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Airbus Industrie  is pleased to provide these comments in response to FAA’s publication
in the April 27,1999,  Federal Register of an Air Transport Association of America
(ATA) proposal to move beyond the 18~minute maximum diversion time specified for
present ETOPS operations. The proposed approach would employ an FAA Flight
Standat& Service “policy” letter that would be implemented outside the normal
regulatory process.

Airbus Industrie strongly encourages the modernization of ETOPS standards, regulations,
and operational practices. However, we find that the proposed approach klls somewhat
short of what we can support at this time. While innovative in its expedience, we believe
such an ad hoc change to the internationally agreed ETOPS practices is inappropriate fbr
anumberofreasoIls.

Airbus believes that the time has come to consider what is needed to move away fkom
conventional ETOPS regulations, and move toward rules of operation hmited only by
specified safety considerations and not only specific diversion times. A good case can be
made, given the demonstrated high reliability of the modern gas turbine engine, that the
ETOPS requirements as presently laid down in ICAO, FAA JAA and other authorities’
regulatory and guidance material are outdated. This is worthy of detailed technical
exploration in an attempt to determine whether, and under what conditions, the ETOPS
regulations as presently written could be eliminated, as they were some decades ago for
tri-jets. Airbus stands ready to provide the resources necessary to actively consider these
issues in an international forum and to help develop the necessary modernized standards,
regulations, guidance, and-g materials.

It is inappropriate, as suggested in the ATA proposal, to waive regulatory limitations
recorded on an FAA Type Certificate Data Sheet and implemented, in accordance with
international practice, in the Limitations Section of the Airplane Flight ManuaL
Opemtion  of an akcrafl  in violation of these limitakns  would appear to be inconsistent
with kternational  Saw. We are also concerned that this waiver would only be applied to
domestic US airlines, and the limitations would continue to be applied by FAA’s A&aft
ktifkation Service to exported airplanes. We do not see any precedent for this action,
despite the proposal’s comments to the contrary. Before any such action is considered,
FAA should provide its analysis and position on these issues tir public review and
comment, rather than relying only on an ATA proposal which FAA has not endorsed or
otherwiw publicly analy&. We hope that the consideration of such a major step can be
~~~inan~~~internationalf0rum,withharmonizedresu~s,rather~
by unilateral action of one authority. We would expect that implementation of these
changes would be done by regulation, rather than by informal ad hoc policy letter.

The ATA raises a number oftechnical considerations important to the unique North
Pacific area of operations. Considerations of passenger well being are different here than
in the relatively llylre benign North Atlantic operational area. We do not believe that
adequate consideration has been given either to airport communication or to passenger
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accommodation requirements for this harsh environment. Before ETOPS operational
restrictions are relaxed for North Pacific Winter ETOPS operations, this should be done.
We believe it is time to consider actual forecast winds, rather than assuming stiIl-air
conditions, and that time-limited aircraft systems should be required to function
thl+(we~ maximum forecast diversion times as well. We explicitly recognize that
some of the issues we raise in our comments are applicable to any long range operation
regardless of the number of engines, and we urge that the modernization we suggest of
ETOPS regulations takes ail  types of extended range operations into account, not just
twiwengine  operations.

The proposed implementation plan does not discuss specifically why the proposed
changes to the ETOPS rules are sought, nor does it provide adequately for limiting the
use of the waivers proposed. The details of additional operational and trainiq
rcquireme~  both for airlines and inspectors, are not ptovkted. Specific “pass-M-
criteria  are not provided for use in judging the acceptability of the numerical sa&y and
reliability analyses discussed.

We provide, in our detailed comments, specific discussion of each of these points as well
asothersrai&bytheATAproposal.  Airbusisanxioustomoveforwardwith
modernizing the ETOPS regulations, and we urge that this effort be initiated promptly on
an ixlternationaI  basis.
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Airbus Industrie is pleased to provide these comments, as requested in the Federal
Register dated April 27,1999 (pp. 22667-22669), on the request by the Air Transport
Association for the FAA to issue a policy for 207~minute  ETOPS operation approval
criteria. For further information on any of the points raised herein, please contact Dr.
John JS. Lauber, Vice President, Safety and Technical Afl’airs,  telephone 202-434-8905.

We have divided our comments into 3 main sections. First, this section provides general
comments. The next section provides a detailed review of the ATA proposal as
published in the Federal Resister. Finally, the last section of our comments presents and
briefly discusses some additional technical issues that we believe should be considered in
any deli&e&ions concern& relaxation of the present 18Ominute ETOPS limitations.

(A) Airbus Industrie Position on ETOPS

In 1972 Airbus Industrie first introducedthe widebodytwinaisle,  twinengine air-c&&
which entered revenue service in 1974. It was a decade before similar competitive
designs were introduced. Airbus developed two fkmilies  of widebody twins, fkt using
conventional technology (A3OOB-series,  A310, and A3001600  akcrafk),  some 700 of
which have been produced to date and many of which fly around the world using ETOPS
authorities issued by a number of Civil Aviation Authorities. In 1988,  Airbus introduced
the A320 fkmily  of twin engine single aisle aircra& the first fly-by-wire commercial
aircmft  in service. The fhmily of aircraft  includes the single aisle A320 series aircra&
many of which are operated around the world using ETOPS authority. The successful
design standards of this fkmily,  in&ding the common cockpit, have been extended to the
wide body A330, enabling flight operational commonality across the product range. The
widebody A330 family also enjoys worldwide operation by many airlines who operate
under ETOPS authorizations granted by their national Civil Aviation Authorities in
accordance with ICAO standards. Since its inception, Airbus has produced some 1800
twin engine aircmf&  and has unfilled orders for approximately 1200 more.

NO manhturer  has longer experience with the operation of “big twins” than Airbus
Indwtrk We have participated f?om  the very beginning in the international development
and -m&ion of ETOPS regulations, and continue to participate in discussions of
regdathns  development tir ETOPS. Airbus was a pioneer in i&od&ng  the derivative
assessmns~in~ETOPSaprnovalfortheA3lOoP&W~~7Rairplaas
engine combination. Airbus was also the first to obtain “18Ominute” diversion authority
withoutpreviou  direct experience based on this method with suchapproval ofthe
A3OOB4-6OSR GE CF68OC2  airplane+ngine combination. Airbus airplanes are today
oper&g in the US and other countries safely using ETOPS authorizations of all types,
and we continue to promote progress in the evolution of ETOPS star&u& Our present
and bure customers will benefit fkom  the safe and economical operations provided by
today’s ETOPS regulations and standards.
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Continued and expanded safe ETOPS opentions  of the civil airline fleet worldwide
are important to Airbus. We recognize the desire of some to move to the next step,
and relax the present MO-minute restriction on ETOPS  maximum diversion time.
Airbus Iadustrie  is eager to participate in developing an appropriate set of
internationaliy harmonized regulatory and guidance materiai which wouid permit
safe relaxation of this restriction as much as possible without advemeiy affecting
safety. These regulatory changes should include necessary changes to both certification
and operating rules for all akcraf&  regardless of the number of engines. In addition, it is
essential to have written policy and gukhmce material specifically tailored to the needs of
certifkation  engineers, olxxations and maintenance inspectors, and the operators and
manufacturers.

As discussed in more detail in the next section of these comments, the ATA proposal falls
shortofmeetingtheneedsassociatedwithap~steptowardsmovingtothenext
level in the evolution of ETOPS by relaxing the ETOPS 180-minute  restriction, and fails
to~~thataflYSUChreklx8fionmavonlybeappn>priateincertainareasoftbe
world. Adoption of the proposal by FAA would continue a practice of providing ad hoc,
incremental changes that effectively constitute regulation by policy letter and M
advisory material, without Mowing the required public notice and comment and
l-lemrikinnprocess.

.
1 Rukmakmdy Advisorv Circular and ad hoc Policv Letter is Inadeo~e

In 1985, afkr several years of careful collaboration with civil aviation authorities,
airlinq man&~ pilots and maintexmnce technicians f+om a number of countries,
FAA issued Advisory Circular 12042, which was soon followed by ICAO Standards and
Recommended Practices, and JAA and other authority regulatory material on ETOPS. In
1988, after a similar public cdlabomtive  process, AC 120-42A was issued, updating the
earlier version and providing &r 18Ominute maximum diversion times.

Thcinabilityto~atanyreasonablepsceintheFAArullemaking~~has
resulted, since 1988,  in reliance on ad hoc policy fbr the development and approval of
evolutionary changes that are ~xasmry with any new regulatior~  For example, ETOPS
authorizations have been issued in accordance with &u# revisions to advisory makrial
for operators who have no previous ETOPS experience, contrary to ETOPS guidance
material issued which was issued after fidl  notice and comment opportunity. In addition,
the devebpment  and approval of ETOPS authorizations for the use of airplane-engine
combinations which have not had the in+ervice proving experience specifically required
by the ETOPS @dance; the development and approval of “early ETOPS” certifkation
practices; and the devebpment and issuanw of policy material pmvidiag for waiver of
12~minute restrktions  contained in the ETOPS guidan~ ma&Gal,  are among other
informal changes and exceptions to ETOPS rules that have been approved. While all of
these operations are being conducted safely, and new operations under existing
regulations and policy can be expected to be similarly safe, we do not believe that
expansion of the 1804nute  maximum diversion time is prudent outside the normal
rulemakingprocess.
