ft centers, cp 25-ft centers, cp
Daytime Tests
7500 500
7500 1000
7500 2000

Nighttime Tests

7500 200
7500 1000
Looo 500
4000 1000

Fixture Intensities. In the preceding tables, the light intensities
shown represent peak intensities. A more camplete plcture of the photo-
metric distribution of the touchdown zone and runway centerline lights es
installed in the fog chamber is given below.

The touchdown zone lights used in all tests have the followlng photo-
metric characteristics when operated to give 7500 or 4000 peak intensity:

1. At least 80% of the peek cp within O to 6 deg verticel and 13 deg
(totel) horizontel.

2. At least 50% of the peek cp within 0 to T deg verticel end 23 deg
(totel) horizontal.

3. A%t least 10% of the peek cp within O to 12 deg vertical and 28 deg
(totel) horizontal.

The centerline lights uzed in gll tents have the following photczztrie
charecterictics vhen opercted to glive 2000, 1080 or 500 cp peaokr intensity:
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U.S. STANDARD SYSTEM NEAR - THRESHOLD MODIFICATION
Runway I Runway
Threshold Threshold
(green) (green) ;
T ! '
IO|O e I 100 1t
L Wing bor B Wing bor Centerline bars on
(red) (red) 100 1t centers
2001t ’ {White )
Terminating - - I -
bar (red)
Centerline bors on = -
100 ft centers -
(white) |
- --

Approach systems
N N extend to 3000 #1 N NG

aheod of threshold

Mote: All dimensions in fog chember
are one-tenth of 1hose shown

Fig. 11 - Plan view of standard and modified approach lighting systems.




1. At least 80% of the peak cp within O to 10 deg verticel and 30 deg
(total) horizontal.

2. At least 50% of the peak cp within O to 1L deg vertical and 30 deg
(total) horizontal.

3. At least 10% of the peak cp within O to 16 deg vertical and 30 deg
(total) horizontal. .

Choosing the 7500 and 4000 cp peak intensities for the touchdown
zone lights was dictated by the fact that they correspond closely with
the photametric performance of fixtures now being installed under the
Federal Aid to Alrports Program. It is sufficiently close to the output
from fixtures made in accordance with existing FAA specifications L-838,
L-843 and 1-8k45.

For the runway centerline lights, the 500 cp peak intensity corres-
ponds roughly to the output of the FAA L-842 "pancake" light with a L5-
watt quartz lamp, which 1s the fixture now being utilized for runway
centerline installations under the FAAP. The 1000 and 2000 cp peak
intensities were chosen for a prominent part in the testing because pre-
liminary investigation had given an indication 500 cp. was not enough for
&ll conditions down to 1200 ft Category II. In this connection, it is
known that 1000, 2000 and up to 7500 cp peak intensities can be obtalned
from a modified version of fixtures made irn accordance with FAA specifi-
catica L-845. A test installation using “he modified L-845 fixtures on new
standard FAA base receptacles has recently been made on the centerline of
Runway 13-31 at NAFEC.

Approach Lighting. Approach lighting was used for all test runs.
During the latter part of each test series a minor modification was made
to the standard U. S. system in the inner 1000 ft to find out if it
could be made more effective in Category II weather. This will be
referred to throughout the report as the "modified approach system.’

The modified approech system differs from the standard system in
that the red terminating bar 200 ft from the threshold and the red wing
bars 100 £t from the threshold are removed; the red terminating bar is
replaced with a white light barrette and an additional white barrette is
placed 100 ft from the threshold in line with the existing barrettes.
Strobe lights had not been installed at the time this test program was
under way. The two systems are shown in Fig.ll. It was agreced that for
tests during the day the intensity of the approach lights, runwey edge
lights, and threshold lights would remsin the seme at step 5 (20,000 cp)
and for te: 5 at night the intensity would be reduced to step L (L00O cpS.

Threshold Lightling. Considerable thought wes glven to the cholce of
threshold lights for the tects. Prellminery investigation and previous
test experience indlcated that the origlnsl test threchold lights were
not adequate end should not be used. The originnl threshold lighte

12
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‘provided a minimm of 18,000 cp (white light) fram 1 to T degrees above
the horizontal, diminishing rapidly to 1800 cp at 10 degrees above
horizontal. The threshold lights chosen as best for this test program
provided an approximately uniform intensity of 20,000 cp (white light)
up to an angle of 25 deg from the piane of the runway. Thus the
significant change that was made 1n these lights was the provision of
nearly the same intensity (18,000 to 20,000 cp) but over a much larger

vertical angle.

