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To Whom It May Concern

| ama party with a vested interest in this NPRM both as a nenber of the
avi ation community and a nenmber of the traveling public.

| fully support the FAA's effort to rectify a |long-standing oversight in the
Col l'ision Avoidance of air traffic. | would |like to suggest though that you
consider the followi ng points in your final rule.

Ti nel i ne:

VWhen congress initially drafted | egislation to make a Collision Avoi dance System
mandatory for all aircraft with 10 or nore passenger seats, or weighing nore
than 33, 000 pounds, a conpliance date of Jan 1, 2000 was chosen. Unfortunately
due to political reasons the bill was delayed and when it finally becane |aw,
the conpliance date was changed to Jan 1, 2003. This date happens to al so
coincide with the date for mandatory equi page in several | CAO states. W fee
that this is a realistic conpliance date, as the hardware is readily avail abl e,
nmost aircraft have already approved TSO for the installation and many nore are
already prewired for TCAS II. Even when that was not the case, a mmjor cargo
carrier was able to design, receive approval and install TCAS Il in severa
aircraft that were to be used as passenger carriers in less than 9 nonths after
the decision was made to convert those aircraft. Thus it is our opinion, that an
effective date of Jan 1, 2003, as envisioned by congress, is realistic. The FAA
m ght consider an extension to the date of October 1, 2003 if an operator could
prove extenuating circunstances. There is no reason not to realize the benefits
of this regulation as soon as possible, considering that in some cases the
operators could conply by sinply sliding the TCAS equi pnment into a rack on
aircraft already prewired for TCAS I

Alternative Technol ogy (ADS-B):

| fully support the FAA's intent to | ook forward and enbrace new technol ogi es
when they beconme avail able. W are not opposed to the devel opnent and future
application of ADS-B, it has some very exciting potential applications, such as
runway i ncursion avoi dance, close parallel approaches and nore. However, it can
and rmust not be used as the "last bubble of safety” in Collision Avoi dance. W
must not have the all three elenents of CNS (Conmmunication, Navigation
Surveillance) with a single point of failure such as the | oss of the GPS signal
or of the onboard GPS receiver. After the horrible events of Septenmber 11, we

al so nust guard against the real threat of a willful and malicious janmm ng of
the extrenely weak GPS signal by hostile individuals or entities. Such jamm ng
equi pnrent is available readily on the black market and will render GPS and thus
ADS-B i noperable for up to a hundred niles fromthe janmer's | ocation
Furthernore ADS-B based Collision Avoi dance would utilize ground based radar
processed data in order to "see" Mdde C transponders (TIS-B). This would only be
available in Il ess than 50% of the US surface area served by these radars and not



be avail abl e outside of the US at all. Just when Collision Avoi dance becones
even nore critical, when radar is inoperative, a big part of potential threats
wi |l not be avoided. For these reasons alone, a Collision Avoi dance System based
on ADS-B is not possible. W therefore support only a Collision Avoi dance System
that is based on TCAS |1, but are not opposed to an enhanced unit that uses ADS-
B to improve range and resolution. The last |line of defense must remain with the
proven, independent of ground or space based resources, TCAS I|. Thus any
possi bl e pleas to extend the conpliance date to "devel op alternative technol ogy"
shoul d be rejected.
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