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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
  
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee; Harmonization of  
Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group 
 
AGENCY: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), DOT. 
 
ACTION: Notice of establishment of the Harmonization of Miscellaneous  
Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
SUMMARY: Notice is given of the establishment of the Harmonization of  
Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group and new tasks  
assigned to the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). This  
notice informs the public of the activities of ARAC. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Mark Schilling, Manager, Rotorcraft Standards Staff, 2601 Meacham  
Boulevard, Fort Worth, Texas, telephone number (817) 222-5110. 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)  
has established an Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) (56 FR  
2190, January 22, 1991; and 58 FR 9230, February 19, 1993). One area  
the ARAC deals with is rotorcraft issues. These issues involve the  
airworthiness standards for normal and transport category rotorcraft in  
parts 27 and 29 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, which are the  
responsibility of the Director, Aircraft Certification Service,  
FAA. [[Page 4222]]  
 
Tasks 
 
    The Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations Working  
Group is charged with recommending to ARAC new or revised requirements  
for pilot indication of autopilot operating mode; burn test for  
electrical wire; seats, berths, and litters; and other rotorcraft  
issues. The products of this exercise are intended to be harmonized  
standards, acceptable to both the FAA and the Joint Aviation  
Authorities. 
    Specifically, the tasks are as follows: 
    1. Review Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, Secs. 27.1329 and  
29.1329, and supporting policy and guidance material for the purpose of  
determining the course of action to be taken for rulemaking and/or  
policy relative to the issue of requiring pilot indication of autopilot  
operating mode similar to parts 23 and 25 requirements. 
    2. Review parts 27 and 29 to determine if clarification is needed  
for the burn test requirements for transport category rotorcraft and  



whether a new requirement for burn test for electrical wire for normal  
category rotorcraft is needed. Consider whether Sec. 29.1351(d)(3)  
should be deleted and if new Secs. 27.1365(c) and 29.1359(c) should be  
created to specify electrical wire insulation burn test requirements. 
    3. Review Secs. 27.785(f)(2) and 29.785(f)(2) to determine if these  
sections should be revised to specify whether the 1.33 fitting factor  
for seats should also apply to berths and litters. 
    4. Review and make recommendations regarding the disharmonizations  
introduced by the New Rotorcraft 30 Second/2 Minute One-Engine  
Inoperative Power Ratings and the Rotorcraft Crash Resistant Fuel  
Systems final rules. 
    ARAC recommendations to the FAA should be accomplished by  
appropriate documents. Recommendations for rulemaking should be  
accompanied by a complete draft of the notice(s) of proposed  
rulemaking, including the benefit/cost analysis and other required  
analyses. Recommendations for the issuance of guidance material should  
be accompanied by a complete draft advisory circular. ARAC has formed  
the Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group  
to analyze and recommend to it solutions to issues contained in the  
assigned tasks. If ARAC accepts the working group's recommendations, it  
forwards them to the FAA. 
    ARAC working groups are comprised of technical experts on the  
subject matter. A working group member need not necessarily be a  
representative of one of the member organizations of ARAC. An  
individual who has expertise in the subject matter and wishes to become  
a member of the working group should write the person listed under the  
caption FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT expressing that desire,  
describing his or her interest in the task, and the expertise he or she  
would bring to the working group. The request will be reviewed by the  
assistant chair and working group leader, and the individual will be  
advised whether or not the request can be accommodated. 
 
Working Group Reports 
 
    Each working group formed to consider ARAC tasks is expected to  
comply with the procedures adopted by ARAC and given to the working  
group chair. As part of the procedures, the working group is expected  
to: 
    A. Recommend time line(s) for completion of the tasks, including  
rationale, for consideration at the meeting of the ARAC to consider  
rotorcraft issues held following publication of this notice. 
    B. Give a detailed conceptual presentation on the tasks to the ARAC  
before proceeding with the work stated under item C below. 
    C. Give a status report on the tasks at each meeting of ARAC held  
to consider rotorcraft issues. 
    The Secretary of Transportation has determined that the formation  
and use of the ARAC are necessary in the public interest in connection  
with the performance of duties imposed on the FAA by law. Meetings of  
ARAC will be open to the public except as authorized by section 10(d)  
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act. Meetings of the Harmonization of  
Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group will not be open to  
the public, except to the extent that individuals with an interest and  
expertise are selected to participate. No public announcement of  
working group meetings will be made. 
 
    Issued in Washington, DC, on January 13, 1995. 
Chris A. Christie, 



Executive Director, Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee. 
[FR Doc. 95-1538 Filed 1-19-95; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 
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1635 Prince Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314-2818 Telephone: (703) 683-4646 Fax: (703) 683-4745 

October 3, 1996 

Mr. Barry L. Valentine 
Acting Associate Administrator for Regulation 

and Certification (A VR-1) 
Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

Dear Mr. Valentine: 

Responses may be 
directed to: 
1101 Naugatuck Avenue 
Milford, CT 06460 
Tel: (203) 878-1943 
Fax (203) 878-2544 

The January 20, 1995 issue of the "Federal Register" announced the development of 
a task for the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) pertaining to the 
"Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations" and the formation of a 
Working Group to resolve the assigned task. The results of the efforts of that 
Group have been submitted to the ARAC for review. As a consequence, the ARAC 
has examined those results and, at a public meeting held on October 3, 1996, 
approved them. 

Accordingly, the ARAC hereby submits the following material on the subject and 
recommends that the draft NPRM be processed for publication: 

• A draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
• An "Executive Summary" prepared by the Manager, Rotorcraft Directorate 

(ASW-100) with the concurrence of the Assistant General Counsel (ASW-7). 

Dedicated to the advancement of the civil helicopter industry 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

NOV - 5 1996 

Mr. John D. Swihart, Jr. 
Assistant Chair, Aviation Rulemaking 

Advisory Committee 
7313 Janetta Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76180 

Dear Mr. Swihart: 

BOO Independence Ave .. S.W . 
Washington, D .C. 20591 

This letter is in response to Mr. Ted Dumont's October 3 letter forwarding the Aviation 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) recommendations pertaining to 
harmonization of miscellaneous rotorcraft regulations. 

The recommendations were submitted in a format suitable for processing and, therefore, 
will be presented to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) management as quickly 
as possible. If management agrees with the recommendations, they will be published in 
the Federal Register as a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 

I would like to thank the aviation community for its commitment to ARAC and its 
expenditure of resources to develop these recommendations. We in the FAA pledge to 
process them expeditiously as high-priority actions. 

Again, let me thank the ARAC and, in particular, the Harmonization of Miscellaneous 
Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group for prompt action on the tasks assigned by the 
FAA. 

Sincerely, 

GuyS. Gardner 
Associate Administrator for 

Regulation and Certification 



Mr. Barry L. Valentine 
October 3, 1996 
Page 2 

• The "Preliminary Regulatory Evaluation, Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Determination, and Trade Impact Assessment" for the above noted NPRM. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ 
T. E. Dumont 
ARAC Assistant Chair for Rotorcraft Issues 

cc: Steven J. Brown, Chair, ARAC 
Chris A. Christie, Executive Director, ARAC 
Mark R. Schilling, ARAC Assistant Executive Director 
Gifford A. Marr, Chair, ARAC Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft 

Regulations Working Group 
FrankL. Jensen, Jr., President, HAl 

~· ll~a. 
'-"='=~ Dedicated to the advancement of the civil helicopter industry 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Parts 27 and 29 

[Docket No. ; Notice No. ] 

RIN: 

Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM). 

SUMMARY: This notice proposes changes to the type certification requirements for 

normal and transport category rotorcraft. The changes would amend the airworthiness 

standards to require a cockpit indication of autopilot operating mode to the pilots for 

certain autopilot configurations, to clarify the burn test requirements for electrical wiring 

for transport category rotorcraft, and to provide a new requirement for an electrical wire 

burn test for normal category rotorcraft. The proposed rule would also add a 1.33 fitting 

factor structural strength requirement to the attachment of litters and berths. The 

proposed changes to 14 CFR parts 27 and 29 (parts 27 and 29) are harmonized with 

the European Joint Aviation Requirements (JAR) 27 and 29. 

DATES: Comments must be received on or before [insert date 90 days after date of 

publication in the Federal Register]. 
., . 

ADDRESSES: Submit comments in triplicate to the Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA), Office of the Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket (AGC-200), Docket No. 

Room 915G, 800 Independence Avenue SW, Washington, DC 20591. Comments 

submitted must be marked Docket No. . Comments may also be sent 

electronically to the following internet address: nprmcmts@mail.hq.faa.gov. 

Comments may be examined in Room 915G weekdays between 8:30 a.m. and 

5:00p.m., except on Federal holidays. 