The photometric distributions for both the original threshold lights
and the current lights as well as the FAA specifications for threshold
lights are shown in Fig. 12. Suffice it to say that the original lights
exceeded the FAA specification of 18,000 cp (white light) which required
only fram 2 to 4 deg above the plane of the runway.

The reason for maintaining a nearly uniform high intensity over a
larger vertical angle than before was that the pilot observers felt that
in 1200 ft visibility the threshold lights were inadequate regardless of
the fact that they exceeded FAA specifications. This inadequacy was in
part due to the fact that the vertical distribution of the light bean
was too narrow and the aiming was too critical. The pilot was moving
out of the peak intensity region into a rapidly decreasing zone of candle
power as he approached the threshold. Hence, the observers were not
able to see the lights as well as they should at a distance of about 1000
£t ahead of threshold which 1s approximately the decision point for
Category II operations (100 ft aititude).
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THE EVALUATION PROGRAM

The intensities of the runway touchdown zone and centerline lights
as well as the modification of the inner 1000 £t of approach lights
were evaluated from (1) observations by pilots, (2) brightness measure-
ments, and (3) photographs. For each combination of inteneities of run-
way touchdown zone and centerline lights two approach light systems were
used-~-the standard and modified. The entire evaluation program was
conducted in 1200 ft of visual range.

Observations by Pilots

Early in the planning of the project it was recognized that evaluation
of the lighting patterns by qualified pilots was essential. Another
practical requirement was that the pilots be readily available to
participate in the tests. Accordingly, a lighting advisory group was
formed with the advice of several major airlines serving the San Francisco
Bay Area and the local councils of the Air Line Pilots Association. About
half of the group was selected by the airlines and half by the councils

of the ALPA.

Members of the All-Weather Landing Committees of the Air Transport
Association of America, and the Air Line Pilots Assoclation also partic-
ipated in the evaluation as well as representatives of the alrcraft
manufacturers and the Flight Standards Service of the Federsl Aviation

Agency.

After each approach the observers completed a data sheet. A
total of 36 pilot observers participated in the tests. For the purpose
of analysis, the questions were grouped into four parts: questions
concerning (1) approach lights, (2) runway threshold lights, (3) runway
centerline lights, and (4) runway touchdown zone lights.

Each observer was asked to evaluate each part of the system at the
following locations: 1000 fi ahead of threshold, at runway threshald,
at touchdown, and during roll-out.

Photametric Measurements

A. Brightness of Light Sources and Contrest. Measurements were made
at two locations along the glide path: (1) 500 £t ahead of the runway
threshold ari (2) at the runway threshold, using in both cases a
Pritchard Spectra Telephotometer mounted on a turntable in the cockpit.

t each location average luminance measurements were made on the runway
lights at distances of 6C0 ft, 900 ft, and 1200 £% ghead of the observer.
Measurements were not made at 1000 £t because the visual range of 1200 ft.
limited the readings to lighte in the epprcach to the threshold region
vhich were not the primary subject for Investigation.
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The measurements were made with a 6-minute aperture for 600 ft of
viewing distance; a L-minute apcrture for 900 ft of viewing distance,
and a 2-minute aperture for 1200 ft of viewing distance.

A telephotometer, rotating on the turntable, scanned across the
entire width of the runway at a constant angular velocity. In this
manner a continuous distribution of brightneses across the entlire runway

was recorded.

The instrument measures the average light flux at the photocell
receiver within the specific acceptance of the aperture. The apertures
were varied for the different viewing distances, (e.g., 600 ft, 900 ft,
and 1200 £t) in order that the average brightness would be over about
the same projected area at the light source regardless of viewing
distance. The measurements for all viewing distances yleld an average
brightness in a circular projected area of about 0.21 ft in diameter at

the runway.

B. How "Detection Contrasts" Were Determipned. It is important to
know the increment in light flux at the pilot's eye due to a light source
on the runway. The symbol A B was chosen to dencte the differences
between the average peak brightnesses and the average brightnesses at
one aperture diameter away from the peasks. Although this is samevhat
arbitrary it appears to be reasonable since the peaks are well defined and
the critical differences in brightnesses insofar as the pilot is concerned
are determined by the brightnesses immediately adjacent to the peaks.