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Continued safe ETOPS operations of airplanes of all types, by operators around the
worM,  is too important to Airbus Industrie for us to be satisfied with continuing ad hoc
infbrmal processes. Fourteen years of FAA rulemaking by advisory circular and policy
letter, of dealing with ETOPS informally, using advisory material that is revised by dr&
modifications which are never adopted, which together are again revised by ad hoc policy
letters which override even the draft changes, is enough. It is time to draw the line and to
establish, using normal rulemaking processes, a set of ETOPS regulations which comply
not only with ICAO standards, but are proposed and adopted in accordance with normal
FAArulemakingprocedures.

Airbus Industrie is willing to devote the resources required to actively support the
development of these changes in what we hope will be 3 specific tirums:  harmonization
withtheJAAando~interestedarrthorities;theFAAru~gprocessitself;~the
ICAO standa& setting process. We would hope that all of the interested parties could
agree to work together in one international effort in the development of this material, so
that the ICAO standards, Civil Aviation Authority rules, and the associated industry and
inspector gukkmce material could be developed in unison. We urge FAA to set  the
rule- priority for these needed revisions high enough so that they can be timely
proposed andenacted.

The public&on by FAA of the kll ATA request for a policy letter permitting inspectors
to waive FAA certification and operations limitations on 18~minute ETOPS is an
unusual step. To the extent that FAA by so doing begins an early dialog on this
important sa&y issue, FAA is to be commended for its initiative. However, fkom  the
contents of the ATA request, it appears that there is some expectation on their part that
FAA will directly act on their request, without further public input.

In its publication, FAA noted that FAA will consider all written data, views or arguments
relevant to the matter before taking further action. FAA further stated that its publication
of this ATA request was without endorse- Thus, the public has yet to have the
benefit of an FM anaiysis of tk issues involved and alternatives considered in regard to
this important kue. We urge that, prior to taking any action to adopt the ATA request,
FAA provide tk interested public with notice of its analysis ofthese issues and the
opportunayto comment on its proposed action As already nota we would hope that
FAA action on this request would result in a collaborative, harmonized approach to any
~inge@=43-*

. .ONorthPacificETOPSF tlanti

The ATA proposal  does not bring out the vast difkences  between the safe and
successfbl  Atlantic ETOPS operations of the past 14 years, and those in the North Pacific
dm win&~ There are twu very importand  fkcts (mt mere possibilities) that bear on
such a comparison First, despite data presented which implies the contrary the risk of a
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single-engine diversion that is 2,3 or 4 hours or more is many times greater  in the North
Pa&c than in the Atlantic. Aircrafkngine  combinations have not been tested nor
approved for such long diversion times. Human factors involving both passengers and
crew under conditions of extremely cabin cold tern,, high vibration levels which
might accompany engine windmilling imbalance, etc. have not been adequately
addressed to permit confidence that a relaxation to the 18~minute ETOPS diversion limit
is appropriate at this time.

The extremely long distances involved in the North Pacific, coupled with the
geographical realities of the region, expose an aircraft for a much longer period of time to
the possibility of an ETOPS diversion. In the event of such a diversion, the aircrafI  is
neces&ly exposed in the Pacific to dktances that must be flown which are many times
those of a typical similar event in the Atlantic. Simply stated, it is a fact that the risk of a
very long diversion in the North Pacific is fk greater than in the Atlantic. As the ATA
proposal notes, we have little actual experience, and almost m certification or other
experience, with diversions ofthese lengths. Relaxing the present 18~minute limit on
permissible ETOPS &*version time increases this already higher risk (fkx the Pacific) by a
substantial amount.

A second fti that must be carefully weighed is the harsh environment of the North
Pa&k in the winter season Temperatures inthis remote and demanding part ofthe
world in winter are typically extreme, and it is not uncommon to see ground temperatures
of 30 or more degrees below zero on either temperature scale. Werian  average winter
minimumtempcratures are about -42OC, with medii temperatures of sonx -16aC.
Following a long diversion in which cabin temperatures may have decreased substantially ’
because of equipment failure, these temperatures present a real challenge, especially for
the elderly or infnm who may be in summer clothes, traveling to or from a tropical
destination. Most of the remote alternate airports have inadequate facilities for deplaning
a& once off the airaaf& can offer the passengers few (ifany) accommodations to
provide warm shelter, food, or medical care.

There are m guiknce materials that have been developed to deal with passenger well
beingundersuchextremecircumstan~ s. Thesesituationsaremtthesameonthe
Atlantic, where diversion airfields are more capable of dealing with passengers, and the
environment is fix less hostile to human habitation. Simply stated, we must devebp
accept&b procedrnes  to deal with the well being of hundreds of passengers who have
perfiapse~~a3or4bourdivlersioninanunco~~~co~cabin,who~mt
clothed fbr winter survival, and who Gnd themselves in a bitter cold  environment without
adequate fw& cbthin& shelter or medical care. These conditions present a real
difIkrence between the past experience in the Atlantic, and what lies ahead for North
Pacific ETOPS operations.
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Discussion of Smcific  Issu~a Raised by ATA Pmposal

This section of Airbus Industrie’s  submittal reviews the specific document published in
the Federal Register on April 27 and provides, as requested therein, specific comments on
the points raised by ATA.

ATA Cover Letter Transmitting the Proposal

/l) Need for FAA Promsal

We applaud the FAA initiative in seeking early public comment on the proposal made by
ATA The issue of potential modification of the domestic US and global ICAO ETOPS
standards raises important safbty issues, Airbus Industrie is fully committedto working
with the authorities within an in&national  tiwork to expbre alternative means to
provide appropriate changes to ETOPS e that will ensure that we continue to
enjoy the high levels of safety thus far demonstrated.

Apparently, FAA has mt yet had the opportunity to review and analyze the ATA
proposal, since FAA has not endorsed or o&xwise expressed its intent to adopt the ATA
proposal. It is our understanding, theretire,  that this proceeding by definition does mt
constitute public notice and the opportunity to comment on an FAA proposal to modi@
existing ETOPS standarda Such a modification of existii standards, were it to be
pmposed by the FAA,  would be an important action with wide ranging safety and .
regulatory effects. We expect that FAA will provide the af%cted public with
conventional notice and comment opportunity, and we look forward to participating in
that action at some future time.

(2) Has FAA Already Made a Decision?

We note, however, that the ATA letter to FAA indicates that FAA itselfhas participated
in the devebpment of this proposal. ATA goes on to say that this team “determined the
criteria to support the establishment of a proposed 15 percent operational extension of
180 &nute ETOPS.” FAA participation in such an activity would mt appear to be
consistentwithfbc  provisbns ofthe Federal Advisory Comtnittee Act mrwiththe  FAA
statamt that it is “publishing this request without endorsement.” We assume that the
ATA characterization  is, therefore, somewhat exaggerated when implying that FAA has
agreed with the application of these criteria.

.
0, North Pacific Area ofgperatlons has Manv Associated Issueq

ATA notes that “[t]here are many issues associated with 207 minute ETOPS, especially
in the North Pacific area of operations.” Airbus Industrie agrees. The lack ofwide
availabii  of alternate and emergency airports in this region; the hostile environment
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experienced much of the time in the region; and the lack of medical, fIrefighting,  and
food and housing accommodations for the hundreds of passengers who would need them
in the event of a diversion are also serious issues unique to this area of operation. The
resolution of these issues is necessary before expanding ETOPS authorizations beyond
those presently provided by FAA and ICAO standards.

While it is admirable that ATA ETOPS operators have conducted some airport visits in
the are8,  and arc establishing some plans to deal with these issues, these actions do not
appear adequate to resolve the issues. We cannot responsibly endorse ETOPS expansion
beyond present safety limits until these potentially critical issues are examined, and
criteria for their resolution are agreed and established by the international aviation
community.

We are especially concerned that there does mt today exist an internationally accepted
set of crite& that establishes the minimum standards for passenger sa&ty and well being
for these kinds of operations. Unlike the North Atlantic, which in itself is relatively more
generally forgiving and well developed regarding weather conditions and passenger
f&l&s for accommodatbn  of diversions, the North Pacific area of operations imposes
fbr more severe demands, especially in winter. Most of the alternate airports which are
available for the kinds of nights contemplated in this proposal are completely bereft  of
passenger accommodations in the event of a diversion, and present criteria for alternate
airports do mt address the extreme winter conditions found at high latitudes. W*ut
adequate fizcilities  for passenger accommodatiin, evacuees simply c0uld mt survive the
winter temperatures commonly experienced at Sitian airports, which can easily range
from -30 to -5OOF.  Even mrmal deplaning f?om modem large aircraB cannot be effected
without special airport vehicles, which do mt exist at these airports.