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Carroll Wright, Regulations Group, 

ASW-111, Rotorcraft Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service, FAA, Fort Worth, Texas 

76193-0111, telephone (817) 222-5120. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 

Interested persons are invited to participate in the making of the proposed rule by 

submitting such written data, views, or arguments as they may desire. Comments 

relating to the environmental, energy, federalism, or economic impact that might result 

from adopting the proposals in this notice are also invited. Substantive comments 

should be accompanied by cost estimates. Comments must identify the regulatory 

docket or notice number and be submitted in triplicate to the Rules Docket at the 

address specified under the caption "ADDRESSES." 

All comments received, as well as a report summarizing each substantive public 

contact with FAA personnel on this rulemaking, will be filed in the docket. The docket is 

available for public inspection before and after the comment closing date. 

All comments received on or before the closing date will be considered before 

taking action on this proposal. Late-filed comments will be considered to the extent 

practicable. The proposals contained in this notice may be changed in light of the 

comments received. 

Commenters wishing the FAA to acknowledge receipt of their comments submitted 

in response to this notice must include a preaddressed, stamped postcard on which the 

following statement is made: "Comments to Docket No. ." The postcard will be 

date stamped and mailed to the commenter. 

Availability of NPRM's 

Using a modem and suitable communications software, an electronic copy of this 

document may be downloaded from the FAA regulations section of the Fedworld 
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electronic bulletin board service (telephone: 703-321-3339), the Federal Register's 

electronic bulletin board service (telephone: 202-512-1661), or the FAA's Aviation 

Rulemaking Advisory Committee Bulletin Board service (telephone: 202-267 -5948). 

Internet users may reach the FAA's web page at http://www.faa.gov or the Federal 

Register's webpage at http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs for access to recently 

published rulemaking documents. 

Any person may obtain a copy of this NPRM by submitting a request to the FAA, 

Office of Rulemaking, ARM-1, 800 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20591, 

or by calling (202) 267-9680. Communications must identify the notice number of this 

NPRM. 

Persons interested in being placed on a mailing list for future NPRM's should 

request from the above office a copy of Advisory Circular No. 11-2A, NPRM Distribution 

System, that describes the application procedure. 

Background 

The FAA has established an Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). By 

a notice in the Federal Register (60 FR 4221, January 20, 1995), the FAA announced 

the establishment of the Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations 

Working Group. The Working Group was tasked to recommend to ARAC new or 

revised requirements for pilot indication of autopilot operating mode; burn test for 

electrical wire; seats, berths, and Utters; and other rotorcraft issues. 

Specifically, the working group received the following tasks: 

1. Review§§ 27.1329 and 29.1329 and supporting policy and guidance material 

for the purpose of determining the course of action to be taken for rulemaking and/or 

policy relative to the issue of requiring pilot indication of autopilot operating mode 

similar to parts 23 and 25 requirements. 
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2. Review parts 27 and 29 to determine if clarification is needed for the burn test 

requirements for transport category and whether a new requirement for burn test for 

electrical wire for normal category rotorcraft is needed. Consider whether 

§ 29.1351 (d)(3) should be deleted and if new§§ 27.1365(c) and 29.1359(c) should be 

created to specify electrical wire insulation burn test requirements. 

3. Review§§ 27.785(f)(2) and 29.785(f)(2) to determine if these sections should be 

revised to specify whether the 1.33 fitting factor for seats should also apply to berths 

and litters. 

4. Review and make recommendations regarding the disharmonizations introduced 

by the new Rotorcraft 30 Second/2 Minute One-Engine Inoperative Power Ratings 

(OEI) (59 FR 47764; September 16, 1994) and the Crash Resistant Fuel Systems 

(CRFS) in Normal and Transport Category Rotorcraft (59 FR 50380; October 3, 1994) 

final rules. 

The working group included representatives from four major rotorcraft 

manufacturers (normal and transport) and representatives from Aerospace Industries 

Association of America, Inc. (AlA), Association Europeene des Constructeurs de 

Material Aerospatial (AECMA), Helicopter Association International (HAl), the European 

Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA), and the FAA Rotorcraft Directorate. This broad 

participation is consistent with FAA policy to involve all known interested parties as 

early as practicable in the rulemaking process. 

The working group presented its findings to the ARAC, which recommended to the 

FAA that certain miscellaneous changes be made to the airworthiness standards for 

both parts 27 and 29. 

The FAA has evaluated and accepted the ARAC recommendations and proposes 

the changes contained in this notice. 
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General Discussion of the Proposals 

The following changes are proposed to the airworthiness standards for normal and 

transport category rotorcraft: 

Sections 27.625 and 29.625 Fitting Factors 

A new paragraph (d) would be added to§§ 27.625 and 29.625 to require that the 

1.33 fitting factor, specified in§§ 27.785 and 29.785 for the attachment of seats also 

applies to the attachment for litters and berths. The 1.33 fitting factor is necessary to 

ensure that fittings subject to wear and tear under normal use and subject to frequent 

removal and replacement in the aircraft will retain adequate strength to perform their 

intended function under crash landing conditions. The need for this factor for seat 

attachments and associated harnesses has been substantiated by service experience 

and is recognized in 14 CFR parts 23, 25, 27, and 29 and in the equivalent JAR. Also, 

the need for the 1.33 factor for the attachment of litters, berths, and associated 

harnesses is included in parts 23 and 25 and JAR 23 and 25 but is not currently 

included in parts 27 and 29 or JAR 27 and 29. This proposed change would provide 

the same level of safety for passengers in litters and berths as in seats and would 

harmonize the fitting factor requirement of parts 23, 25, 27, 29 and the JAR. 

Sections 27.785 and 29.785 Seats. berths. litters. safety belts. and harnesses 

Since the requirements for litters and berths are specified in§§ 27.785(k) and 

29.785(k), a new sentence to paragraph (k)(2) is proposed to clarify the requirement for 

applying the 1.33 fitting factor. This proposed revision would clarify that the 1.33 fitting 

factor for the attachment of seats specified in proposed§§ 27.625(d) and 29.625(d) 

also applies to the attachment of litters and berths. 

Sections 27.975 and 29.975 Fuel tank vents 

This proposed revision would remove the phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be 

extremely remote" from§§ 27.975(b) and 29.975(a)(7). The JAA states that the phrase 
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"unless a rollover is shown to be extremely remote" results in weakening the desired 

requirement, so that a postcrash fire could occur on an aircraft not equipped with 

rollover protection. The FAA agrees that the intent of this rule is to prevent postcrash 

fires due to rollover and concludes that the subject phrase does not contribute to the 

desired result. Also, this proposed revision would resolve a difference between parts 

27 and 29 and JAR 27 and 29 introduced by the CRFS rule. 

Sections 27.1329 and 29.1329 Automatic pilot system 

A new paragraph (f) would be added to§§ 27.1329 and 29.1329 to require display 

of the autopilot mode to the pilots. Current parts 23 and 25 require that "If the 

automatic pilot system can be coupled to airborne navigation equipment, means must 

be provided to indicate to the flight crew the current mode of operation. Selector switch 

position is not acceptable as a means of indication." Airplane accidents occurred prior 

to adoption of the requirement of the display of the autopilot mode in parts 23 and 25 

due to the pilot not being aware of the current autopilot mode. This type of accident 

could occur in rotorcraft. Safety will be enhanced by requiring that the autopilot mode 

be displayed to the pilots of rotorcraft. This would harmonize parts 27 and 29 with the 

corresponding JAR. 

Section 27.1365 Electric cables 

A new paragraph (c) to§ 27.1365 is proposed that would add a burn test to require 

self-extinguishing insulation on electrical wire and cable installed in normal category 

rotorcraft. Most European and U.S. rotorcraft manufacturers currently use electrical 

wire that meets the proposed burn test requirements. This proposal would require that 

compliant wire be used. 

Section 29.923 Rotor drive system and control mechanism tests 

The proposed revision to§ 29.923(a) would add the words, "and (p)," after the 

words "paragraphs (b) through (n)." The "and p" was inadvertently omitted in the OEI 
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final rule, Amendment 29-35. This change is proposed to correct the oversight and to 

harmonize part 29 with the JAR requirement. 

Section 29.1351 General 

The proposal would delete the burn test requirements of § 29.1351 (d)( 1 )(iii) and 

remove the reference to§ 25.1359(d). Section 25.1359(d) was removed from part 25 

by Amendment 25-72 (55 FR 29756; July 20, 1990). The proposal would move the 

electrical wire burn test requirements to a new§ 29.1359(c) and cite the correct 

reference, part 25, Appendix F, Part I(a)(3). The proposed change is administrative 

and will not alter the current requirements. 

Section 29.1359 Electrical system fire and smoke protection 

As discussed in the previous paragraph, new§ 29.1359(c) would contain the 

electrical wire burn test requirements. The proposal would add paragraph (c) to this 

section to place the requirement under a more appropriate heading. The proposed 

change is administrative and will not alter the current requirements. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

There are no requirements for information collection associated with this proposed 

rule that would require approval under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 

96-511). 