To show the effect of backgrcund brightness it was decided to compare
‘A B with the average brightness in the transverse section of the runwsay.
This comparison is in the form of a ratio which 1s called the detection
contrast Cy. The expression for C; in symbolic form is as follows:

B =55 " B
Ca" B B
T T
where Cd = detection contrast
B_ = Maximum average brightness of the centerline or touchdown

zone lights within the specified aperture (corresponds
to "average peak brightresses" mentioned above),

B, = Average brightness one eperture diemeter sway from mﬂximum
average brightness within the specified aperture,

BT = Average brightness over an srea extending across the run-
way excluding the touchdowm zone, the centerlipe lights,
end the edge lights within the specified aperture.

fost
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C. Using "Detection Contrasts" as a Yardstick. As mentionel above,
the determination of detection contrasts may be considered somevhat
arbitrary. Nonetheless they provide the experimenters with a useful
Yardstick in measuring the effectiveness of the lights, quite apart from
the subjective reactions of the subject pilots who made the test runs
over the lights. It was, of course, necessary to estatlish what contrast
detection values would be considered the "minimum perceptible value" and
what would be considered the "practical usable minimum." As a measure
of adequacy, conditions were selected which approximate those used by
the U. S. Weather Bureau in determining the meteorological visibility as
follows:

Daytime: C 0.05 minimum perceptible value

"

= 0.15 practical usable minimum

o)
!

Nighttime: C3 = 0.10 minimum perceztible value

Q
ii

0.30 practical usable minimum

These numbers are only guides. They reflect the generally sccepted
idea that the required contrast for well-defined objects Iincreases as
the background brightness decreases, but on a nonlinear basis. In a
fog, the scattering both increases the background brightness and decreases
the sharpness of the definition of the object, therefore the brightness
Increment due to the object is not well deflned. The background brlghtness
is not well defined, especially at night, since there are multiple light
sources in the fleld of view with large gradients surrounding each source.

To further complicate the problem, it should be noted that while the
contrast required for a given level of certainty of detection at night
Increases, the threshold for detection decreases. This can be interpreted
as meaning that, although the required ratio of the incremental brightness
to the background Increases at night, the necessary increment in brightness
decreases. Thus one might have a_A B of 1L footlamberts for a touchdown
zone light in the daytime and have the contrast at or near the minimm
perceptible value, whereas at night the same measurements might yleld a
A B of 4 footlamberts with a contrast that is well above the practical
useable minimum. The results of tests to determine detection contrasts
of the lights for different test conditions are discussed later in the
report. They are also summarized in TABIE 3 - SUMMARY OF DETECTION
CONTRASTS.

D. Relation of Contrast to Visual Range. While on the subject of
detection contrasts it is worthwhile to point out how the vaiues can be
affected by distence. This has a further bearing on the teking of photo-
graphs as explained below in the paragraph labeled "Photographs."
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For a uniform daytime fog that hae & visual range of 1200 feet
defined as the distance that a 10,000-cp light can be seen, the following
detection contrasts would be developed at different distances (based upon
exponential attenuation):

Available
Distance Contrast
1500 £t 0.024
1400 0.030 below visual
1300 0.039 threshold
1200 0.050 barely visible
1100 0.064
1000 0.083 more visible
900 0.105
800 0.135
700 0.17h Practical usable minimum
600 0.223
500 0.287 readily visible
0.30)
0- 20 - X
Practical Usable Mir.imum
Contrast for = 99% certainty
0.10 |
Vigual Threshold ~ 50% certainty ‘
0 + : + 5
i} 580 1000 1500

Distonce
Fig. 13 - Cextract vo Dictance in a Uniform Fog of 1200 f& Vicual Range.

Bockoround Brightness. The background brightrnese was determined

by e photarzter locrted et the fer end of the fog chamber approxisately ;
10 £¢ above the level of the floor. The instrument was pointcd townrd :

ce cone

the Uimeshold and wcosured the brightness within e 6-deg ne.




Photographs

Still (black and white) photographs were taken at threshold, and
700 ft. ahead of threshold using a cockpit cutoff angle of 15 deg. The
700 f£t. distance was used instead of 1000 feet in order to show the
lights beyond the threshold in 1200 ft. visual range. At 1000 ft.
the limitations of photography will not permit the lights beyond the
threshold to show without excessive flaring of the approach and threshold
lights. The effect of distance on contras in 1200 ft. visual range

fog is shown on the preceding curve.