It is important to note that some of the multitude of “risk factors” which themselves are
deterministic in time (by varying around the year) exhiiit  covariance (or act in concert) to
compound risk during certain times of the year. Thus a simple probabilistic analysis
would underestimate the overall risks involved. For example, the typical winds on winter
routes drive airad to high latitudes, where diversion airports with good EhciIities  to
accomnmodateaircraftand~~~domtexist,andwintertemperaturesontheground
are dangerously low.  (Ironically, the bw-latitude summer routes dictated by ETOPS
we m 0~ to E@ on h&bay airport, which has a serious bird problem which is
worst during that seasor~)  Before expanding ETOPS operations to provide for more
flying in areas where a life &tea&n& ground environment can be expected in event of a
diversion, it is important to develop specific appropriate internationally harmonized
safety and passenger well being criteria for airports to be used as diversion ahernates.
The fhct  that the operators are establishing pw while necessary, is mt suflicient to
permit expansion of operations beyond what is presently permitted.
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ATA Draft  Proposal dated Februarv 4.1999

“Discussion” Section of ATA Proposal

[4) No Specific Need Cited

ATA’s proposal states that “[it] has been determined by the FAA that a need exists for an
additional ETOPS authority beyond 180 minutes.” We note that nowhere in this
document does there exist any specific discussion of this “need.” There are m statistics
provided which demonstrate the type of need that exists, for what routes, by what
operators, under what conditions. The assertion of need is unsupported, and it is essential
that such a need be articulated by FAA prior to taking action of the type requested by
ATA so that the risks and alternatives may be fairly  weighed. As mted earlier, ETOPS
safety criteria are critical safe standa& which af%ct  all ETOPS operations, not just
those at the extremes of the authorizations. The international aviation community needs
to carefully review the technical and operational data that suggest the need to change the
internationally accepted standards that have worked so well for over 14 years. FAA
should make a decision based on its review and analysis of that da& and supporting
infonnatio~  rather than accept an unsupported assertion of need. Put another way,
economic desirabirity of the proposed change does mt constitute need.

Indeed, elsewhere in the proposal, the ATA mtes that ETOPS operations are presently
being conducted in the North Pacific area, and three more airlines intend to initiate
operations in that area this year. Those operations are today being conducted using the
present FAA and ICAO ETOPS standa&. We can only speculate that, given the present
operations inaccordance withexisting safety standards, the desire to relaxthe  existing
ETOPS criteria must be based on an anticipation of improved operational ecommics,
since m other rationale has been provided. We canmt accept such a weak rationale as
the basis for an “accelerated processing of this proposal,” as requested by ATA, in light
of the serious safety issues that are involved

I$) Rapid ETOPS Growth Deserves Cautious C-es to Rt&

It is precisely because ETOPS O~X&OIIS are growing so rapidly that we ask for caution
in r&u@ US domestic and ICAO ETOPS stat&&, and urge that this be done only
afterfullinternatio~~nizedagreementonsuchchaagescanbe~hed,  Thisis
simply too important an issue to accept a rush to judgment. The f& that ETOPS
operations of both Boeing and Airbus airplanes are mw widely accepted as safe under
present criteria in crossing the Atlantic does mt, in and of itse& provide a basis for
relaxing these standards and applying the proposed relaxed standards to the significantly
more harsh environment of the North Pacific. One simply canpot co- either the
underlying airport environments, the ETOPS diversion distances requirecl,  the time at risk
of an ETOPS diversion, the number of airports available for diversion, or the inherent
diversion risks of the two types of operation. Indeed, the ATA proposal itself
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characterizes Narth Pacific operations as “remote and demanding,” as opposed to the
relatively more benign environment of the Atlantic.

(6) Some Issues Amlv to 3- and 4-engine Aircraft as Well

Airbus Industrie agrees that many of the issues regarding diversion airports, their ability
to safely and adequately accommodate passengers, the need fbr adequate crash-rescue
firefighting, and so on are applicable to 3- and 4-engine transports as well as twins.
Airbus stands ready to actively work with the international aviation community in
developing standa& for extended range operations of all types, applicable to all large
transportaircraft.

However, it is clear that the need for these standards is substantially greater when twin
engine operations are conduct& than for 3- or 4-engine aircraft  operations. Simply
stated, Federal Aviation Regulations and international standards and practices specifkally
provide tir immediate, mandatory diversion to the nearest suitable airport in the event of
an engine failure on a twin These rules also explicitly recognize that the pilot in
command may, after appropriate consideration of all relevant safety factors, overfly
suitable airports which do mt provide for passenger safiety and well being for whatever
reason in the event of an engine ikilure in a 3- or 4-engine aircrafL In making these rules
and setting these international standards, the FAA and ICAO recognized differences in
therisksofoperationoftwinsontheonehandand3-or4-engineakcraftontheother.
Management of these inherent risks is the reason that ETOPS standards were developed
and adopted, The existence of these risks is why modification of these standards must be
done only after a thorough data based review and consideration of need and alternatives,
which has not yet ken done.

[7) Redations. Not Informal Policies. are Needed

Airbus Industrie agrees with ATA that the existing 180-minute ETOPS authority is
adequate fbr almost all the heavily traveled routes in the world (including, we believe,
those that ate cm being operated in the North Pacific). Afkr 14 years of operations
under advisory material and ad hoc policy letters, it is time that FAA develop, as JAA has
done, specific regulations which deal with ETOPS, as well as regulations that provide for
early ETOPS cert&ation,  accelerated ETOPS approval for operators, 1380minute
ETOPS authorizations and all the other relevant issues which have been for years the
subject of infkmal policy and draft advisory material. Doing so would “clean up” many
ofthe pending amendments to the existing advisory material+ and also permit rational,
systematic consideration of the hinds of updates proposed by ATA. continuing to deal
with these matters outside the mrrnal  regulatory process is mt, we believe, appropriate
mr does it appear to comply with the Administrative  Procedure Act.

This is especially important when looking at the US responsibilities under ICAO
star&u& As the state of manufkture, FAA establishes type design limitations in
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accordance with certification standards. FAA has established, hr the existing ETOPS
approved airplams, “special conditions” following mrmal public rulemaking procedures
and in accordance with Part 21 of the Federal Aviation Regulations. In part these special
conditions deal with the ICAO requirements that the airplanes used in ETOPS operations
receive appropriate airworthiness certification. Accordingly, as part of the certification
process, ETOPS maximum diversion time limitations are imposed on aircraft by FAA.
The B-777 aircraft  has, for example, been limited to 180-minute  extended range
operation, according to Type Certificate Data Sheet TOOOOlSE,  note 7.

Regulators of many nations rely upon the FAA certification of US produced airplanes in
their approval of the operation of these airplanes by airlines ftom their country. It is
unreasonable, perhaps even dis&minatory, for FAA to explicitly limit its airworthiness
approval of exported aircraft to 180 minutes while simultaneously permitting US
operators to exceed that express4  limitation on routes which may in fact be directly
competitive with non-US airlines

Resolving this inequity requires that FAA modify the limitations it has placed on the
Type Certificate data sheets of some airplanes. However, that cannot be done without
revising the special conditions which themselves led to the limitations being imposed. In
order to revise those limitaGo%  new special conditions should be propo& including a
detailed exposition of the specific criteria used by FAA to reach a determination that a
new, less stringent, limitation is appropriate. Those special conditions (or, more
appropriately, a new provision of Part 25) should be written objectiively,  as performance
standards, in such a way that they can be applied to all aircraft  seeking expanded ETOPS
appmval, not simply the B-777.

An ad hoc policy letter fi=om Flight Standards is not the appropriate means to modify
Type Certificate limitations that have been imposed in accordance with public
rulemalcing  procedures. Instead, a public rulemaking is the appropriate vehicle.

(8) Need for Better. Not More Relaxed. Weather Forecasts

The proposed ATA policy letter language refers to “a number of fLtors”  which give rise
to the need for relaxation of the ETOPS criteria to permit operation beyond 180 minutes.
It is impossibk to ev&ate the validity ofthis  claim without more specific data on the
historicalnwnberofthescoccunencts and their duration, two pieces of data essential to
projecting their fixture f?equency  and duration. W&out such dataupon which to base a
decision, any m&Xc&on  of existing ETOPS criteria would be essentially arbitrary.

We are co& too, with the implication that “higher weather minima[re@redby
existing ETOPS  guidame material] at dispatch” is one of the factors cited as justification
for relaxing the ETOPS criteria. These higher weather minimums were specifically
included in present guidance material for safety reasons, to add conservatism to weather
forecasts. Note that this ccI1setyt\fism  was believed necessary when ETOPS diversions
werelimitedtoonly180minutes,precisely1/2ofastat&rdforecastintervalof6hours~
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The ATA proposal to permit greater than 18Ominute diversions would actually extend
the time over which one would be relying upon the accuracy of forecast weather
conditions by nearly l/2 hour. Expanding ETOPS flying in the Pacific would fbrther
extend the time between receiving a f&cast and encountering the weather even more,
because of the great distances involved. It does not appear consistent to extend the time
over which one must rely on the forecast on the one hand, and then use this conservative
weather forecast of minimums to just* the use of 207~minute  authority on the other.