Regulatory Evaluation Summary 

Proposed changes to Federal regulations must undergo several economic 
' . 

analyses. First, Executive Order 12866 directs that each Federal agency shall propose 

or adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the 

intended regulation justify its costs. Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 

requires agencies to analyze the economic impact of regulatory changes on small 

entities. Third, the Office of Management and Budget directs agencies to assess the 

effects of regulatory changes on international trade. In conducting these analyses, the 
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FAA has determined that this proposed rule: (1) would generate benefits that justify its 

costs and is not a "significant regulatory action" as defined in the Executive Order; (2) is 

not "significant" as defined in DOT's Regulatory Policies and Procedures; (3) would not 

have a significant impact on a substantial number of small entities; and (4) would lessen 

restraints on international trade. These analyses, available in the docket, are 

summarized below. 

Economic Evaluation 

Overall, the proposed changes would result in net cost savings by promoting 

harmonization between the U.S. regulations and the JAR and by eliminating 

unnecessary duplication of certification requirements. The costs and benefits of the 

changes regarding the fitting factor for the attachment of berths and litters, removal of 

the phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be extremely remote" (in§§ 27.975(b) and 

29.975(a)(7)), autopilot operating mode, and burn test for electrical wire in normal 

category rotorcraft, are summarized below. All other revisions involve clarification or 

administrative changes. 

The fitting factor requirement would not impose incremental costs on most rotorcraft 

manufacturers. One small manufacturer of part 27 rotorcraft indicated additional 

nonrecurring testing and analysis costs of $2,000 to substantiate the 1.33 factor in an 

initial new type certification; most likely, this additional cost would not be incurred in 

subsequent type certifications. Although there have been no identifiable accidents 

involving litters attributable to insufficient attachment strength, even one minor injury 

would far exceed the relatively low costs. Codification of the 1.33 fitting factor, which is 

inherent in most current designs, would ensure that all future designs include this 

standard, increasing the minimum level of safety. 

There would be no incremental costs or benefits associated with removal of the 

phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be extremely remote" in§§ 27.975(b) and 
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29.975(a)(7) since rotorcraft currently meet the minimum fuel spillage requirements 

under roll-over conditions. 

The autopilot display requirement would impose no or insignificant incremental 

costs on rotorcraft manufacturers since new autopilot systems employed in rotorcraft 

are similar to those in airplanes and the mode indicator is typically integral to such 

systems. Codification of this requirement would ensure that all future rotorcraft designs 

comply with this standard. 

Most U.S. and European manufacturers currently use electrical wire that meets the 

burn test requirements for transport category rotorcraft since they produce both parts 

27 and 29 rotorcraft. However, the few manufacturers that produce normal category 

rotorcraft only would likely experience additional costs. One manufacturer estimates 

additional nonrecurring testing/design costs at $5,000 per type certification an~ 

additional wiring costs of $500 per rotorcraft. At an estimated production of seven 

rotorcraft per year, the incremental recurring costs would total $3,500 per year for 10 

years, or $35,000 total (nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under one type certification. 

Another manufacturer estimates additional wiring costs of appro~imately $350 per 

rotorcraft and no additional nonrecurring costs. At an estimated production of 20 

rotorcraft per year, the incremental recurring costs would total $7,000 per year for 10 

years, or $70,000 total (nondiscounted 1 ~95 dollars), under one type certification. 

There have been several accidents (and more numerous Service Difficulty Reports) 

related directly or indirectly to shorted or burned-through electrical wiring; i.e., the 

insulation offered insufficient protection. Examination of National Transportation Safety 

Board accident and incident data for the period 1983 through 1995 indicates one 

accident (in June 1994) caused primarily by a short in the electric wiring that burned a 

hole in the main fuel line. The post-impact fire destroyed the normal category 

helicopter. There is a strong possibility that the proposed burn test requirements could 
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have prevented this accident. Benefits in terms of averted equipment damage and just 

one or two minor injuries from an accident involving a part 27 rotorcraft would easily 

exceed the incremental costs of this proposal. Codification of this requirement would 

ensure that all future designs comply, increasing the minimum level of safety. 

Based on the findings of no significant incremental costs coupled with the benefits 

of harmonization savings and higher levels of safety, the FAA has determined that the 

proposed rule would be cost-beneficial. 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA) was enacted by Congress to ensure 

that small entities are not unnecessarily and disproportionately burdened by 

government regulations. The RFA requires a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis if a 

proposed or final rule would have a significant economic impact, either detrimental or 

beneficial, on a substantial number of small entities. FAA Order 21 00.14A, Regulatory 

Flexibility Criteria and Guidance, prescribes standards for complying with RFA 

requirements in FAA rulemaking actions. The Order defines "small entities" in terms of 

size, "significant economic impact" in terms of annualized costs, and "substantial 

number'' as a number that is not less than 11 and which is more than one-third of the 

small entities subject to a proposed or final rule. 

The proposed rule would affect manufacturers of future type-certificated normal and 

transport category rotorcraft. For aircraft manufacturers, Order 21 00.14A defines a 

small entity as one with 75 or fewer employees and a significant economic impact as 

annualized costs of at least $19,500 (1995 dollars). The FAA has determined that the 

proposed rule would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of 

small manufacturers since (1) no part 29 and only two part 27 rotorcraft manufacturers 

have 75 or fewer employees, and (2) the annualized incremental costs of the rule are 

less than $19,500. 
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International Trade Impact Analysis 

The proposed rule would not constitute a barrier to international trade, including the 

export of American rotorcraft to foreign countries and the import of foreign rotorcraft into 

the United States. Instead, the proposed changes on rotorcraft certification procedures, 

harmonized with those of the JAA, would lower dual certification costs, thereby 

enhancing free trade. Each applicant for a new type certificate for normal and transport 

category rotorcraft, whether the applicant be U.S. or foreign, will be required to show 

compliance with this rule. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above, including the findings in the Regulatory Flexibility 

Determination and the International Trade Impact Analysis, the Office of Information 

and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) in conjunction with the FAA has determined that this 

proposed regulation is not a significant regulatory action under Executive Order 12866 

and, therefore, is not subject to centralized regulatory review by the OIRA. In addition, 

the FAA certifies that this regulation will not have a significant economic impact, positive 

or negative, on a substantial number of small entities under the criteria of the 

Regulatory Flexibility Act. This proposal is considered to be nonsignificant under DOT 

Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11 034; February 26, 1979). An initial 

regulatory evaluation of the proposal, including a Regulatory Flexibility Determination 

and Trade Impact Analysis, has been placed in the docket. A copy may be obtained by 

contacting the person identified under "FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT." 

List of Subjects 

14 CFR Part 27 

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation safety, Rotorcraft, Safety. 
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14 CFR Part 29 

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation safety, Rotorcraft, Safety. 

THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

In consideration of the foregoing, the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR parts 27 and 

29 as follows: 

PART 27 AIRWORTHINESS STANDARDS: NORMAL CATEGORY ROTORCRAFT 

1. The authority citation for part 27 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701-44702, 44704. 

2. In§ 27.625, a new paragraph (d) is added to read as follows: 

§27.625 Fitting factors. 

* * * * * 

(d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt, and harness attachment to the structure 

must be shown by analysis, tests, or both, to be able to withstand the inertia forces 

prescribed in 27.561(b)(3) multiplied by a fitting factor of 1.33. 

3. Section 27.785 is amended by revising the heading and by adding a new 

sentence to the end of paragraph (k)(2) to read as follows: 

§ 27.785 Seats, berths, litters, safety belts, and harnesses. 

* * * * * 

(k) * * * 

(2} * * * The fitting factor required by§ 27.625(d) shall be applied. 

4. Section 27.975(b) is revised to read as follows: 

§ 27.975 Fuel tank vents. 

* * * * * 

(b) The venting system must be designed to minimize spillage of fuel through the 

vents to an ignition source in the event of a rollover during landing, ground operation, or 

a survivable impact. 
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5. In§ 27.1329, a new paragraph (f) is added to read as follows: 

§27.1329 Automatic pilot system. 

* * * * * 

(f) If the automatic pilot system can be coupled to airborne navigation equipment, 

means must be provided to indicated to the pilots the current mode of operation. 

Selector switch position is not acceptable as a means of indication. 

6. In§ 27.1365, a new paragraph (c) is added to read as follows: 

§27 .1365 Electric cables. 

* * * * * 

(c) Insulation on electrical wire and cable installed in the rotorcraft must be self-

extinguishing when tested in accordance with part 25, Appendix F, Part J(a)(3). 

PART 29--AIRWORTHINESS STANDARDS: TRANSPORT CATEGORY 
ROTORCRAFT 

7. The authority citation for part 29 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113,44701-44702,44704. 

8. In§ 29.625, a new paragraph (d) is added to read as follows: 

§ 29.625 Fitting factors. 