Measurement of Fog Density

Due to the uncertainty in transmisscmeter readings thet is known to
exist in visibilities of 1200 ft. and lower and also due to problems
arising from trying to locate a transmissameter in the fog chamber, it
was decided to use & more meaningful procedure for determining visibility
in lieu of a traasmissameter. The runway edge lights at en average
intensity of 10,000 cp are now used as a basis for correlating trans-
missometer readings and Runway Visual Range. On this basis, it was
arranged thaet human observers should be used and that the visibility should
be determined on the basis of the number of 10,000-cp sources that the
observers could see both in day and night conditions. Accordingly e row
of 10,000 cp light sources was placed along one edge of the runway on
200-ft. centers. The observers were stationed on the opposite edge of
the runway, one at threshold and the other approximately 1000 ft. past
the threshold. When both observers saw the same number of lights, the
visibility was considered at proper test conditions (e.g., for 1200-ft.
visibility, 6 lights had to be seen by both observers). It should be
noted that in the daytime the background brightness seen by the visual
range observers can be different than seen by a pilot observer. The
magnitude of the difference 1s not known, but it may have resulted in s
sanevhat different visual range along the glide slope than was reported
for the run. The visibility measured in this manner has been defined in
this report as Visual Range rather than Runway Visuel Range since the
latter term is associated with transmisscmeter measurements in the United
States. Accordingly, all visibillity measurements in this report are
given in terms of Visual Range as described above.

2600 11, 13 geurces ot 200 It spocing

o s = — .
/%,Z; 7 - - - "
30° il 10.000 cp sources 8

e ! wpitgeom 102 Aorizoetn)
graie of 30 Cuprees

1000 1 1
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RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION PROGRAM

"The results of the evaluation program are divlided into three
categories: (1) observation by pilots, (2) brightness measurements,and

(3) photographs.

1. Observation by Pilots

A. Ground Rules and Terminology. As stated previously, specific
questions were asked of each pilot observer concerning the approach lights,
the threshold lights and the runway touchdown zone and runway centerline
lights. The lighting was evaluated for one visibillity condition, 1200 ft
visual range over a wide range of daylight conditions and at night.

In Tables 1 and 2, the responses to the questions asked of each pilot
observer are sumarized. Several of the observers requested the opportunity
to view intensities other than those specified in the test program.*

The numbers in Tables 1 and 2 indicate the number of observations, not
the number of observers. During the daylight the results have been grouped
in two categories of background brightness; (1) in excess of 300 foot-
lamberts and (2) 300 footlamberts or less.

The observers were given the opportunity to view each cambination of
intensity of runwey touchdown zone and centerline lights (e.g., T500 cp
and 500 cp, T500 cp and 1000 cp, etc.) with both the standard and modified
approach light systems. A detalled examination of the answers to the
questions indicated that the type of approach light system had very
little influence on the evaluation of the runwey section of the lighting
system. For thls reason the answers pertaining to runway lighting have
been combined for both epproach light systems.

In all discussion of pilot observations, the following terminology is
used:

about half - about one-half the observers gave the same
answer

majority - about two-thirds gave the same answer
nearly all - ebout 90% gave the same answer
As mentioped previously during the deytime the background brightness

was meesured during each observation., ¥Filg.l5 shows the number of obgerva-
tionu in each 100-footlambert increment of beckground brightness. The

% [

(1) At nisht 2000 ¢p in lieu of 1000 cp for the rumvey centerline.

SR

[N o N
2.’»f) At nieht ot

- .
op 5
aten b (5000

for the approach lights (20,000 cp) in lieu
000 ¢
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range of background brightness was fram 8 footlamberts to 1700 footlamberts,
but the majority of the observations were conducted when the background
brightness varied from 40O to 8 footlamberts. The highest background
brightness as recorded in the fog chamber can be exceeded in field opera-
ting conditions. For example with a relatively shallow fog with bright
sunshine overhead the background brightness may be on the order of 3000

footlamberts.

350
342
342 doy observations 333
323 325
300 |—
298
290
263
250
>—Number of observations in ond
&7 below background brightness group
- 220
£ 200}
L. d
§
4 180
-
]
150 }—
3 149
€
-
x
100 P~ .
Number of observations in each
86 Tbackarwnd brightness group
6‘?'
50 p— ’ 20 43
31
27 25 o
&
8 b4
(2]
o 100 200 300 400 S00 800 ¥o0 800 200 1000 1700
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B. Approach Lights. During the day in the early afternoon when
the background brightness was greater than 200 footlamberts, about half
of the responses indicated that the approach lights were satisfactory
from the start of the approach (3,700 £t from threshold) to the 1,000-ft
bar. During the latter part of the day (background brightness 300 foot-
lamberts or less) the majority of the responses indicated that the approach
lights were satisfactory in this portion of the approach. There are many
comments by the pilot observers concerning the need for including the
sequenced flashing lights in the approach light system. These lights
were not available for the tests due to lack of time to design, procure,

and instell suitable units.