Perhaps there is some historical data which shows that the forecast accuracy which one
can expect over such forecast times has improved since the original criteria were
established. This proposal does not provide that data, however.

Relaxing the ETOPS limitation of 180.minutes to 2074nutes  certainly provides a
potential increase in the number of airports that might be considered suitable alternates at
the time of receiving the fotecast, But the longer the flight, the more unlikely the weather
at a designated alternate corresponds to that forecast at the beginning ofthe flight. Thus,
the longer the flight, the more conservative the weather forecast should be when selecting
designated alternates. In this c8se,  we see a proposal that would expand the ETOPS
limitakn so that, simply because of the conservatism employed for ETOPS dispatch,
there is a wider array of airports from which to select alternates, in the event that weather
is fbrecast to be bad at many, if not all, of those airports within the 1800minute  limitation
In the Atlantic, when an airplane leaves one side for another, one may rely on perhaps an
8 hour forecast window for the entire crossing. For some alternates in the Pacific, this
time approaches twice that value. This is the wrong region of the world to explore
sacrificing weather forecast conservatism, which is precisely the effect of this proposed
change.

(9) FAA’s 1995 ETOPS Policv Letter is Not a Precedent

It is simply not true that the 1995 ETOPS policy letter can serve as a precedent fbr
operational extension ofm&num diversion time by up to 15 minutes, as this document
suggests. In~thereatcnzaiordiffereactsbetween~s~nsthenaednowwhich
co& that there is no precedent for using an ad hoc policy letter to make such a major
change to existing ETOPS guidance and sta&rds.

In 1995, the FAA h4 sol~lt  7 years experience with 180 minute ETOPS operations, and
most long range airplanes so approved today had received their 180 minute type design
approvals by then. Some operators who were not planning to take advantage of the 180
minute ETOPS approval permitted by that guidance sought the ability to operate to the
138-minute standa& which were similar to those permitted by MA regulations. The
applied standards were dose to those of the 1804nute  standard, with the absence of
compliance, e.g., with fire1 requirements of the Configuration, Maintenance and
Procedures (CMP) document, and with a special “beyond 120~minute”  minimum
equipment list.
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What is important to note is that the “120minute + 15%” ETOPS authority implemented
by ad hoc policy letter in 1995 was one which fell between existing hits of 120- and
180~minute  ETOPS authorities. It did not extend the m&mum ETOPS authority in
existence at the time, as this proposal would do. In the proposed ATA policy, the entire
body of international standards and FAA guidance material would be expanded beyond
present limits. The 1995 action is in no way a precedent for the proposed action

In addition, the ATA proposed action does not appear to fit within either the spirit or the
letter of compliance with ICAO requirements for either certifkation  or operations. As a
unilateral action on the part of the FAA, it clearly does not comply with the FAA’s ofkn-
repeated harmonization goals. Policy letter EPL 95-l itseE and this proposal, both state
that “[t]he  FAA is committed to harmonize Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR’s) and
aviation policy with the JAA wherever it is feasible, and harmonization in this specific
area is desirable.” We agree with that statement, and urge the FGA to harmonize its
proposal befire enacting any relaxation of existing ETOPS criteria.

(101 Limitations Should be Specifk

Paragraph  c. of the ATA proposed policy letter is central to their proposal. However, the
language of these proposed limitations is too vague for precise evaluation of their effect
on safkty. The proposed language states that “[iIt  is intended that this extension will be
applied on a flight-by-flight exception basis.” However, there are no limits placed on the
frequency with which these relaxed criteria may be exercised. Wtihout such a limitation,
there is no way one can evaluate the impact of the proposed change. Any action to
implement this proposal by FAA certainly must apply such a limitation and provide an
analysis of the expected impact on safety of permitting operation to the reduced severity
ETOPS sta&rds  with the permitted lkequency.

The third sentence of proposed paragraph c. states that adequate enroute airports must
exist on the proposed 207~minute  ETOPS route. It further requires that these airports be
available and that, ifthey had been “suitable” for dispatch purposes, they would have
permitted operation on the route within 180-minute ETOPS guidelines of AC 120-42A
Thus, the only condition that would permit the use of 2070minute  authority as proposed
here would appear to be normal “below minimums” weather, applying the definitions
provided in Paragraph 4 of AC 12042A. However, elsewhere in this document we note
that the justification fbr the creation of these relaxed standards includes “political
concerns, airport suitability conditions due to higher weather minima at dispatch, various
weather related events, and operational necessities.” In addition, in yet another place the
proposal cites “vokanic eruptions or other temporary closures” of airports as being
justifications for the use of the proposed 207~minute  authority. These exceptions confuse
the issue somewhat and would appear to imply that there are many more situations than
poor weather which are envisioned to just@ the use of 207~minute  authority on any
individual flight.
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It is very difi?cu&  without further data and analysis that has not been presented, to
understand the implications of this proposed policy element. “Political concerns” are
generally not short-lived situations. Volcanic eruptions can as we have seen even in the
US, render low-activity airports unusable for months at a time. One can imagine the
difficulty of dealing with a need to clean an airport of volcanic ash in some of the more
remote high latitude locations of importance here, which lie, ironically, in the volcanic
“Ring of Fire.* It appears that “temporary closures” could occur for many reasons, and
be of fairly long duration, including the permanent unavailability of adequate airport
crash-rescue firefighting capability, weather reporting capability, landing aids, lighting,
etc. At what point does a “temporary closure” render an otherwise adequate airport
inadequate, and therefore unsuitable regardless of the weather?

These are important factors, which must be quantified in order to understand the safety
impact of the proposed relaxation to the 180.minute ETOPS standard In addition, these
factors must be &r better def!ined  and explained by FAA ifoperations inspectors in the
US or elsewhere are to consistently apply the guidance. As presently stated, the
limitdons on the ficquency with which the proposed 207minute authority might be
~orthecircum&nce sunderwhichitsusemightbejustified,areinadequately
defined by any measure.

(11) Baseline Definition ofPacific  Airports Needed

Paragraph d. of the proposed policy letter notes that “[a]llowing 207.minute  ETOPS
extension is not intended to encourage or support further closure of en route alternate
airports.” We concur with this intention, and uztainly support all e@rts to keep open
alternate airports for use of airplanes of all types, regardless of the number of engines
they employ. However, we note that there is a wide gap between expressed intention and
-.

The proposal should, as a minimum, incorporate a list of each alternate airport upon
which the analysis is based fbr the area of operations within which the use of 207~minute
ETOPS authority is proposed. This list should include specific reference to all available
landii aidq runwayq  and other aeronautical data and weather reporting &.cilities  as
rxx@redbyFAR121.117andFAR121.119whichpresentlyexistatorfbrtheairports.
This would to precisely define the “base case,” below which operations in the area will
not be per&ted.  As presently draBed,  the intent is clear but it is not converted to an
actionable limitation and as such is quite misleading.

cl2) Pronosal Not Yet Mature

The proposed discussion section of the policy letter concludes with a finding that it is
“appropriate” to release the policy letter allowing 207minute ETOPS authority. We
believe, however, that this submission demonstrates a number of reasons why such
unilateral action on the part of the FAA is premature, and inconsistent with the
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requirements levied by the standards of ICAO. In addition, we urge that harmonization
of ETOPS regulations, guidance material and policies be done, as the FAA has repeatedly
pledged over at least the past 9 years in regard to this specific subject matter.

, nAnnroval Basis” Section of ATA Pronosal

(13) FAA Should Reconsider “Still Air” Provisions

The proposed approval basis for 207minute  ETOPS authorizations continues to rely on
the computation basis, fkst established by FAA in 1953,  of distance traveled at single
engine speed in srill air. When this method was first established some 46 years ago, not
only were its considerations limited to 60 minutes, but the ability to nowcast and forecast
winds was relatively primitive compared to that which we have today. The pqosed
relaxation of criteria which is the subject of this discussion involves an increase of 27
minutes of diversion time, neurZy hdfthe total time considered in 1953! Given
reasonable headwind estimates, the &J&e~ce  between diversion times computed
assuming still air and one actually flown could even exceed the total 60-minute
maximum diversion permitted in 1953.

It is time to reconsider the basis of these computations. The growth of diversion times
from 60 minutes in 1953 to the 2074nute maximum proposed today renders obsolete
the simplifications necessarily made nearly 50 years ago. It is dif&ult to just@
continued incremental &reases using such inaccurate assumptions when the state of the
meteorological art permits greatly improved calculations with little dif%ulty.

(14) FAA Should Specify Airnort  Communications Reuuirements

Paragraph 5. of the proposed approval basis requires that adequate crash-rescue
firefighting systems (RFFS)  be available at ETOPS alternates. There are two deficiencies
intheproposedlanguage,inourview.  First,thelanguagereadsthat”[fJorthecaseof
207minute ETOPS, the a&raft must remain at all times within 207 minutes of at least
one adequate airport.. .which has an RFFS of International Civil Aviation Urganization
(ICAO)  Category 7 or higher.” It appears that the intent of this provision requires that the
aircdl  be clisptched  to remain within 207 minutes  of at least one suitable airport with
aPPlQ*RF=

In addition, we note the absence of any specific requirement for adequate
communications between the airport and the ETOPS aircti (either directly or via relay).