* * * * * 

(d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt and harness attachment to the structure 

must be shown by analysis, tests, or both, to be able to withstand the inertia forces 

prescribed in 29.561 (b)(3) multiplied by fitting factor of 1.33. 

9. Section 29.785 is amended by revising the heading and by adding a new 

sentence to the end of paragraph (k){2) to read as follows: 

§ 29.785 Seats, berths, litters, safety belts, and harnesses 

* * * * * 

{k) * * * 
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(2) * * * The fitting factor required by§ 29.625(d) shall be applied. 

10. In § 29.923(a), the first sentence of the introductory text is revised to read as 

follows: 

§ 29.923 Rotor drive system and control mechanism tests. 

(a) Endurance tests, general. Each rotor drive system and rotor control 

mechanism must be tested, as prescribed in paragraphs (b) through (n) and (p) of this 

section, for at least 200 hours plus the time required to meet the requirements of 

paragraphs (b)(2), (b)(3), and (k) of this section. * * * 

* * * * * 

11. Section 29.975(a)(7) is revised to read as follows: 

§ 29.975 Fuel tank vents and carburetor vapor vents. 

(a) * * * 

(7) The venting system must be designed to minimize spillage of fuel through the 

vents to an ignition source in the event of a rollover during landing, ground operations, 

or a survivable impact. 

* * * * * 

12. In§ 29.1329, a new paragraph (f) is added to read as follows: 

§ 29.1329 Automatic pilot system. 

* * * * * 

(f) If the automatic pilot system can be coupled to airborne navigation equipment, 

means must be provided to indicate to the pilots the current mode of operation. 

Selector switch position is not acceptable as a means of indication. 

13. In§ 29.1351, paragraph (d)(1)(iii) is removed. 

§29.1351 General. 

14. In§ 29.1359, a new paragraph (c) is added to read as follows: 

§ 29.1359 Electrical system fire and smoke protection. 
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* * * * * 

c. Insulation on electrical wire and cable installed in the rotorcraft must be self­

extinguishing when tested in accordance with part 25, Appendix F, Part I(a)(3). 

Issued in Washington, DC, on 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TITLE: Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations; Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) 

SUMMARY: This NPRM will amend the airworthiness standards to increase the 
regulatory safety level and standardize terminology. The changes would (1) require a 
cockpit indication of autopilot operating mode to the pilots for certain autopilot 
configurations, (2) clarify the burn test requirements for electrical wiring for transport 
category rotorcraft, (3) provide a new requirement for an electrical wire burn test for 
normal category rotorcraft, (4) add a 1.33 fitting factor structural strength requirement to 
the attachment to litters ~nd berths, and (5) add miscellaneous wording changes to 
harmonize 14 CFR parts 27 and 29 (parts 27 and 29) and the Joint Aviation 
Requirements (JAR) 27 and 29. 

BACKGROUND: On January 20, 1995, the FAA issued a Notice in the Federal 
Register announcing the establishment of the Harmonization of Miscellaneous 
Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group. The working group included representatives 
from four major rotorcraft manufacturers (normal and transport) and representatives 
from Aerospace Industries Association of America, Inc. (AlA), Association Europeene 
des Constructeurs de Material Aerospatial (AECMA), Helicopter Association 
International (HAl), Joint Aviation Authorities, and the FAA Rotorcraft Directorate. 

The FAA tasked the Working Group to recommend to ARAC new or revised 
requirements for pilot indication of autopilot operating mode; burn test for electrical 
wire; seats, berths, and litters; and other rotorcraft issues that included the 
disharmonizations that occurred between parts 27 and 29 and JAR 27 and 29 in the 
published Rotorcraft 30 Second/2 Minute One-Engine Inoperative Power Ratings (49 
FP. 47764; September 16, 1994) and the Crash Resistant Fuel Systems (CRFS) in 
Normal and Transport Category Rotorcraft (59 FR 50380; October 3, 1994) final rules. 

WHO WILL BE AFFECTED: Manufacturers, pilots, and occupants of normal and 
transport category rotorcraft. 

COSTS AND BENEFITS: Overall, the proposed changes would result in net cost 
savings by promoting harmonization between FAA and JAA regulations and eliminating 
unnecessary duplication of certification requirements. Based on the findings of no 
significant incremental costs coupled with the benefits or harmonization savings and 
higher levels of safety, the FAA has determined that the proposed rule would be cost­
beneficial 



ENERGY IMPACT: The energy impact of the NPRM has been assessed in accordance 
with the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA), P.L. 94-163, and Interim Agency 
Guidelines. It has been determined that the NPRM is not a major regulatory action 
under the provisions of the EPCA. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: The environmental impact of the NPRM has been 
assessed in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1 D, and it has been determined that the 
NPRM is not a m~jor Federal action significantly affecting the environment. 

~-/. i)A/t i F:"~ 
Daniel P. Salvano 
Manager, Rotorcraft Directorate 

Aircraft Certification Service 
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Executive Summary 

This regulatory evaluation examines the impacts of several proposed 

changes to parts 27 and 29 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 

Part 27 prescribes airworthiness standards for type certification of 

normal category rotorcraft (maximum weight of 6,000 pounds) and part 29 

prescribes corresponding standards for transport category rotorcraft. 

The proposed rule changes would: (1) require pilot indication of 

autopilot operating mode; (2) clarify the burn test requirements for 

electrical wire in transport category rotorcraft and provide similar 

requirements in normal category rotorcraft; (3) require that the 1.33 

fitting factor for seats also apply to berths and litters; and (4) make 

miscellaneous wording changes based on standards adopted by the European 

Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) for Joint Aviation Requirements (JAR) 

27 and 29. 

The proposed revisions would impose no incremental costs on 

manufacturers or operators of part 29 rotorcraft. For smaller 

manufacturers producing only part 27 rotorcraft, there would be 

incremental costs totaling between $40,000 and $70,000 (nondiscounted 

1995 doll~rs) per type certification associated with one provision and 

$2,000 for another provision. Benefits of averted accidents and 

reduced certification costs associated with harmonized FAR/JAR 

requirements would easily exceed these costs. 



The rule changes would not have a significant economic impact on small 

entities. In addition, they would not constitute a barrier to 

international trade, including the export of U.S. rotorcraft to foreign 

countries and the import of fore1gn rotorcraft into the United States. 

Instead, the changes would harmonize certification procedures of the 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) with those of the JAA and thereby 

lessen restraints on trade. 
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Regulatory Evaluation of Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 

"Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations" 

I. Introduction 

This Regulatory Evaluation examines the impacts of a Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking (NPRM) that would change the type certification requirements 

for normal and transport category rotorcraft (Federal Aviation 

Regulations (FAR) parts 27 and 29) to: (1) require pilot indication of 

autopilot operating mode; (2) clarify the burn test requirements for 

electrical wire in transport category rotorcraft and provide similar 

requirements in normal category rotorcraft; (3) require that the 1.33 

fitting factor for seats also apply to berths and litters; and {4) make 

miscellaneous wording changes based on standards adopted by the European 

Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) for Joint Aviation Requirements {JAR) 

27 and 29. 

The changes would promote harmonization between Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) and JAA regulations. Harmonization would eliminate 

unnecessary duplication of certification requirements, thus reducing 

manufacturers' costs. 

II. Background 

The FAA established the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee {ARAC) in 

February 1991 under the Federal Advisory Committee Act to provide 



recommendations to the FAA on rulemaking related to aviation safety 

issues. The ARAC subsequently established the Rotorcraft Issues Group 

to deal with airworthiness standards for parts 27 and 29 rotorcraft. 

By a notice in the Federal Register (60 FR 4221 1 January 201 1995) I the 

FAA announced the establishment of the Harmonization of Miscellaneous 

Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group (WG) in the ARAC. The WG was 

tasked to recommend new or revised requirements for: pilot indication 

of autopilot operating mode; burn test for electrical wire; seats 1 

berths/ and litters; and other rotorcraft issues. The WG includes 

representatives from four major rotorcraft manufacturers and 

representatives from Aerospace Industries Association of America/ Inc./ 

Association Europeene des Constructeurs de Material Aerospatial, 

Helicopter Association International/ JAA/ and the FAA Rotorcraft 

Directorate. This broad participation is consistent with FAA policy to 

involve all known interested parties as early as practicable in the 

rulemaking process. 

Specifically/ the tasks assigned were as follows: 

1. Review §§ 27.1329 and 29.1329 1 and supporting policy and 

guidance material to determine the course of action to be taken for 

rulemaking and/or policy relative to the issue of requiring pilot 

indication of autopilot operating mode similar to parts 23 and 25 

requirements. 

2. Review parts 27 and 29 to determine if clarification is needed 

for the burn test requirements for transport category rotorcraft and 
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whether a new requirement for burn test for electrical wire for normal 

category rotorcraft is needed. Consider whether § 29.1351(d) (3) should 

be deleted and if new§§ 27.1365(c) and 29.1359(c) should be created to 

specify electrical wire insulation burn test requirements. 