With regard to the question of identifying the 1000-ft bar, nearly
all of the responses indicated that the 1000-ft bar was clearly identified
aﬁging the night and during the day when the- batkground brightness was
300-footlamberts or less. When the background brightness was greater
than 300-footlamberts the majority of the responses indicated that the
1000-ft bar was clearly identified. Very few responses were obtained at
very high background brightness so this condition could not be extensively

evaluated.

The majority of the responses indicated that the intensity of the
approach lights from the 1000-ft bar to threshold (Step 5, 20,000 cp with-
out sequence flashers) was acceptable during the day. At night, nearly
all of the responses indicated that intensity of the approach lights
(Step L4, 400G~ cp) was acceptable.

The pilot observers were asked to indicate a preference for the two
approach light systems. During the day nearly all ~f the responses
indicated a preference for the modified system. At night a majority of
the responses indicated a preference for the modified system. The
pilots comments indicated that there were mixed feelings concerning the
need and usefulnress of the red wing bars and red terminating bar in the
present approach light system.

C. Threshold Lights. At the 1000-ft bar the pllots were asked if
they coald clearly identify the runway threshold lights. Most of the
eveluation was conducted using green filters furnished by the National
Burcau of Standards (15% to 20% transmittance). A limited number of
evaluations were conducted with a white threshold, which was obtained
simnly by removing the green filters, resulting in epproximately a five-
told increase in intensity. Only ebout helf of the responses indicated
that the green threshold could be clearly identified during the daytime
when the backyround brightness was greater than 30C footlamberts. A
majority of the responses indicated that the green threshold could be
clrerly identified during the day, when background drightness is 300
footlamberts or less and at night.

RS
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When the white threshold was used, the ability to clearly identify
the threshold was slightly better than when the green was used. Although
this was the case there were some very strong reservations expressed by
the pllots concerning the use of white light for marking the runway
threshold. A majority to nearly all of the responses indicated a pre-
ference for the use of a colored threshold in all test conditions.

D. Runway Centerline Lights. The observers were asked to evaluate
several intensities of the runway centerline lights at three lccations
along the approach and landing as follows: at the 1000-ft bar, at runway
threshold and at touchdown. In addition they were asked if the centerline
lights provided sufficient guidance during roll-out after touchdown.

At the 1000-ft bar during the day between gbout half and a majority
of the responses indicate that 2000 cp was acceptable. At night about
half of the responses indicated that 1000 cp lights were acceptable.

At the runway threshold, nearly all of the responses indicated that
1000 cp wae acceptable during all test conditions in the 1ay and at night.

At touchdown, nearly all of the responses indicated that 1000 cp wes
acceptable during all test conditions in the day and at night.

During roll-out, nearly all of the responses indicated that 1000 cp
was acceptable during all test conditions in the day and at night.

In general, for any particular intersity of the centerline lights,
the intensity became more acceptable as the approach and landinz . .pimc.cu
toward touchdown and roll-out. From the 1000 £t bar, the higher intensity
of the centerline lights resulted in a greater acceptability. However
closer to the threshold there 1s less difference in the acceptability

between the various intensity settings.

E. Runway Touchdown Zone Lighting. The pilot observers were asked
to evaluate the intensity setting of the runway touchdown zone lighting
at three locations along the approach and landing as follows: tlhe 1000
ft bar, the runway threshold, and at touchdown.

At the 1000-ft bar, during the day about half of the responses in-
dicated that 7500 c¢p wac acceptable. During the day about half of the
responses indicated that the intensity of the touchdown zone lights was
"too 1low" or not even seen. At night about half of the responses indicated

that the 4000 cp was acceptable while a majority indicated that 7500 cp
was acceptable.

At the runvay ‘threshold, during the day nearly all responses indicated
that T500 ep touchdown zone lights were acceptable, while at night both

4000 -p and T500 cp were considred as acceptable.
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At touchdown during the day nearly all responses indicated that 7500
cp touchdown zone lights were acceptable. During the night nearly all
responses indicated that LOOO cp touchdown zone lights were acceptable.
Also between a majority and nearly all responses at night indicated that

7500 cp was acceptable (not glaring).

2. Brightness Measurements

The results of measurements of detection contrasts are summarized in
Table 3. These data include four additional intensities that were not a
part of the pilot evaluation test progrem, i.e., 200-cp and T500-cp
centerline lights in the daytime and 200-cp and 2000 cp centerline lights

at night.