Given the remote and demand& nature of much of the North Pacific arca under
consideration, and the frequent communications difikulties encounter& it would appear
that special attention needs to be paid to ensuriq  that such communications are reliably
available at the airport. This is particularly essential when noting that the proposed
requirements do not demand the physical presence of adequate RFFS  on the diversion
airfield, but provide for an “equivalent level of support” to be available “given
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notification of the divert.” Without special attention to airport communications
capabilities, it is likely that such an intention would not be fulfilled at some of the North
Pacific area alternate airports.

(15) FAA Oversight Needs to be Independent and Adeouatelv Stafkl

Paragraph 7. of the ATA proposed approval basis contains specific reporting
requirements for 207.minute  ETOPS operations. We concur in the need for adequate
data gather@ so that trends can be monitored and appropriate corrective action defined
and taken We are concerned, however, at the current state ofFAA monitoring of
ETOPS operations, and do not see these provisions as addressing this need.

The regulatory authority should not be in the position of being unable to adequately
oversee the regulations it enacts. FAA today does not have any ongoing surveillance
activity within its Flight Standards organization devoted to monitoring compliance with
ETOPS operations and maintenance requirements, following trends, and initiating
appropriate corrective action Despite the safety criticality ofthese operatiol3s,  and the
detailed guidance contained in AC 120-42A and its Appendices 1 and 4, FAA resources
specifically devoted to continuing surveillance of ETOPS operations and certifkation
related issues is minimal. FAA relies almost completely on the industry to be alerted to
trends that threaten the safety of ETOPS operations. It conducts no routine independent
reviews of its own on a national basis, and only on an exceptional basis at the individual
operator level.

These operations are too safety critical to be ignored as is essentially the case today.
FAA should, in addition to requiring still more reports fkom the industry, devote the staff
expertise and resources necessary to properly oversee maintenance and operational trends
in regard to ETOPS operations of all types.

In addition, this specific paragmph  of the proposed approval basis should be reviewed
and revised to be more specific in delineating precisely what will be reviewed by this
industry group (and, one hopes, by FAA as well). Review criteria should be established,
and appropriate control limits need to be established for each review item
Determinations should be made, before the fact, of what constitutes acceptable variation
in the monitored elements, what criteria will be applied to determine that performance
has f below acceptably safe levels, and under what conditions 207-minute ETOPS
authoritywillbewithdra~

[ 16’) Tvne Certification Limits Cannot be Waived bv ‘Policy

The last paragmph  of the proposed approval basis discusses type design approval
requirements. Somewhat surpkingly  (perhaps based on the ermneous  impression that
the 1995 ETOPS policy letter forms an adequate precedent for this action), the proposal
suggests that only a 1800minute  type design approval be required in situations where a
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maximum of 207~minute  diversion times be authorized. This appears to be a clear
dif%rence with existing ICAO standards. It also constitutes a major deviation from the
requirements of the present FAA advisory circular, and appears to violate the very
limitations imposed by FAA in its own certification process.

Note that., in 1985 when the concept of ETOPS was G.rst presented in AC 120-42,  the
“138minute” authority was based on a system that, at the time, did not include
limitations on the type certificate data sheet because ETOPS wasjust being introduced.
It is only recently, in accordance with ICAO requirements and FAA certification
decisions involving special conditions for early ETOPS approvals, that type cert&ate
limitations have been introduced. Having done so, one cannot revert to a system which
was based in part on operational approvals that were not precluded by such limitations, as
isnowthecase.

In addition, as discussed above, employing such informal policy letters authorizing
waivers of type certificate limitations creates considerable con&sion  on the part of non-
US authorities who would seek to authorize similar expansion of ETOPS authority for
their operators of a&r& originally type certificated by FAA. The presence of FAA
imposed limitations on the air& purchased or leased by their operators would appear to
preclude any authority to take advantage of such an in%rmal process.

We strongly urge that FAA establish, through public rulemaking, criteria for approving
type certificate limitations appropriate to any expansion of ETOPS authority, and follow
these criteria in modifjhg the existing type certificate limitations of 18Ominute
diversion time. We would further urge that any such action be harmonized with other
regulatory authorities, and developed in a filly public process.

We note that this paragraph  of the proposal also requires a review of the airframe-engine
combination to determine ifthere are any factors which would affect safe conduct of 2070
minute ETOPS operations, and a number of Eactors  are then discussed. In many of these
fkctors, however, as fbrther discussed below, no specific criteria are proposed to permit
judging whether or not the review has found an acceptable level of safety. In such a
review, it is critically important that specific and clearly defined “pass-fail” criteria be
defined before the fact, so t.M reviewing officials in FAA and other countries can
consistentIy apply them. That eBxt  should be completed before any criteria for
expansion of ETOPS  authority are established.

{17) Need For Specific Pass-Fail Criteria

The numerical probability analysis proposed to be a prerequisite to approval ofthe.ax&me-engine combination for 207~minute  ETOPS operations does not include any
pas&ail criteria. Without such “pass&il” criteria, such a requirement is meaningless,
and is bound to produce inconsistent results depending upon the analyst.
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(18) Time Limited System Effectiveness

Three paragmphs in the proposal discuss time-limited systems. The first requires
adequate oil supply margins to support a 207,minute  diversion in still air plus an
additional allowance of 15 minutes for holding, an approach and landing. However, as a
general observation as discussed above, given today’s state of the art in meteorology and
forecasting, the actual maximum likely diversion time, given realistic winds of the day,
can easily be forecast. In f&t these data are necessary in order to calculate the fuel
requirements for the fIight. FAA could not propose to permit dispatch with an oil supply
that is known, at time of takeoe to be insufkient.  The fuel and oils supplies must cater
for the winds that will be encountered in the event of a maximum duration diversion for
all flights, not just for ETOPS flights. It only makes sense to require that the oil supply
margin be consistent with acfzd f&cast winds, and not still air conditions, under
realistic worst case conditions. In point of fkt, this issue does not appear to be ETOPS-
specific, as certification requirements themselves would be expected to provide
adequately large oil reservoirs.

The second paragraph similarly discusses requirements prr>posed  to be applied to cargo
fire suppression systems. We believe that the predicate for this paragmph a computation
that unreaktically considers still air rather than the actual forecast winds, is similarly
flawed. How can one justify permitting takeoff with a fire suppression capability that is
belowthatrequiredfortheactualfkecast maximum diversion time? Here, too, it only
makes sense to require that the Gre suppression systems be capable of safely containing a
fire for the entire length of the maximum anticipated diversion time consistent with actual
forecast winds.

Finally, the proposal requires that, for other time-limited systems, the time limit for those
systems be predicated on aill air diversion times. We suggest that these requirements be
predicated on maximum actual forecast diversion times as well, consistent with the actual
forecast winds at departure, rather than the artifice of a still air assumption.

[) WL Amendments are Always  Possible-19.

The proposed language of the review of the suitability of the airfkne-engine
combination tir 2070minute  ETOPS would provide for amendments to the master
mini.mumequipnrenS  list (MMEL) ifthe reliability analysis or service experience
indicates that the existing MMEL is no longer appropriate for 2070minute  ETOPS
operations. Whut a clear explanation of what is intended here, and specific criteria that
can be applied to determine when the MMEL is no longer appropriate, and what
~nnmellts~~berequited,thispevagraphcannotbe~yevaluatednorcanitbe
expected to be consistently eaforccd  by regulatory authorities. This provision need not
be specific to 207~minute  ETOPS operation, since MMEL’s  should always be appropriate
to the kind of operation for which they are used.
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”Anplication” Section of ATA Pronosal

(20) Flight-bv-Flight  Limitation

As noted above, the ATA proposed authorization to use 2070minute  ETOPS authority
does not appear to substantially accomplish the apparent intent to make the use of such
authority a rare event. If the present loose explanation of when such flight-by-flight
exceptions would be acceptably authorized is not modified as discussed more Mly in our
comments above, the 207.minute  authority could be used quite often This would
effectively create a m (as opposed to tiequently  used) extension of 180minute
ETOPS authority to 207minute diversions, which is not the stated intent of this action.

There needs to be a clearly defined set of criteria which defme precisely when exceptions
canbegrantedto~l80=minutelimitation,suadtheserriterianeedtobewtittensothat
(as is intended) the exercise of the authority would be a rare event.

(21) Flight Standa&  Should Not Waive Certification Limitations

Paragraph 2. of the “Application” section refers to application for approval of an
airframe-engine combination for 207~minute  ETOPS authority. It is contemplated that
this approval, which waives a clearly stated limitation on the Type Certificate Data Sheet’
would be given by the FAA Flight Standards Office. (Note that this limitation is also
reflected in the “limitations” section of the pilot’s Airplane Flight Manual, which must be
obeyed.) This informal approach constitutes an undesirable blurring of authority, which ’
is unprecedented in FAA. While it is acknowledged that it is not necessary to have the
FAA Aircraft Certification Service approve every individual operational aspect of airline
operations, it is unprecedented to provide authority outside of the Aircraft Certification
Service to waive type certscate limitations for any other than emergency reasons.