3. Review§§ 27.785(f) (2) and 29.785(f) (2) to determine if these 

sections should be revised to specify whether the 1.33 fitting factor 

for seats should also apply to berths and litters. 

4. Review and make recommendations regarding the 

disharmonizations introduced by the New Rotorcraft 30 Second/2 Minute 

One-Engine Inoperative Power Ratings (OEI) {59 FR 47764; September 16, 

1994) and the Crash Resistant Fuel Systems {CRFS) in Normal and 

Transport Category Rotorcraft (59 FR 50380; October 3, 1994) final 

rules. 

As a result of the WG's research and recommendations on these tasks, the 

ARAC recommended rulemaking to the FAA. The FAA concurs and proposes 

the revisions to FAR parts 27 and 29 contained in this NPRM. 
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III. Amendments and Associated Costs and Benefits 

A. Parallel changes to parts 27 and 29 

1. Fitting factors; Seats, saf~ty belts, and harnesses 

(Sections 27.625(d)/27.785(k) (2) and 29.625(d)/29.785(k) (2)) 

The proposed revision to these sections would require that the 1.33 

fitting factor 1 for seats also apply to berths and litters. The 1.33 

fitting factor is required to ensure that fittings subject to wear and 

tear due to normal use and frequent removal and replacement in the 

aircraft will retain adequate strength, in the worn condition, to 

perform their intended function under crash landing conditions. The 

need for this factor for seats and harnesses is recognized in FAR parts 

23, 25, 27 and 29 and in the corresponding JAR parts. The need for the 

1.33 factor for litters, berths and harnesses is recognized in parts 23 

and 25 and JAR 23 and 25, but is ~ currently included in parts 27 and 

29 and JAR 27 and 29. The proposed changes would provide the same level 

of safety for passengers in seats, litters, and berths and would 

harmonize the FAR and the JAR. 

1 A special factor of safety applied to each fitting (a part or terminal 
used to join one structural member to another} . Certain factors of 
safety (applicable to external and inertia loads} must be multiplied by 
the highest pertinent special factor of safety (as prescribed in 
§§ 27.621-27.625 and 29.621-29.625) for each part of the structure whose 
strength is uncertain, likely to deteriorate in service before normal 
replacement, or subject to appreciable variability because of 
uncertainties in manufacturing processes or inspection methods. 
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This proposal would not impose incremental costs on most rotorcraft 

manufacturers. One small manufacturer of part 27 rotorcraft indicated 

additional nonrecurring testing and analysis costs of $2,000 to 

substantiate the 1.33 factor in an initial new type certification; most 

likely, this additional cost would not be incurred in subsequent type 

certifications. 

Although there have been no identifiable accidents involving litters 

attributable to insufficient attachment strength, even one minor injury 

would far exceed the relatively low costs. Codification of the 1.33 

fitting factor (inherent in most current designs) would ensure that all 

future designs include this standard, increasing the minimum level of 

safety. 

2. Fuel tank vents and carburetor vapor vents (Sections 27.975 

and 29. 975) 

The proposed revision to these sections would resolve a difference 

between FAR parts 27/29 and JAR 27/29 introduced by the CRFS final rule. 

The phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be extremely remote" in 

§§ 27.975(b) and 29.975(a) (7) 2 would be removed. The JAA suggests that 

the phrase results in weakening the intent of the requirement, which is 

to minimize the chances of a post-crash fire in the event of a rollover 

irrespective of the likelihood of a rollover occurring. There would be 

2 
These provisions (both relating to fuel tank vents) require that "the 

venting system must be designed to minimize spillage of fuel through the 
vents to an ignition source in the event of a rollover during landing, 
ground operation or a survivable impact, unless a rollover is shown to 
be extremely remote." 
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no incremental costs or benefits associated with this change since 

rotorcraft currently meet the minimum fuel spillage requirements of this 

section. 

3. Automatic pilot system (Sections 27.1329 and 29.1329) 

A new paragraph (f) would be added to §§ 27.1329 and 29.1329 to require 

that autopilot operating mode be displayed to the crew. Current 

§§ 23.1329(h) and 25.1329(h) require that "If the automatic pilot system 

can be coupled to airborne navigation equipment, means must be provided 

to indicate to the flight crew the current mode of operation. Selector 

switch position is not acceptable as a means of indication." 

Airplane accidents have occurred due to the crew not being aware of the 

autopilot mode. A potential safety problem could be avoided by 

requiring that the autopilot mode be displayed to rotorcraft crews also 

(autopilot systems are relatively rare in rotorcraft). The proposal, 

which would harmonize parts 23, 25, 27 and 29 with the corresponding 

JAR, would not impose any incremental costs on rotorcraft manufacturers 

since new autopilot systems employed in rotorcraft are identical to 

those in airplanes and the mode indic2tor is now integral to such 

systems. Codification of this requirement would ensure that all future 

rotorcraft designs comply with this standard. 

6 



B. Separate changes to part 27 or part 29 

1. Electric cables (Section 27.1365) 

Section 27.1365(c) is proposed since part 27 does not contain burn test 

requirements for electrical wire. Most European and U.S. manufacturers 

currently use electrical wire that meets the burn test requirements fo: 

transport category.rotorcraft since they produce both parts 27 and 29 

rotorcraft. However, the few manufacturers that produce normal category 

rotorcraft only would likely experience additional costs. One 

manufacturer estimates additional nonrecurring testing/design costs at 

$5,000 per type certification and additional wiring costs of $500 per 

rotorcraft. At an estimated production of seven rotorcraft per year, 

the incremental recurring costs would total $3,500 per year for ten 

years, or $35,000 total (nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under one type 

certification. Another manufacturer estimates additional wiring costs 

of approximately $350 per rotorcraft and no additional nonrecurring 

costs. At an estimated production of 20 rotorcraft per year, the 

incremental recurring costs would total $7,000 per year for ten years, 

or $70,000 total (nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under one type 

certific2tion. 

There have been several accidents (and more numerous Service Difficulty 

Reports) related directly or indirectly to shorted or burned-through 

electrical wiring, i.e., the insulation offered insufficient protection. 

Examination of National Transportation Safety Board accident and 

incident data for the period 1983 through 1995 indicates one accident 
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(in June, 1994) primarily caused by an electrical short in the electric 

wiring which burned a hole in the main fuel line. The post-impact fire 

destroyed the helicopter (part 27). There is a strong possibility that 

the proposed burn test requirements could have prevented this accident. 

Benefits in terms of averted equipment damage and just one or two minor 

injuries from an accident involving a part 27 rotorcraft would easily 

exceed the incremental costs (maximum $70,000 per type certification) of 

this proposal. Codification of this requirement would ensure th~t all 

future designs include it, increasing the minimum level of safety. 

[The following revisions involve minor clarifications or administrative 

changes] 

2. Rotor drive system ... (Section 29.923) 

Proposed§ 29.923(a) would be amended by adding the text, "and (p) ," 

after paragraphs (b) through (n). Thin would be an administrative 

change and would resolve a difference between the FAR and JAR regarding 

the OEI final rule. 

3. Electrical systems and equipmer.t - General (Section 29 .1351) 

The proposal would remove§ 29.1351(d) (3) which refers to the burn test 

requirements in § 25.1359(d) that was removed by Amendment 

25-72 (55 FR 29756; July 20, 1990), and add them to new § 29.1359(c). 

The change is administrative and would not alter the current 

requirements. 
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4. Electrical system fire and smoke protection (Section 

29.1359 (c)) 

As discussed ~n the previous paragraph, new§ 29.1359(c) would contain 

the burn test requirements, wh~ch would be an administrative change not 

altering the current requirements. 

c. Costs/Benefits summary 

In summary, the proposed revisions would impose no incremental costs on 

manufacturers or operators of part 29 rotorcraft. For smaller 

manufacturers producing only part 27 rotorcraft, there would be 

incremental costs totaling between $40,000 and $70,000 (nondiscounted 

1995 dollars) per type certification associated with one provision and 

$2,000 for another provision. Benefits of averted accidents and 

reduced certification costs associated with harmonized FAR/JAR 

requirements would easily exceed these costs. In addition, codification 

of those requirements complied with indirectly (i.e., as a result of 

complying with_ other provisions) or "voluntarily" (by virtue of 

competitive pressures) would ensure continuation of enhanced safety 

levels in future rotorcraft designs. 