A. Runway Centeritine Lights. Considering the daytime conditions
first, the detection contrasts for 500-cp intensity runway centerline
lights are below the practical usable minimm value of 0.15, expect for
distances of 600 ft or less ahead of threshold. Increasing the intensity
to 2000 cp provided much greater detection contrasts (fram four to six
times). Increasing the intensity to 7500 cp shows further improvement but
not in direct proportion. With 2000 cp the dete:tion contrasts are in
excess of the practicel usable minimum value except at distances of 1200
ft ahead of the observer. It is to be expected that the detection contrast
would be near the minimum useble value at 1200 £t since this is the
distance used to establish the visual range. The contrast measurements
during the day confirm the results of the pilot observations.

At night nearlv all of the detection contrasts for 602-ft and 900-ft
distances shead of the observer for the centerline lights were in excess
of the practical usable minimum of 0.30. The measurements taken at
1200-ft distance show that all of the intensities are reduced to values
at or below the practical usable minimum values. However, because the
contrasts for the 1000 cpintensity were so much greater than for the
500-cp intensity it is easy to see why the pilot preference was for the
higher intensity.

B. Touchdown Zone Lighta. The detection contrasts for the touchdown
zone lights during the day and night were always larger than or near the
practical usable minimum to a distance of 1200 f+ ahead of the observation
point when the Iintensity was 7500 c¢p. The detection contrasts for the
LOOO~-cp intensity were not measured in the daytime but were at or above
the practical usable minimum at night up to 1200 ft ahead of the observa-
tion point. These measurements also confirm the results of pilot observa-

tions.

3. Photographs

A. Genersl Notes on Photographs. As mentioned previously, black and
white photographs were taken along the glide path at the runway threshold
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and 700 ft ahead of threshold with a cockpit cutoff angle of 15 deg. The
photographs are shown in Figs. 16 to 25 . During the day the photographs
were taken when the background brightness averaged sbout 600 footlamberts
and the variation from the average was small. However, during the summer
when there is bright sunshine over e relatively thin layer of fog the
background brightness can be considersbly larger.

The photographs include three additional intensities of centerline
lights which were not a part of the pilot evaluation test program. These
are 200 cp and 7500 cp on 25-ft centers during the day and 2000 ecp on
25-ft centers during the night.

In the printing and reproduction of photographs, attention has been
given to portraylng conditions as they appear when actuaslly observed.
It should be noted, however, that this objective 1s not entirely attain-
able, and conclusions should not be reached by examination of photographs
alone. The contrasts in a photograph are normally far less than can be
observed in real 1ife. Nevertheless the following coaments may be

pertinent.

B. Approach Lights. As previously explained, the photograpns were
taken TOO ft ahead of threshold and therefore cover only the last few
barrettes of the approach-light system. It is clear fram the photographs
why there was a grcater preference by the observers for the modified
system during the day than at night. During the day the touchdown zone
and centerline lights were not clearly identified at 1000 ft ahead of
threshold nor are they clearly identified in the photographs at TOO ft.
The continuation of the white barrettes in the modified system provides
the pilot with additional guidance information to the threshold. At
night one sees the runway centerline and touchdown zone lights more
clearly and hence the need for additional guidance information in the
approach is not as great.

C. Runway Threshold Lighting. During the day the photographs
indicate that the green threshold lights are clearly identifiable from
TOO ft ahead of threshold and the majority of the pilot observers in-
dicated that the lights were also clearly identified from 1000 f+ when
the background brightness was in excess of 300 footlamberts.

During the night the photographs indicate that the green threshold
lights are clearly identifiable TOO £t from threshold. This tends- to
confirm the pilot observations wherein the majority of the responses
indicated that the green threshold lights were adequate 1000 ft. from
threshold. The photographs also show that when the green filters are
removed the increase in scattered light enlarges the halo effect and
therefore reduces the clarity of the runway touchdown zone and center-
line lights beyond the threshold.
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" D. Runway Centerline Lights. An examination of the photographsk
during the day tend to confirm the results of the pilot observations.
It should be remembered that the photograuphs were taken at 700 ft ahead
of the threshold in order to get some of the runway lights to show on
the prints without excessively flaring the approach lights. At the 1000
ft bar less than a majority of the pilot responses indicated that 2000 cp
for the centerline was acceptable. No pilot responses were obtained for
the 7500-cp lights. It should be noted that increasing the intensity of
the centerline lights fram 500 cp to 2000 cp (four times) does not appear
to appreciably improve the length of the guidance segment. A photograph
(Fig.16 ) taken from 70O £t ahead of threshold is shown with 7500-cp
centerline lights which clearly indicates that very high intensitles are
required to provide a clearly identifiable centerline during the day.