As explained more tilly in our comments above, we believe that such changes to
lhitations placed on the Type Certificate Data Sheet because of special conditions
should only occur after full notice and comment opportunity, in the normal rulemaking
p r o - -

.2) Reawremeat tir ol>erationrri  Revisions Needs to be See~ifk

Paragraph 4. of this section refers to a proposed requirement that “a summary of revisions
made to operational documents” be provided as part of the request for authorization to
use 207~minute  STOPS  authority. Nowhere in this ATA proposal is there a clear
explanation of what revisions are required to the airline operational documents.

It is essential’ for unikm enforcement and application in both the US and other
countrieq that clarity characterize the requirement for changes to airline operational
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documents and procedures. We request that such requirements be developed and
harmonized internationally.

(23) Training Requirements Need Svecification

Similarly, Paragraph 5. of this section refers to a proposed requirement that a request to
use 207~minute  ETOPS authority include “a summary of the revision to training
curriculum for maintenance, dispatch, and flight crew personnel to distinguish 207.
minute ETOPS authority from 180.minute ETOPS criteria.” The precise aim of this
proposal is unclear from the brief explanation provided (as quoted). We assume that this
patagraphre~tochaogesintheairlinetrainingthatwouMberequiredbyFAAto
ensure that maintenance, dispatch and flight crew personnel receive appropriate traimng
in the additional elements of ETOPS operations necessary to promote the highest possible
level of safety when exercising the proposed 2070minute  ETOPS authority. Nowhere in
the ATA proposal is there a clear explanation of what changes in these airline training
curriculums are required

Here, too, we believe that uniform enforcement and application of these requirements
demands more detailed guidance for inspectors and airline personnel in FAA and other
wuntries. We would hope that it, too, could be internationally harmonized,

(24) lnsnector Training Not Addressed

While the Iast paragmph  of this section requires that the policy be distributed to all
ETOPS operators, nowhere in the ATA proposal is the important issue of FAA (and other
authority) inspector training addressed. We believe that lack of proper training in new
policies and procedures can lead to significant problems potentially resulting in a
reduction in operational safety levels from lack of appropriate oversight. In addition, it is
unarguable that an absence of train&  promotes inconsistency in the application of FAA
regulations and policy.

We strongly recommend that such inspector guidance and train+ curriculums be
developed, and harmoni&  internationally, prior to any expansion of ETOPS authority
beyondexistinglimits.

ummarv: B777 Reliabilitv Studv” Section of ATA Proposal

(25) &liability Studv Data Incornolete

This section of the ATA proposal as published by FAA appears to have been furnished
“to assist in PAA] review and analysis of this proposaL” Inasmuch as the document
does not contain the detailed reliability study to which it makes refkence,  it is only
possible to make general comments on the subject matter.

23



We strongly request that the complete study, and all supporting data, be entered into the
docket to permit the affected public the opportunity to review it in detail and offer
comments.

(26 Data

The summary states that “the 180 minute fETOPS] limit has been shown to present
certain obstacles to reliable operation in the North Pacific.” [emphasis added] However,
nowhere in the ATA proposal or in this summary section are there any details furnished
to just@ this statement, or to provide statistical data to support it. This is all the more
problematic when, elsewhere in this ATA proposal, it is noted that ETOPS operations are
presently being conducted in the Pacific by one airline, and 3 more plan to initiate such
ope&ions  this year. We find it hard to reconcile this rapid increase in ETOPS operators
inthePacif%,whichistakingplacewiththecurrent  18~minutclimit,withtheclaimthat
such operations are unreliable.

We suggest that specific historical data be provided to dcmonstxate  precisely what
“obstacles” have been shown to be present which prevent “reliable operations” in the
North Pacific.

(27) How Freauentlv  Would Authoritv  be Exercised?

We note, as discussed above in these comments, that the stated intent is to provide for
207.minute  ETOPS operations “on a flight-by-flight exception basis,” with the clear
message that these exceptions would be tiequent, resulting Erom unusual combinations
of below-minimums weather at several airports simultaneously. However, this section
clearly contemplates more mueat, perhaps routine, use of this 207minute authority
“when typically used alternate airports are temporarily unavailable for reasons such as
weather.. .vokanic  eruptions, or other temporary closures.” [emphasis added]

It is proposed that the exercise of 207~minute  authority not be used to support the closure
of airports in ti North Pacific. To meef  that objective, it appears that more precise
specification of the c&um&nces under which in&quent use of the 207minute “flight-
by-flight exception” authority is warranted. As explained in this section of the document,
it is difficult to rule out any frequency of use of the authority, even ifit  were used nearly
all the time, as there is a lack of quantitative measures which coukl be used to determine
if utilization becomes excessive.

Quantitative guidelines limiting the frequency of use of the proposed 2074nute
authority would be useu as would more precise specification of the circumstances
justifjdng a waiver of the 18~minute maximum limit.
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(28) Forecast Mathcr  Needs

This section once again raises the issue of the conservatism inherent in establishing the
alternate airport weather minimums during flight planning. Without a solid statistical
basis for showing that this conservatism is unnecessary, such an approach appears to
move in exactly the wrong direction

In fkct, this proposal is quite inconsistent with the conservative safkty  fkctors  applied for
the past 14 years to 120- and 180.minute ETOPS operations. As written, this proposal
would maintain the extra conservatism for shorter 120- and 18~minute maximum
diversion times. However, the inability to waive the requirement for 180-minute  ETOPS
flight planning would create a situation that would justify 207.minute ETOPS operations
(assuming suitable weather conditions at that more distant alternate). Given the
possibility that the 2070minute  diversion alternate might be the only available alternate in
thearez@isdoesnotseemtobeaprudentapproach

(29) Atlantic ETOPS Diversions Far Shorter Than Pacific

This section discusses the safety record of the 1.4 million ETOPS flights that have been
made by Boeing aircraft  since 1985.  It goes on to note that none ofthese flights have
ever performed a diversion of 180 minutes duration, and asserts that no airplane of any
type has ever performed a diversion of that length to an alternate airport. It concludes by
sayins  “Therefbre, allowing a 15% extension [of the existing star&u&]  to 2070minute
ETOPS is unlikely to result in an actual diversion in excess of 180 minutes.” That
assertion is unsupported by the facts presented.

We note that, contrary to what is implied herein, we are not talking about continuing the
status quo, but of changing a pa&igm by encouraging wider use of ETOPS in the North
Pacific. The statistics governing past diversion times do not apply to these new routes.
In fact, using them in this discussion is misleading.

In the Atlantic, where most ofthe previous ETOPS flights have occurred, the probability
of a diversion of anywhere near 180 minutes is extraordinariIy  low, because virtuahy all
flights are flown within 1200 or 138minute ETOPS authorities. This limited experience
with very long distance diversions is precisely one ofthe reasons why we urge caution in
expand& ETOPS authority beyond 180 minutes, especially inthe “remote and
demanding” areas of operation such as the North Pacific.

Moving to the North Pacific changes %ndamentaIly the type of ETOPS flying that will be
done. For reasons of geography, a trans-Atlantic flight causes only a brief exposure to
the need for ETOPS ap~val. A typical trans-Atlantic  flight might spend perhaps 2
hours in a location more than 60 minutes fkom  the nearest suitable airport. Only rarely
would an Atlantic flight spend more than a fkw minutes beyond 120 minutes from the
nearest suitable airport. Thus, in the event of a riced  fir a diversion, it is only the most
ratecasesinwhichawouldneedtodivertforrmotethan120minutes,~generallythe
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diversion time would be something closer to 60 minutes. Therefore, the statistics quoted
in this section of the ATA proposal, relying as they inevitably must on the trans-Atlantic
experience, are not surprising. Neither, however, are they instructive when considering
North Pacific operations.

On the contrary, North Pacific operations using existing ETOPS authority stretches the
very boundaries of the coopt. On a typical North Pacific flight from the US to the Far
East, once 60 minutes f?om the nearest suitable airport on departure, the distance f?om the
nearest suitable airport generally increases to around 120-l 80 minutes. Because of the
vast distances involved, and the remote nature of the environment, this distance is then
roughly mainmined for many hours, until approaching the destination airports. The
typical time during which flying the North Pacific routes exposes passengers to the need
for a diversion of greater than 120 minutes is not, as in the Atlantic, a few minutes, but
many hours! A major portion of the cruise segment of a North Pacific flight can be
expected to be flown 120-180  minutes from the nearest suitable airport. Thus, in the
event of an ETOPS diversion in the Pacific, it is to be routinely expected that a single
engine diversion will last for 2,3 or even 4 hours, depending upon actual wind and
weather conditions. The risk of a long diversion in the Pacific is vastly greater than that
which can be expected in the Atlantic, and the Atlantic experience cannot be used as a
basis for projecting diversion times under the proposed operating scenario. Adopting this
proposal will substantially increase the risk of these exceedingly long diversions.

