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The purpose of this letter is to coment on the proposed re-wite of FAR
105, in regard to Tandem Junpi ng. M/ nanme is Bill Booth. | am President
of the Uninsured Relative W rkshop, Inc. which pi oneered Tandem Junpi ng
almost 15 years ago. Qur firm has hel d FAA Exenption 4943A-J during that
period. Since that time, we have trained thousands of Tandem Instructors,
and our Tandem equi prent has been used on nillions of Tandem junps.
Because of this vast amount of experience, | feel uniquely qualified to
conmment on this proposed revision.

Sinply put, | believe that the proposed revision of FAR 105, if adopted

wi t hout nodification, contains so nuch "lawer food" that it would destroy
Tandem Junping in the United States, by putting everyone involved out of
busi ness. Since tandem appears

to be far and away the safest way to make a first junp, and the only way to
trai n beginning parachutists how to handl e today's increasingly high

performance "nylon aircraft" (parachutes). Its elinmination would lead to a
mar ked decrease in safety in student parachutist training...nore or |ess
the equival ent to banning dual instruction in aircraft. aAs | understand

it, the FAA's nandate is to insure at |east an "equival ent level of safety"
is maintained. This proposed rule is definitely at odds with that mandate.

FAR 105.3 Definitions

"Passenger Parachutist”

This term should be replaced (or, to be correct, |eft as it is) with the
term "Tandem Student." The person occupying the front harness of a tandem
system is hardly a passenger. To call them such is inaccurate, deneaning,
and in fact dangerous. Because they are up front, the "relative wnd,"

whi ch skydivers use for control in freefall, strikes the Tandem St udent
first. This fact puts the Student in control, unless they give up that
control to the Tandem Instructor. This is why Tandem Students receive

training in exit procedures and freefall body position before they junp.
Anyone who nust receive, and follow, training in order to insure the safe
outccme of any aviation activity is not a passenger. They are a student.

Calling a Tandem Student a passenger creates a dangerous situation. It
tells the student that what they do is not inportant to the outcone of the
j unp. This neans they are less likely to listen to and follow the
instructions that are so vital to the safe conpletion of the tandem junp.
It also places an undue | egal burden on the tandem equi pment manufacturer
and tandem junp operation. Society expects a higher level of safety for
"passengers” than it does for "participants" or "students" in a high speed,
high-risk sport. As safe as tandem junping is, conpared to other forms of




initial parachute training, it does not yet, and possibly never will, neet
the level of safety necessary for its participants to be called
"passengers. "

105. 43

Call a tandem junp a tandem junp. Using the term "operation" is confusing.
“"Operation" nmeans the entire organization set up to nake parachute junps.
A single tandem junp is just a snmall part of any tandem junp operation.

105. 45

(ii) 500 ram air junps is all that needs to be said. W st opped j unping
round parachutes nore than 20 years ago. A person with "500 junps, 300 of
which are on a ramair canopy," is a dinosaur, and nost |ikely not
qualified to becone a tandem instructor.

(iv) and (v) Leave the tandem manufacturer out of this. It is exactly
like requiring Cessna or Piper to issue pilot |icenses. The Tandem

manuf acturers have had this burden too |ong. The Rel ative Wrkshop al one
spends over $100,000 a year fulfilling this requirement of the current
Tandem Exenpti on. This is one unfunded federal nandate we want to end.
Gve manufacturers, or anyone el se who wants to take on this burden, an
opportunity to do so, but don't nake it seemthat it is our responsibility
alone. W wll, of course, continue to issue manuals for the use of our
product, but we no longer wish to issue licenses for tandeminstructors.
This should be the job of the National Aeroclub (Uspa), or sone other
organi zation setup specifically for this purpose.

Pl ease | eave the term "Tandem Instructor" and delete "Parachutist in
command". Again you are assuming a traditional pilot - passenger

rel ati onship which does not exist in a tandem junp. No one is being
transported anywhere as an inert passenger.

AGE
Because skydiving is a "high risk" sport, | don't believe that children
should be allowed to participate. If the FAA is unwilling to set an 18

year old age limt, then |I believe that you should at |east give the
authority to do so to the tandem equi prent manufacturer, the tandem
instructor licensing association, and/or the drop zone where the tandem
jump is made. A sinple statement to that effect in the FAR would suffice.
Wthout this authority, in the current legal climate in the US, one child
dyi ng on a tandem junp woul d probably put the tandem manufacturer,
operator, and USPA out of business. Again, with USPA and the manufacturers
gone, there would be no one to maintain the equipnent, train Tandem
Instructors, or oversee the program Safety woul d be seriously

conprom sed. This is not a far-fetched scenario. Look what the |egal
conmunity did to the light aircraft nanufacturers in the 70's and 80's.
The parachute manufacturing community is nmuch smaller, with a far snmaller

asset base. It would be w ped out very quickly.

FAR s are nearly inpossible to change. For exanple, | have been asking for
a change to FAR 105 to "legalize" Tandem Junmping for over 15 years now.

Pl ease don't let the lawers wite this one. Listen to the people who are

going to have to live with the



new rule. W have had 15 years to think about it.

Si ncerely,

Bill Booth
Presi dent
The Uninsured Relative Wrkshop, Inc
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