At the runwasy threshold the daytime photographs confirm the results
of pilot observations and photometric measurements that 1000 cp provides
a clearly identifiable centerline and that there appears to be very little
gain in visual range when the intensity is increased from 1000 cp to

2000 cp.

The photographs also clearly indicate that runway marking becomes
more identifiable at this location on the glide path than at TOO ft
ahead of threshold.

At night the photographs appear to indicate the* thc 1007-cp center-
line lights are clearly identifiable from 700 £t ahead of threshold. But
less than a majority of the pilot responses indicated that 1000 cp was
satisfactory 1000 ft from threshold. The observers judged the adequacy
of the lights 1000 £t from threshold while the photographs were taken
TOO £t from threshold. At the runwey threshold the photographs confirm
the pilot observation and photometric measurements that 1000 cp is
adequate for guidance.

. 7®wmyay Touchdown Zone Lighting. The photographs fram 700 ft

ahea. .. - .. 1d tend to confirm the consensus of the observer

-5ponses that during the day 7500 cp was marginal at 1000 £t fram
threshold. The photographs, photametric measurements and observer
responses show that the touchdown zone lights are more acceptable at
runway threshold. During the night 1t is evident from the photographs at
TOO ft why nearly all of the responses indicated that 7500 cp was adequate.
At the runway threshold the photographs verify the pilot observers camments
that either 4000 cp or T500 was acceptable.

F. General Campent:s. If the fog is uniform and the visual range is
1200 ft, the distance & pilot can see at 70O ft from threshold on a 2-1/2-
deg glide path with a cockplt cutoff angle of 15 deg will be a horizontal
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distance of a little less than 800 ft along the ground (see Fig. 9). The
photographs show that at night one can see the lights for a distance of
800 ft or more but this is not the case during the day. This is partly
due to the ".mitations of photography and partly due to the definition
of visual range. This points up to the desirability of relating the
amount of lighting to the visual range which the pllot needs to see to
provide him with adequate guidance. In the test program the visual
range was measured by observers on the ground counting the number of
10,000-cp sources they could see while the pilot observers were viewlng

an assortment of intensities along the glide path.
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A. Touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline S00 cp.
Standard approach system

B. Touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 1000 cp.
Standard epproach system.

Fig. 16 - Daytime tests; observer at TOC feet before threshold

(approach and edge lights at Step 5).
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A. Touchdown zone TS500 cp; centerline 2000 cp.
Standard approach system.

B. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline 2000 cp.
Modifled approach system.

Fig.17 - Daytime tests; observer at TOO ft before threshold
(approach and edge lights at Step 5).
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A. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline Z00 cp.

v B. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline 500 cp.

Fig. 18 - Daytime tests; observer at threshold (approach and edge
lights at Step 5).
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Fig.
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A. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline 1000 cp.

B. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline 2000 cp.

19 - Daytime tests; observer at threshold (approach and edge
5 at Step 5).
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Touchdown zone 4000 cp; centerline 500 cp.
Standard approach system.

o
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B. Touchdown zone LOOO cp; centerline 500 cp.
Modified approach system.

- Night tests; observer at TOO ft before threshold (approach

Fig.20
and edge lights at Step 4).
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cuchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 500 cp.
Standard approach system.

B. Touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 1000 cp-
Standard approach system.

Fig. 21 - Night tests; observer at 700 ft before threshold (approach
and edge lights at Step k).
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A.

Touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 1000 cp.
Modified approach system.

B. Touchdown zone T500 cp; centerline 1000 cp.
Modified approach system with white threshold.

Fig. 22 - Night tests; observer at TOO ft before threshold (approach
and edge lights at Step 4).
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A. Touchdown zone 400C c¢cp; centerline 500 cp.

B. Touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 1000 cp.

Fig. 23 - Night tests; observer at threshold (approach and edge
lights at Step u4).
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A. Observer at 700 ft before threshold.
Modified apprcach system.

B. Observer at threshold.

Fig. 2L - Daytime tests; touchdown zone 7500 cp; centerline 7500 cp
(approach and edge lights at Step 5).
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A.

B.

Centerline 2000 cp.

Fig. 25- Night tests; observer at threshold; touchdown zone 7500 cp;
(approach and edge lights at Step 4).
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE RESULTS

Same of the factors that affect the results and conclusions of the
tests have already been mentioned in the preceding pages of this report.
A few of these factors should again be passcd in review. They are
important to keep in mind when you digest the next two sections on
"Conclusions" and "Recammendations"”.