Airplane and engine certification requirements, human factors considerations for crew
and passengem risk of second flutes and their consequences, and the extraordinarily
adverse climate experienced during the North Pacific winters are a few of the important
safety related factors. All of them need to be caretilly  reconsidered before relaxing the
existing 180-minute ETOPS standards that have been internationally agreed for so long.
We urge that this be done internationally, and the resulting regulatory and guidance
material be harmonized.

(30) Need for Climatolonical Data

This section asserts that adopting the relaxation to the 180minute ETOPS standards as
proposed by ATA “will allow more direct routings, as well as greater choice and
flexiibility  [in choice of diversion airfields] should a diversion be necessary.” In f&t, this
is true only in tl~ general sense, as allowing 207~minute  ETOPS permits a wider circle of
consideration for diversion airfields. However, as proposed herein, on a flight-by-flight
exception basis for reasons of unsatisfactory weather, is it not at alI clear that additional
flexibility would be the result. Indeed, one can readily envision situations in which the
adverse weather circumstances that necessitated the exercise of the 207.minute  diversion
authority in the first place give rise to a flight plan in which the 207~minute  diversion
airfield is the only one forecast to be available.

The assertion that the relaxation of 1800minute  ETOPS standards will provide for greater
choice and flexibility for flight crews in the event of a diversion is not ahvays valid.
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Climatological data should be presented and analyzed to determine the muency with
which flexibility will be increased, and how often it will actually be reduced.

(3 1) Claimed Risk Reduction Not Supnorted bv Data

This section makes the remarkable statement that relaxing the present 180~minute
ETOPS diversion time limitations “may actually result in decreased diversion
times.. .[and] may actually yield a net decrease in risk.” No data whatsoever has been
presented to support this claim. It may be true that, for certain routes made newly
available by relaxing the 180-minute ETOPS limit, the overall flight time is reduced, and
that CM be said to marginally reduce the exposure time, and therefore reduce the risk on a
given flight of the need for a diversion on these routes. (This, we suspect, gives rise to
the economic incentive to seek this relaxation.) However, it is clear that, as discussed
earlier, when comparing the past 14 year of ETOPS flying with the projected increase in
North PacZc ETOPS flying envisioned in this document, it is impossible to project
anything but a dramatic increase in overall risk. North Pacific flights involve much
longer distances, and during each flight the aircraft is exposed for much longer times to
the need for ETOPS authority. If a diversion is necessary in the Pacific, the likelihood
that the diversion will involve several hours of actual single engine flight time is vastly
greater than would be experienced in the Atlantic, both in terms of averages and in terms
of extremes, for reasons discussed above. Relaxing the 180-minute ETOPS standards to
permit even greater diversion times clearly increases the extremes of each of these risk
filctors.

(32) Tvpe Certificate Limits are Regulatorv

This section goes on to state that, on the basis of the alleged reduction in risk discussed
previously, “formal review of B-777 certi&ation  related data is probably unnecessary for
approval of 207-minute ETOPS.” We disagree. First, as we have noted, no data has been
provided to support the alleged reduction in risk associated with the relaxation of the 180-
minuteETOPSstan&&. Untilf&tsanddatasupportthisassertion,itshouldnotbe
given any weight.

Perhaps more important, however, is the implication that FAA should ignore the specific
18~minute ETOPS  limitations it imposed during the B-777 type cert&ation process in
accordance with normal public rulemaking procedures. These limitations not only
constitute a regulatory limit, but also are those required by ICAO ETOPS standards, and
are relied upon by the authorities of every country whose operators use the B-777 in
ETOPS service. Surely FAA cannot simply, by using an ud hoc policy letter, modify
these regulatory limitations at wilL

Given the regulatory nature of these Type Certificate Limitations, and the obligation to
establish them in accordance with ICAO sta&rds  and international practice, we would
expect that FAA would establish formal criteria for type certification to 207minute
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ETOPS diversion times, just as it has done for 18Ominute diversion times. We would
hope, given the FAA’s  stated position in regard to ETOPS regulatory and policy
harmonization at least going back 9 years, that these changes be developed in au
international forum, and harmonized with other nations, and with ICAO standards. We
would also expect that they would be in the form of regulations.

(33) Reliabilitv Assertions Not Supported bv Data Provided

Despite the assertion noted earlier that there was probably no need for a formal review of
the B-777 certification related data, “an analysis of the B-777 type design was
nevertheless performed to assess the suitability of the B-777 airplane to a 207minnute
diversion.” This section of the ATA proposal summarizes that analysis. It is asserted
that “[i& all cases, the most conservative criteria with the greatest impacts were applied
to this analysis.” Nevertheless, the specific criteria that were applied and analyzed, and
the results ofthose analyses, are not provided. It is, therefore, not now possible on the
basis of the public record to evaluate the validity of the claim that “this analysis
co- B-777 airplane design and reliability capability well in excess of the proposed
15% extension.”

To complete the public record, it is necessary to include the complete basis for these
analyses in the public docket and permit time for interested parties to review and
comment on these important data. Without these da& one can evaluate neither the results
of the analysis, nor more important, the criteria applied to make a determination that the
airplane is indeed suitable for the proposed operation. In addition, it is essential that
these data be provided to permit future evaluations of other airplanes for similar
applications, shoukl the need arise.

(34) Time Limited Systems Considerationq

Despite the assertion (above) that “this analysis conl?rmed B-777 airplane design and
reIiabii  capability well in excess of the proposed 15% extension,” the document goes
on to say that “the undersigned parties are prepared to offer a modification to the cargo
fire protection system that accommodates the 15% extension in ETOPS diversion time,
even though risk analysis methodology does not demonstrate a need for such a
modification” Fire protection systems are not generally installed based on an assessment
of~risktbata~willlastfbraparticulardutat~~butareiastalledtoco~rmto~
regulatory requirements set by the certifXating authority. certainly this is the case with
ETOPS requimmmts that exist today, and we can find no justification for  resorting to a
statistical risk analysis rather than providing adequate protection for the maximum
diversion time permitted.

In addition, we pointed out above that the nearly 500year  old simplifying assumption that
the diversion would take place without any headwind should be discarded in favor of a
more realistic criterion, We suggest that the time-related cargo fire limitationq and all
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other time limited systems in the airplane, have operating duration requirements
established that are based on the actual maximum diversion time expected at dispatch,
taking into account the latest forecast winds. To do otherwise ignores data already in the
hands of the operators for tie1 and oil requirements planning, and inappropriately relies
on statistical luck in the event of a diversion. Modifications to account for actual flight
times including forecast headwinds do not involve substantial cost, and could mean the
difference between a successful diversion and a catastrophe.

Additional Technical Considerations Remwdine ETOPS Beyond 180 Minutes

(a) Increased Risk of Additional Hardware Failures

The vast d&nces of travel in the Pacific area give rise, as noted earlier, to not only  much
longer travel times than those common in the Atlantic, but to very much longer average
and maximum diversion times. These &ctors, then, should cause a review of the
fundamental risk assumptions and models used in developing ETOPS risk management
guidelines before relaxing them. In particular, the ETOPS flight sector length itself may
be 150 minutes in the North Atlantic; 400 minutes in the North Pacific; 540 minutes in
Polar areas; and over 600 minutes for South Pacific flights. Thus we could expect up to 2
times the rate of ETOPS diversions on the North Pacific as would be experienced on the
Atlantic (on the assumption that risk increases linearly with exposure time). Associated
with these flights are typical (not maximum) diversion times (including considerations of
typical actual temperature and winds) of 75 minutes in the North Atlantic, 160 minutes in
the North Pacific, 140 minutes on Polar routes, and 195 minutes in the South Pacific.
Making the same assumption about the relationship between risk and exposure time, we
can speculate that, typically, the risk of a second engine Klure will, on the North Pacific
routes, be double that on the Atlantic.

Additionally, engine in-f&@ shutdown rates are not expected to be the same, based on
available data, between cruise and the higlxx engine power setting that is required during
a single engine diversion. A prehminary  review of the data available shows that the
shutdown rate at diversion power settings may be a factor of 2 above that required for
18Ominute ETOPS approvaL Combining all of these Wars appears to indicate an
in- in risk of a diversion by a fkctor of 2, and an increase in risk of a subsequent
dual engine tilure  of perhaps a &or of 4 or greater for North Pacific operations
compared to those in the Atlantic. The data, while  not dispositive, are suBicient to call
for a detailed public review of the risk assumptions adopted so= 14 years ago for
ETOPS flying before relaxing the restrictions based in part on that modeL

(b) Extremelv Low Tern and Long Diversion Tim-

The temperatures and exposure time at diversion altitudes over the North Pacific and
other high latitude areas introduce risk &ctors not covered by current ETOPS risk
management criteria. The cockpit and cabin temperatures that will be achieved after only
a short time in the event of a double bleed f%lure (or f&ilure  of one engine plus the
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opposite bleed) are severe enough that such an event should be cmsidered “catastrophic”
in terms of system certification criteria.

