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U.s. Department of Transpoxtation Docket
Docket No. FAA -98-4390
400 Seventh Street SW
Room Pl aza 401

Washi ngt on DC 20590

By Email: 9-NPRM-CMTS@faa.dot.gov

Re: Conment in Support of Supplenmental Notice of
Proposed Rul emaki ng: Flight Plan Requirements for Helicopter Qperations
Under I nstrument Flight Rules, "Docket No. FAA-98-4390, Notice No. 99-10, 64
Fed. Reg. 35902 (July 1, 1999)

Dear Madam Admi nistrator:

As chai rperson of the FAA ARAC working group on Helicopter |IFR Issues | am
commenting on behalf of this group. The group would like to thank the FAA
for its help and cooperation over the last nine years in drafting this
rul echange. As a result of this teameffort to change the rules affecting
helicopter IFR we feel it will greatly inprove the safety of helicopter

operations. The industry has long await this rul echange and is happy to
see

that the FAA acknow edges that "(helicopter) operating characteristics are
substantially different.” This recognition is inportant in inproving the
efficiency of helicopter operations. It has always been the contention of
the working group that helicopters due to their unique nature can operate
safer if allowed access to the IFR environnment. This rule change should
only be the beginning of this process and recognition. \W thus hope there
will be other changes to the FAR s and rules to benefit helicopters and
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continue take full advantage of their operating capabilities.

The working group worked with the FAA on inproving the | anguage of the
original NPRM 63 Fed. Reg. 46834 (Sep 4, 1998) to help clarify its

meani ng

and intent and offers suggestions to this SNPRM 64 Fed. Reg. 35902 (July
1,

1999) in what we hope it will result in a final rule.

The wor ki ng group supports the FAA reconmendati ons to change the helicopter
requirements for an alternate airport and differentiate them from ot her

aircraft. W feel these are prudent and safe reconmendations reflective of
hel i copter operations. These changes will encourage helicopter pilots to
nore realistic think about filing a IFR flight plan rather than fly in
marginal VFR conditions. This change will pronote safety and the working

group supports the FAA's change in these areas.

FAR 91.167 and FAR 91.169

(2) Appropriate weather reports or weather forecasts, or a
conbination of them indicate the followi ng:




(i) For helicopters. At the estimated time of arrival and for 1
hour after the estimated time of arrival, the ceiling will be at |east
1, 000
feet above the airport elevation or at |east 400 feet above the | owest
appl i cabl e approach ninima, which ever is higher, and the visibility wll
be
at least 2 statue nile.

The original NPRM 63 Fed. Reg. 46834 (Sep 4, 1998) received conments and
suggesti ons addressing the issue of standard and non-standard alternate

m ni mums. The working group supports the FAA reconmendation in this SNPRM
64 Fed. Reg. 35902 (July 1, 1999) that precision and non-precision
alternates be treated the same by utilizing actual approach to be flown at
the alternate and add 200 feet to those m ninmuns.

The original NPRM 63 Fed. Reg. 46834 (Sep 4, 1998) had reconmrended the
visibility section of the rule to be 1 mile (91.169 (c) (1) (I&ii). The
SNPRM 64 Fed. Reg. 35902 (July 1, 1999) has increased the visibility
requirement to over a mle with no explanation and the working group
assumes

this was an unintentional error on the part of the FAA The working group
suggests that the FAA return to the original intent of the NPRM and
recogni ze the capabilities of the helicopter under 14 CFR 97.3(d-1). The
\f/\prkli ng group reconmends the FAA adopt the following language in it's
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rule of section 91.1698(c) (1) (ii).

(i) For helicopters: Ceiling 200 feet above the approach

mninum for the . approach to be flown,
and visibility at least 1 statue mle but never less than the helicopter

visibility for the approach to be flown, and...

The working group would like to thank the FAA for all the help it has given
this working group to make this ARAC project a success. Al though the
process has taken longer than predicted, the working group is satisfied
that the final result is a superior product as a result of cooperation

between industry, operators and the FAA W firmy believe that as a
consequence this rule will have |ong range benefits for our industry and at

the sane time pronote safety. This is truly a win win situation for all
concerned and we | ook forward wother ways we can work with the FAA to

i nprove our industry.

Respectfully vyours,
Jim Church

Janmes A, Church
Chai rman ARAC Working G oup
Hel i copter |FR Issues
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