Pinning Down the Position In Space. During the tests, the observers
were asked to evaluate the intensity of the threshold, touchdown zone, and
centerline lights from two positions along the glide path: 1000 ft. from
threshold and at threshold. Since there was no indicator available in
the cockpit to give the pilot accurate information concerning his arrival
at these two positions, the best he could do was to judge the situation
for himself. This is difficult to do with precision when one is concen-
trating on the lights. The situation is more critical at the 1000-ft.
position than it is at threshold. At the instant the 1000-ft. bar of the
approach lights disappears from view due to a 15 deg cockpit cutoff
angle, the pilot's eye is about 600 ft. in horizontal distance ahead of
this bar and ebout 1600 ft. ahead of threshold. Near the threshold the
horizontal distance is about LOO ft. at the instant the threshold lights
disappear fram view. While there is no evidence that an accurate indica-
tion of position would have materially influenced the results, ** rould
seem to be a point to keep in mind.

The Cockpit Cut-Off Angle. Ancther factor which is important is the
cockpit cut-off angle. While the observers were encouraged to view the
lights with a cutoff angle of 15 deg using a reference in the cockpit,
each observer adjusted his seat as he saw fit. When the cut-off angle is
15 deg and the pilot's eye height is 126 £t, the horizontal distance seen
on the ground is about TOO ft; but if the angle is reduced to 13 deg, the
horizontal distance is reduced to sbout 625 £t. The point is that
different seat adjustments by different pilot observers could change the
cockpit cut-off angle and possibly affect the results.

Experience Background of Pilot Observers. Generally speaking, most
of the pilot observers who participated in the tests were evaluating the
lights in a visibility which most of them had not experienced in real
life. In any subjective analysis, experience has an influence on the
reaction of the observer. In addition, most of the observers had not
flown in aircraft with devices for reducing pilot workload now belng
planned by same airlines. There is an additional item worthy of note in
this regard: same of the pilots had not made landings at airports with
touchdown and runway centerline lights for the simple reason that very
few airports are so equipped at present. The question thus arises as to
whether or not appropriate operational experience in 1200 ft. visual range
conditions with the full blown system would have changed their answers

substantially.
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The Problem of Measuring the Fog. It may bear repreating that the
visual range for these tests was not measured by a transmissameter but
by human observers on the grourd counting the number of 10,000 cp light
sources they could see. Due to possible background brightness differences
for the ground observer and the pilot observer, different detection
contrasts could result with the consequence that the visual range viewed
by a ground observer may not be the same as the visual range viewed by the
pilot observer. Same of the pilot observers tried to equate the 1200 ft.
visual range condition in the fog chamber with 1/4 mile visibility con-
ditions in real life. Their general conclusion was that the 1200 ft
visual range condition used in the Category II tests in the fog chamber
was a denser fog than encountered at an airport reporting 1/4 mile
visibility conditions.

i L
R s &

Background Brightness Again. The results of this and previous test
programs confirm what bas been known for a long time, that is, that during
a day when the background brightness is high, the intensity required to
provide adequate contrast is extremely high. The work in the fog chamber
thus far clearly demonstrates that background brightness has a profound
effect on the number of lights that a pilot will effectively see. The
background brightness is a parameter which must be considered in the
design of a lighting system if lighting is to be used as a visual said
during the day. This brings forth the question of '"what is the frequency
of bright daylight fog at the big jet airports?” Also, where, exactly,
is the point of economic no-return in attempting to provide lights of
high enough intensities to penetrate bright daylight fogs. The answers
to these questions are, of course, beyond the scope of this report.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based on the test results recorded in this report for Category II
operations it appears that:

1. Approach Lighting: The U. S. standard approach light system
does a good job in 1200 ft. visual range conditions, but a slight
modification near the threshold will irprove it, i.e., continue the white
barrettes stralght through to 100 ft. from thresghold.

2. Threshold Lighting. Presently used threshold lights need to be
"beefed up" to meke their green light output more nearly comparable in
coverage and brightness to the above ground approach lighting fixtures.

3. Runway Centerline Lights. For daylight operations in 1:00 f£t.
visual range the runway centerline should have a capability of 2000 cp,
and it should be noted that most of the pilot observers considered these
lights to be & primary element of guidance during landings in low

visibility.

4. Touchdown Zone Lights. The standard touchdown zone lights of
approximately 7500 cp are acceptable, although marginal, for bright day
fogs of 1200 ft. visual range.

5. Runway Markings. For daytime operations in Category II weather
conditions distinctive runwey markings are an important backup for
lighting systems. This is particularly true in ground fog with bright

sunshine above.
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