Based on the findings of no significant incremental costs coupled with 

the benefits of harmonization savings and higher levels of safety, the 

FAA has determined that the proposed rule would be cost-beneficial. 
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IV. Re9ulatory Flexibility Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA) was enacted by Congress to 

ensure that small entities are not unnecessarily and disproportionately 

burdened by government regulations. The RFA requires a Regulatory 

Flexibility Analysis if a proposed or final rule would have a 

significant economic impact, either detrimental or beneficial, on a 

substantial number o{ small entities. FAA Order 2100.14A, Regulatory 

Flexibility Criteria and Guidance, prescribes standards for complying 

with RFA requirements in FAA rulemaking actions. The Order defines 

"small entities" in terms of size, "significant economic impact" in 

terms of annualized costs, and "substantial number" as a number which is 

not less than eleven and which is more than one-third of the small 

entities subject to a proposed or final rule. 

The proposed rule would affect manufacturers of future type-certificated 

normal and transport category rotorcraft. For aircraft manufacturers, 

Order 2100.14A defines a small entity as one with 75 or fewer employees 

and a significant economic impact as annualized costs of at least 

$19,500 (1995 dollars). The FAA has determined that the proposed rule 

would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of 

small manufacturers since (1) no part 29 and only two part 27 rotorcraft 

manufacturers have 75 or fewer employees, and (2) the annualized 

incremental costs of the rule are less than $19,500. 
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V. International Trade Impact Assessment 

The proposed rule would not constitute a barrier to international trade, 

including the export of U.S. rotorcraft to foreign countries and the 

import of foreign rotorcraft into the United States. Instead, the 

changes would harmonize certification procedures of the FAA with those 

of the JAA and thereby lessen restraints on trade. 
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For Insertion Into Preamble of Proposed Rule: 

"Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft Regulations" 

Economic Evaluation. Regulatory Flexibil~ty Determination. and 

International Trade Impact Assessment 

Proposed changes to Federal regulations must undergo several economic 

analyses. First, Executive Order 12866 directs that each Federal agency 

shall propose or adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination 

that the benefits of the intended regulation justify its costs. Second, 

the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the 

economic impact of regulatory changes on small entities. Third, the 

Office of Management and Budget directs agencies to assess the effects 

of regulatory changes on international trade. In conducting these 

analyses, the FAA has determined that this proposed rule: 1) would 

generate benefits that justify its costs and is no~ a "significant 

regulatory action" as defined in the Executive Order; 2) is not 

"significant" as defined in DOT's Regulatory Policies and Procedures; 

3) would not have a significant impact on a substantial number of small 

entities; and 4) would lessen restraints on international trade. These 

analyses, available in the docket, are summarized below. 

Economic Evaluation 

Overall, the proposed changes would result in net cost savings by 

promoting harmonization between FAA and JAA regulations and eliminating 

unnecessary duplication of certification requirements. The costs and 



benefits of the changes regarding the fitting factor for berths and 

litters, removal of the phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be 

extremely remote" (in§§ 27.975(b) and 29.975(a) (7)), autopilot 

operating mode, and burn test for electr~cal w~re in normal category 

rotorcraft, are summarized below. All other revisions involve 

clarifications or administrative changes. 

The fitting factor requirement would not impose incremental costs on 

most rotorcraft manufacturers. One small manufacturer of part 27 

rotorcraft indicated additional nonrecurring testing and analysis costs 

of $2,000 to substantiate the 1.33 factor in an initial new type 

certification; most likely, this additional cost would not be incurred 

in subsequent type certifications. Although there have been no 

identifiable accidents involving litters attributable to insufficient 

attachment strength, even one minor injury would far exceed the 

relatively low costs. Codification of the 1.33 fitting factor, which is 

inherent in most current designs, would ensure that all future designs 

include this standard, increasing the minimum level of safety. 

There would be no incremental costs or benefits associated with removal 

of the phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be extremely remote" in 

§§ 27.975(b) and 29.975(a) (7) since rotorcraft currently meet the 

minimum fuel spillage requirements of these sections. 

The autopilot display requirement would not impose any incremental costs 

on rotorcraft manufacturers since new autopilot systems employed in 

rotorcraft are identical to those in airplanes and the mode indicator is 
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now integral to such systems. Codification of this requirement would 

ensure that all future rotorcraft designs comply with this standard. 

Most U.S. and European manufacturers currently use electrical wire that 

meets the burn test requirements for transport category rotorcraft since 

they produce both parts 27 and 29 rocorcraft. However, the few 

manufacturers that produce normal category rotorcraft only would likely 

experience additional costs. One manufacturer estimates additional 

nonrecurring testing/design costs at $5,000 per type certification and 

additional wiring costs of $500 per rotorcraft. At an estimated 

production of seven rotorcraft per year, the incremental recurring costs 

would total $3,500 per year for ten years, or $35,000 total 

{nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under one type certification. Another 

manufacturer estimates additional wiring costs of approximately $350 per 

rotorcraft and no additional nonrecurring costs. At an estimated 

production of 20 rotorcraft per year, the incremental recurring costs 

would total $7,000 per year for ten years, or $70,000 total 

(nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under one type certification. 

There have been several accidents (and more numerous Service Difficulty 

Reports) related directly or indirectly to shorted or burned-through 

electr~cal wiring, i.e., the insulation offered insufficient protection. 

Examination of National Transportation Safety Board accident and 

incident data for the period 1983 through 1995 indicates one accident 

(in June, 1994) primarily caused by an electrical short in the electric 

wiring which burned a hole in che main fuel line. The post-impact fire 

destroyed the helicopter (part 27). There is a strong possibility that 
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the proposed burn test requirements could have prevented this accident. 

Benefits in terms of averted equipment damage and just one or two minor 

injuries from an accident involving a part 27 rotorcraft would easily 

exceed the incremental costs of this proposal. Codification of this 

requ1rement would ensure that all future designs include it, increasing 

the minimum level of safety. 

Based on the findings of no significant incremental costs coupled with 

the benefits of harmonization savings and higher levels of safety, the 

FAA has determined that the proposed rule would be cost-beneficial. 

Regulatory Flexibility Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibil1ty Act of 1980 (RFA) was enacted by Congress to 

ensure that small entities are not unnecessarily and disproportionately 

burdened by government regulations. The RFA requires a Regulatory 

Flexibility Analysis if a proposed or final rule would have a 

significa~t economic impact, either detrimental or beneficial, on a 

substantial number of small entities. FAA Order 2100.14A, Regulatory 

Flexibility Criteria and Guidance, prescribes standards for complying 

with RFA requirements in FAA rulemaking 1ctions. The Order defines 

"small entities" in terms of size, "significant economic impact" in 

terms of annualized costs, and "substantial number" as a number which is 

not less than eleven and which is more than one-third of the small 

entities subject to a proposed or final rule. 
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The proposed rule would affect manufacturers of future type-certificated 

normal and transport category rotorcraft. For aircraft manufacturers, 

Order 2100.14A defines a small entity as one with 75 or fewer employees 

and a significant economic impact as annualized costs of at least 

$19,500 (1995 dollars). The FAA has determined that the proposed rule 

would not have a slgnificant economic lmpact on a substantial number of 

small manufacturers since (1) no part 29 and only two part 27 iotorcraft 

manufacturers have.75 or fewer employees, and (2) the annualized 

incremental costs of the rule are less than $19,500. 

International Trade Impact Assessment 

The proposed rule would not constitute a barrier to international trade, 

including the export of U.S. rotorcraft to foreign countries and the 

import of foreign rotorcraft into the United States. Instead, the 

changes would harmonize certification procedures of the FAA with those 

of the JAA and thereby lessen restraints on trade. 
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u.s. Deportment 
of Transportation 

Federal Avkrtlon 
Administration 

JAN 2 I 1998 

Mr. John D. Swihart, Jr. 
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee 
Helicopter Association International 
7313 Janetta Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76180 

Dear Mr. Swihart: 

800 Independence Ave S W 
Wash•ngton. DC 20591 

In response to a task announced in the Federal Register on January 20, 1995 (60 FR 4221), 
the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) developed a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) to change the type certification requirements for normal and transport 
category rotorcraft. The NPRM was published in the Federal Register on June 9, 1997 and 
the comment period closed on September 8, 1997. Comments received in response to the 
NPRM were considered to be non-substantive. Consequently, the final action will be 
developed internally by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 

Let me thank ARAC and, in particular, the Harmonization of Miscellaneous Rotorcraft 
Regulations Working Group, for its dedicated efforts in completing the task assigned by 
the FAA. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Schilling at (817) 222-5110. 

Sincerely, 

. '~14'L)f£tl~ 
dseplfA. #.~ s 

Director, Of ce of Rulemaking 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviatloh Administration 

14 CFR Parts 27 and 29 

[Docket No. 28829; Notice No. 17-8] 

AIN 2120-AG23 

Hannonlzatlon of Miscellaneous 
Rotorcraft Regulatrons 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM). 