To ensure compliance with the system certification criteria of FAR 25.1309, it would
z~~r;~;  third bleed source is necessary over such lengthy diversions at high latitudes

.

0%C we Engine Oneratina;  Conditions

There is little experience in certifkation  testing or otherwise that will provide cmfidence
in prolonged engine operations under the severe weather conditions that are likely to be
encountered in the Pacific at diversion altitudes. These conditions include severe
conditions of ice buildup on the failed engine nacelle, fk and spinner, and the associated
increased drag. In addition, severe precipitation can be expected for prolonged duration
during a diversion in some seasons, such as the conditions considered by the new threat
model of NPA JAR E 20, for hail and rain ingestion.

We believe these conditions should be explicitly considered prior to relaxing the 180.
minute ETOPS limitations, and consideration should be given to developing the
v detailed data and adopting requirements for risk management that directly
address these fixtors which are unique to the area.

(d) There are Inherently Reduced Operational Safw Margins in the North Pacific

A number of fkctors combine to present unique challenges to ETOPS operations in the
North Pacific. Time available for comment does not permit development of all the
necessary data, but it is clear that there will be a high percentage of days when it can be
expected that the actual (llot still air) maximum diversion time will be greater than 180
lll.iIlUteS.

For example, a review of climatological data immediately available for 1996 shows that
Magadan (GDX) was closed for the equivalent of 22 days. GDX had a probability of
closure due to adverse weather in December, 1996,  of 22.5% and there were 32 days
when the RVR was below ICAO Cat III minimums in 1996. Similar statistics for
Petropavlovsk  (PKC) showed it closed for 26 days in 1996; the probability of PKC being
closed in December of that year was 33%, and there were 16 days when RVR was below
ICAOCat IIIminimums.  InYakutsk,  (YKS) wefoundthatfor30daysinl996theRVR
was below ICAO Cat III minimums. Detailed climatological data are available (given
more time) that will clearly demonstrate the fkquency with which the North Pacific
alternate airports are actually expected to be available if needed. That data should be
developed and made available to decisionmakers (and the interested public) before
relaxing the 18Ominute ETOPS standard.

In addition, we are concerned about the reliability of weatfier  fkecasts that are issued
more than 15 hours before the time of use of the alternate airports. Again, a study of the
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available climatological data can be done to address this point. These data should be
used to determine whether the extremely long distances which give rise to the need for
such long range forecast reliability dictate the need for alternative procedures.

(el Abort  Communications

We noted above that the alternate airports are not, as yet, equipped with reliable
communications capability (e.g., SATCOM) so as to effectively be able to coxnmuhxtte
with the airline and the airplane in the event of a diversion emergency. There are the
issues noted earlier regarding weather forecast reliability. In addition, there is a need for
notification of RFFS crews to bring required safbty  equipment to the field and the need
for accurate assessment of airfield conditions from snow, volcanic activity, or other
weather phenomenz~  Therefore, consideration must be given to developing an
appropriate communic3tions risk management strategy for ETOPS al&mate airfields in
the Pacific. This is not explicitly discussed in the proposal

(fl Availability of Diversion Mel&

In the North Pacific, the flight crew may have no option to weigh alternative airfield
risks. In many realistic situations, the isolated nature of the North Pacific airfields means
there is no second alternate. In fact, unlike the North Atlantic, the North Pacific can
easily give rise to a diversion requirement in which fuel reserves are not su.fIicient  to
allow the crew a choice between alternate airports. Experience has shown that it is o&n,
if not usually, the case in the North Atlantic that a better suited alternate has been used,
rather than the one that is closest at the time of the diversion decision.

(g) Basic Risk Model

The ATA proposal is based on a maximum IFSD rate of 0.019 shutdowns per 1000
engine operating hours. The state of the art in engine reliability is now approximately
0.01 shutdowns per loo0 hours.

In the mid-eighties, the original ETOPS criteria were based on the benchmark engine of
the time in terms of engine reliability, the JT80, because full compliance with the kind of
system reliability requirements imposed by FAR 25.1309, for example, were
un&t&able. In order to provide compensation for this quantitative anomaly, the
Propulsion System Reliability Analysis Board (PSlULB)  was formed within FAA. This
-ion has now essentially been discontinued on an operational basis, and the state of
the art engines can now comply with the requirements of FR 25.1309 on existing ETOPS
routes of the North Atlantic using internationally accepted ETOPS risk models.

The acceptable value of 0.019 shutdowns per 1000 engine hours, coupled with the
inherently higher risk of diversion on the longer ETOPS routes of the Pacific, the
substantially longer diversion times that would be experienced on average in the Pacific,
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and the expected higher increased risk of a double engine &ilure hrn the long duration
high power operations associated with a long diversion all combine to produce a risk
model result which, despite the advances in engine technology over the last 15 years,
represents a step bachards. These issues should be discussed in some detail in an
international forum, and results of past improvements in ETOPS risk model results
should be compared to alternative projected future scenarios to properly weigh the risks
and benefits. These data should be used as part of the basis for decisionmaking in this
important area. Airbus stands ready to devote the resources necessary to support this
initiative on a high priority basis.

An Alternative Approach to ETOPS Regulation

In the 1980’s, when ETOPS criteria were first being developed, the discussions focused
on an &mediate desire to operate to 1380minute  maximum diversion times in the North
Atlantic, and to quickly move to a maximum 18~minute  standard. Even in the 1990’s,
the 18Ominute ETOPS limit was seen as adequate, and twin engine airplane ranges of
7000 nautical miles were seen as the extreme of the future. (See, e.g., “Twin-Engine
Transports, A Look at the Future;” Richard W. Taylor, Vice President, Boeing
Commercial Airplane Group; 1990) Perhaps it is time to change that thinking.

It is clear from the ATA presentation that there is a body of tho@t that the reliability of
engines is so high, and the likelihood of a dual engine f%hxre  so low, that the ETOPS
requirements as presently laid down in ICAO,  FAA, JAA and other authorities
regulatory and guidance material are outdated. This is worthy of exploration in an
attempt to determine whether, and under what conditions, the ETOPS regulations
themselves could be eliminated, as they were some decades ago for t&jets. For example,
a revised “risk model” may indicate that current engine reliability rates and “time at risk”
in the Atlantic area of operations show that current ETOPS regulations relating to
minimum diversion times are no longer required. Perhaps overflight of the nearest
airport might be permitted in some circumstances in this area However, these may not
be the case in the Pacific or in other areas of the world where the exposure time is much
greater, and the ground environment much more harsh.

The fhdamental  rest&ions on twin engine flying which give rise to the need for special
ETOPS authority ETOPS are contained, for example, in FAR 121. Because a f of
one of the two engines on a twin will leave it one firilure  away Tom an accident, special
attention is given to the need to immediately land at the nearest suitable airport following
an engine &i.lure. On a t&jet or a quad, however, such a requirement does not apply. I f
the pilot in comm& of a t&jet or a quad evaluates the relevant speci&d f&or-s  and
determines that it is safe to do so, he may land at another airport. For many reasons, but
especially for reasons of passenger well being and safety in harsh environments, this is a
very substantial advantage for t&jets and quads. In the early days of jet transports, and
before, the relatively poorer engine reliability was such that it would not be prudent to
overfly a suitable airport in a twin.
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To&y, however, it is appropriate to rethink this restriction. When reduced to the basics,
eliminating this overflight limitation is similar to what is being proposed in the present
ATA documents, though they propose to maintain restrictions that prohibit a perfect
parallel. At root in the ATA proposal, however, is their determination that engine
reliabilities have achieved a very high level. A simple extension of the ATA proposal is
that, with appropriate additional considerations that can be economically implemented in
the form of both hardware and procedural changes, safe overflight of what are today
defined as “suitable” airports can be considered for twins.

We believe that such an approach is particularly desirable because it is difkult,
espe-cially  in such remote and demanding areas as the North Pacific, to provide for
adequate passenger safkty  and well being at every available suitable airport. Assuming
that airplane safety considerations permit, it may be better for the overall safety and well
being of the passengers to land at a more distant airport than the nearest suitable one
undercertaincirc~ especially in harsh environments such as the North Pacific
winter. Ofcourse  the question as to whether overflight of a twin engine airplane should
be allowed could be treated independently of the issue of the need for establishing
maximum ETOPS diversion times.

Airbus Industrie recognizes that these types of changes constitute major steps. They
cannot be taken without fkll consideration and acceptance by the international
community of regulators, airlines, pilots, maintenance technicians, and manuikcturers.
They also cannot be effected by simple guidance material or policy letter, but must have
the 112 backing of formal certification and operations regulatory material both in the
national Civil Aviation Authorities, and in ICAO. This approach would meet the
requirements that are laid out in the present ATA proposal.

We suggest that FAA consider this alternative to the kind of incremental change that has
characterized the past 14 years of FAA ETOPS guidance. Successful completion of this
effort would establish necessary guidelines for ETOPS diversion authority limited only
by specified safety considerations and not specific times. If fully implemented, it would
also improve the confidence of the flying public by eliminating the unique overflight
limitations associated with twin engine airplane operations.
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