SUMMARY: This document proposes 
changes to-the type certification 
requirements for normal and transport 
category rotorcraft. The change would 
amend the airworthiness standards to 
require a cockpit indication of autopilot 
operating mode to the pilots for certain 
autopilot configurations, to clarify the 
bum test requirements for electrical 
wiring for transport category rotorcraft, 
and to provide a new requirement for an 
electrical wire bum test for normal 
category rotorcraft. The proposed rule 
would also add a 1.33 fitting factor 
structural strength requirement to the 
attachment of litters and berths. The 
proposed changes to 14 CFR parts 27 
and 29 (parts 27 and 29) are harmonized 
with the European Joint Aviation 
Requirements (JAR) 27 and 29. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before September 8, 1997. 
ADDRESSES: Submit comments in 
triplicate to the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Office of the 
Chief Counsel. Attention: Rules Docket 
(AGC-200). Docket No. 28929; Room 
915G, 800 Independence Avenue SW, 
Washington, DC 20591. Comments 
submitted must be marked Docket No. 
28929. Comments may also be sent 
electronically to the following intemet 
address: ~NPRM-CMTS@faa.dot.gov. 
Comments may be examined in Room 
915G weekdays between 8:30 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m., except on Federal holidays. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Carroll Wright, Regulations Group. 
ASW-111, Rotorcraft Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service, FAA, Fort 
Worth, Texas 7619~111, telephone 
(817) 222-5120. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 
Interested persons are invited to 

participate in the malting of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Comments relating to 
the environmental, energy, federalism, 
or economic impact that might result 

from adopting the proposals in this 
notice are also invited. Substantive 
comments should be accompanied by 
cost estimates. Comments must identify 
the regulatory docket or notice number 
and be submitted in triplicate to the 
Rules Docket at the address specified 
under the caption ADDRESSES. · 

All comments received, as well as a 
report summarizing each substan~ve 
public contact with FAA personnel on 
this rulemaking, will be filed ill the 
docket. The docket is available for 
public inspection before and after the 
comment closing date. · ·-

All comments received on or before 
the closing daie will be considered 
before taking action on this proposal. 
Late-filed comments will be considered 
to the extent practicable. The proposals 
contained in this notice may be changed 
in light of the comments received. 

Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
submitted in response to thii notice 
must include a preaddressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: "Comments to 
Docket No. 28929." The postcard will be 
date stamped and mailed to the 
commenter. 

Anilability ofNPllM's 

(ARAC). By a notice in the Federal 
Register {60 FR 4221, January 20, 1995), 
the FAA announced the establishment 
of the Harmonization of Miscellaneous 
Rotorcraft Reguiations Working Group. 

, The Working Group was tasked to 
recommend to ARAC new or revised 
requirements for pilot indication of 
autopilot operating mode; bum test for • 
electrical wire; seats, berths, and litters; 
and other rotorcraft issues. Specifically, 
the working group received the 
followin~ tasks: 

1. Revtew §§ 1329 and 29.1329 and 
supporting policy and guidance material 
for the purpose of determining the 
course of action to be taken for 
rulemaking and/or policy relative to the 
issue of ~g pilot indication of 
autopilot operating mode similar to 
parts 23 and 25 requirements. 

2. Review parts 27 and 29 to 
determine if clarification is needed for 
the burn test requirements for transports 
category and whether a new · 
requirement for burn test for electrical 
wire for normal category rotorcraft is 
needed. Consider whether 
i 29.1351(d)(3) should be deleted and if 
new §§27.1365(c) and 29.1359(c) 
ahould be created to specify electrical 
wire insulation bum test requirements. 

·3. Review§§ 27.785(1)(2) and 
Using a modem and suitable 29.785(1)(2) to determine if these 

communications software, an electronic sections should be revised to specify 
copy of this document may be whether the 1.33 fitting factor for seats 
downloaded from the FAA regulations . · ahould also apply to berths and litters. 
section of the Fedworld electronic · · -4. Review and make 
bulletin board service (telephone: 703- recommendations regarding the 
321-3339), the Federalllegister's disbarmonizations introduced by the 
electronic bulletin board service new Rotorcraft 30 Secondl2 Minute 
(telephone: 202-512-1661), or the One-Engine Inoperative Power Ratings 
FAA's Aviation Rulemakinj Advisory (OlE) (59 FR 47764; September 16, 1994) 
Committee Bulletin Board service · and the Crash Resistant Fuel Systems. 
(telephone: 202-267-5948).. - (CRS) in Normal and Transport Category 

Internet users may reach the FAA's Rotorcraft {59 FR 50380; October 3, 
web page at bttp:/lwww.faa.gov or1he 1994) final rules. 
Federall.egister's webpage at http:// · The working group included 
www.access.gpo.govlsu_docs for representatives from four major 
access to recently published rulemaking rotorcraft manufacturers (normal and 
documents. transport) and representatives from 

Any person may obtain a copy of this Aerospace Industries Association of 
NPRM .by submitting a request to the American, Inc. (AlA), Association 
FAA, Office of Rulemaking,_ ARM-1, - Europeene des Constructeurs de 
800 Independence Avenue, SW., Material Aerospatial (AEOdA), 
Washington, OC 20591, or by calling Helicopter Association lntemational 
(202) 267-9680. Communications must (HAl), the European Joint Aviation 
identify the notice number of this Authorities OAA), and the FAA 
NPRM. · Rotorcraft Directorate. This broad 

Persons interested in being placed on participation is consistent with FAA 
a mailing list for future NPRM's should policy to involve all known interested 
request from the above office a eopy of parties as early as practicable in the 
Advisory Circular No. 11-2A, NPRM nalemaking process. 
Distribution System, that describes the The worJting group presented its 
application procedure. __ findings to the ARAC, which 

-· recommended to the FAA the certain 
Background . miscellaneous changes be made to the 

The FAA bas established an Aviation airworthiness standards for both parts 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee 27 and 29. 
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The FAA has evaluated and accepted 
the ARAB recommendations and 
proposes the change contained in this 
notice. 

General Discussion of the Proposals 

The following changes are proposed 
to the airworthiness standard for normal 
and transport category rotorcraft. 

Sections 27.625 and 29.625 Fitting 
Factors 

A new paragraph (d) would be added 
to§§ 27.625 and 29.625 to require that 
the 1.33 fitting factor, spedfied in 
§§ 27.785 and 29.785 for the attachment 
of seats, also applies to the attachment 
for litters and berths. The 1.33 fitting 
factor is necessary to ensure that fittings 
subject to wear and tear under normal 
use and subject to frequent removal and 
replacement in the aircraft will retain 
adequate strength to perform their 
intended function under crash landing 
conditions. The need for this factor for 
seat attachments and associated 
harnesses has been substantiated by 
service experience and is recognized in 
14 CFR parts 23, 25, 27, and 29 and in 
the equivalent JAR. Also, the need for 
the 1.33 factor for the attachment of 
litters, berths, and assodated harnesses 
is included in parts 23 and 25 and JAR 
23 and 25 but is not currently included 
in parts 27 and 29 or JAR 27 and 29. 
This proposed change would provide 
the same level of safety for passengers 
in litters and berths as in seats and 
would harmonize the fitting factor ._ 
requirement of parts 23, 25, 27, 29 and 
the JAR. 

Sections 27.785 and 29.785 Seats, 
Berths. Litters, Safety Belts, and 
Harnesses 

Since the requirements for litters and 
berths are specified in §§ 27. 785(k) and 
29.785(lc), a new sentence to paragraph 
(lc)(2) is proposed to clarify the 
requirement for applying the 1.33 fitting 
factor. This proposed revision would 
clarify that the 1.33 fitting factor for the 
attachment of seats specified in 
proposed §§ 27.625(d) and 29.625(d) 
also applies to the attachment of litters 
and berths. 

Sections 27.175 and 29.975 Fuel Tank 
Vents 

This proposed revision would remove 
the phrase "unless a rollover is shown 
to be extremely remote" &om 
§§ 27.975(b) and 29.975(a)(7). The JAA 
states that the phrase "unless a rollover 
is shown to be extremely remote" 
results in weakening the desired 
-requirement, so that a postcrash fire 
could occur on an aircraft not equipped 
with rollover protection. The FAA 

agrees that the intent of this rule is to 
prevent postcrash fires due to rollover 
and conclud~ that the phrase does not 
contribute to the desired result. Also, 
this proposed l'8vision would resolve a 
difference between parts 27 and 29 and 
JAR 27 and 29 introduced by the Crash 
Resistant Fuel Systems final rule noted 
earlier. 

Sections 27.1329 and 29.1329 
Automatic Pilot System 

A new paragraph (f) would be added 
to §§"27.1329 and 29.1329 to require 
.display of the autopilot mode to the 
pilots. Current parts 23 and 25 require 
that "If the automatic pilot system can 
be coupled to ailbome navigation 
equipment, means must be provided to 
indicate to the flight crew the current 
mode of operation. Selector switch 
position is not acceptable u a means 

. indication." Airplane accidents 
oa:urred prior to adoption of .the 
requirement of the .display of the 
autopilot mode in parts 23 and 25 due 
to the pilot not being aware of the 
current autopilot mode. This type of 
accident could occur in rotoraaft. . 
Safety will be enhanced by nquiring 
that the autopilot mode be displayed to 
the pilots of rotorcraft. This would 
harmonize parts 27 and 29 with the 
corresponding JAR. 

Section 27.2365 Electric Cables 

A new paragraph (c) to§ 27.1365 is 
proposed that would add a burn test to 
require self-extinguishing insulation on 
electrical wire and cable installed in 
noimal category rotorcraft. M~t 
European and U.S. rotorcraft 
manufacturers currently use electrical 
wire that meets the proposed burn test 
requirements. This proposal would · 
Nquire that compliant wire be used. 

Section 29.923 Rotor Drive System and 
Control Mechanism Tests • 

The proposed revision to §29.923(a) 
would add the words, ".ad (p)," after 
the words "paragraphs (b) through (n)." 
The "and p" was inadvertently omitted 
by the OEI final rule. Amendment 29-
35. This change is proposed to correct 
the oversight and to harmonize part 29 
with the JAR requirement.. 

Section 29.1351 General 

The proposal would delete the burn 
test requirements of§ 29.1351(d)(1)(iii) 
and the reference to§ 25.1359(d) · 
contained in it. Section 25.1359(d) was 
removed &om part 25 by Amendment 
25-72 (55 FR 29756: July 20, 1990). The 
proposal would move the electrical wire 
bum test requirements to a new 
§29.1359(c) and cite the correct 
reference. part 25, Appendix F. Part 

I(a)(3). The proposed change ir 
administrative and will not alter the 
current requirements. 

Section 29.1359 ElectricrrJ System Fire 
and Smoke Protection 

As ·discussed in the previous .. 
paragraph, new § 29.1359(c) would 
contain the electrical wire burn test 
requirements. The proposal would add 
paragraph (c) to this section to place the 
requirement under a more appropriate 
·heading. The proposed change is 
.administrative and will not alter the 
burent requirements. 

Papenvork lleduc:tioa Ad · · 
There are no requirements for 

information collection associated with 
this proposed rule that would require 

. approval under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. § 3501 
tit Seq • 

Jl8platory EYaluatioa Summary 
Proposed changes to Federal 

regulations must undergo several 
economic analyses. First, Executive 
Order 12866 directs that each Federal 
agency shall propose or adopt a 
regulation only upon a reasoned 
1letermination that the benefits of the 
intended regulation justify its costs. 
Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
of 1980 requires 9ncies to analyze the 
economic impact of regulatory changes 
on small entities. Third, the Office of 
Management and Budget directs 

-agencies to usesa the effects of 
. ·regulatory changes on international 

.trade. In coaducting these analyses, the 
FAA has determined that this proposed 
rule: (1) would geaerate benefits that 
justify its costs and is not a "significant 
regulatory .action" as defined in the 
Executive Order; (2) is not "significant" 
as defined in DOT's Regulatory Policies 

-and Procedures: (3) would not have a 
. -significant impad on a substantial 

number of 8ID4lll entities: and (4) would 
lessen restraints on international trade. 
These analyses, available in the docket, 
are summarized below. 

Economic Evaluation · 
-Overall, the proposed changes would 

result in net cost savings by promoting 
harmonization between the U.S. 
regulations and the JAR and by 
eliminating unnecessary duplication of 
certification requirements. The costs 
and benefits of the changes regarding 
the fitting factor for the attachment of 
berths and litters, removal of the phrase 
"unless a rollover is shown to be 
extremely remote" (in §§ 27 .975(b) and 
29.975(a)(7)), autopilot operating mode, 
and &urn test for electrical wire in 
normal category rotorcraft, are 
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summarized below. All other revisions 
involve clarification or administrative 
changes. 

The fitting factor requirement would 
not impose incremental costs on most 
rotorcraft manufacturers. One small 
manufacturer of part 2 7 rotorcraft 
indicated additional nonrecurring 
testing and analysis costs of sz;ooo to 
substantiate the 1.33 factor in an initial 
new type certification; most likely, this 
additional cost would not be incurred in 
subsequent type certifications. Although 
there have been no identifiable 
accidents involving litters attributable to 
insufficient attachment strength, even 
one minor injury would far exceed the 
relatively low costs. Codification of the 
1.33 fitting factor, which is inherent in · 
most current designs, would ensure that 
all future designs include this standard, 
increasing the minimum level of safety. 

There would be no incremental costs 
or benefits associated with removal of 
the phrase "unless a rollover is shown 
to be extremely remote" in §§ 27 .975(b) 
and 29.975(a)(7) since rotocraft 
currently meet the minimum fuel 
spillage requirements under roll-over 
conditions. 

The autopilot display requirement 
would impose no or insignificant 
incremental costs on rotocraft 
manufacturers since new autopilot 
systems employed in rotocraft are 
similar to those in airplanes and the 
mode indicator is typically integral to 
such systems. Codification of this 
requirement would ensure that all 
future rotocraft designs comply with 
this stanilard. 

Most U.S. and European 
manufacturers currently use electrical 
wire that meets the burn test 
requirements for transport category 
rotocraft since they produce both part 
27 and part 29 rotocreft. However, the 
'few manufacturers that product normal 
category rotocraft only would likely 
experience additional costs. One 
manufacturer estimates additional 
nonrecurring testing/design costs at 
$5,000 per type certification and 
additional wiring costs of $500 per 
rotocraft. At an estimated production of 
seven rotocraft per year. the incremental 
recurring costs would total $3,500 per 
year for 10 years, or $35,000 total 
(nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under 
one type certification. Another 
manufacturer estimates additional 
wiring costs of approximately $350 per 
rotocraft and no additional nonrecurring 
costs. At an estimated production of 20 
rotocraft per year, the incremental 
recurring costs would total $7,000 per 
year for 10 years, or $70,000 total 
(nondiscounted 1995 dollars), under 
one type certification. 

There have been several accidents 
(and more numerous Service Difficulty 
Reports) related directly or indirectly to 
shorted or burned-through electrical 
wiring: i.e., the insulation offered 
insufficient protection. Examination of 
National Transportation Safety Board 
accident and incident data for the 
period 1983 through 1995 indicates one 
accident (in June 1994) caused primarily 
by a short in the electric wiring that 
burned a bole in the main fuel line. The 
post-impact fire destroyed the normal 
category helicopter. There is a strong 
possibility that the proposed burn test 
requirements could have prevented this 
accident. Benefits in terms of averted 
equipment damage and just one or two 
minor inJuries from an accident 
involving a part 27 rotocraft would 
easily exceed the incremental costs of 
this proposal. Codification of this 
requirement would ensure that all 
future designs comply, increasing the 
minimum level of safety. 

Based on the findings of no significant 
incremental costs coupled with the 
benefits of harmonization savings and 
higher levels of safety, the FAA has 
determined that the proposed rule 
would be cost-beneficial. . 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Detennination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RF A) was enacted by Congress to 
ensure that small entities are not 
unnecessarily and disproportionately 
burdened by government reg\llations. 
The RF A requires a Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis if a proposed or • 
final rule would have a significant 
economic impact, either detrimental or 
beneficial, on a substantial number of 
small entities. FAA Order 2100.14A. 
Regulatory Flexibility Criteria and 
Guidance, prescribes standards for 
complying with RF A requirements in 
FAA rulemaking actions. The Order 
defines "small entities" in terms of size, 
"significant economic impact" in terms 
of annualized costs, and "substantial 
number" as a number that is not less 
than 11 and which is more than on• 
third of the small entities subject to a 
proposed or final rule. 

The proposed rule would affect . 
manufacturers of future type-certificated 
normal and transport category rotocraft. 
For airailft manufacturers, Order 
2100.14A defines a small entity as one 
with 75 or fewer employees and a 
significant economic impact as 
annualized costs of at least $19,500 
(1995 dollars). The FAA has determined 
that the proposed rule would not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small 
manufacturers since (1) no part 29 and 

only two part 27 rotorcraft 
manufacturers have 75 or fewer 
employees, and (2) the annualized 
incremental costs of the rule are less 
than $19,500. 

International Trade Impact Analysis· 

The proposed rule would not 
constitute a barrier to international 
trade, including the export of American 
rotorcraft to foreign countries and the 
import of foreign rotorcraft into the 
Uni.ted States. Instead, the proposed 
changes on rotorcraft certification 
procedures, harmonized with those of 
the JAA, would lower dual certification 
casts, thereby enhancing free trade. 
Each applicant for a new type certificate 
for normal and transport category 
rotorcraft, whether the applicant be U.S. 
or foreign, will be required to show 
compliance with this ~le. 

Coacluaion .. 

For the reasons discussed above, 
including the findings in the Regulatory 
Flexibility Determination and the 
International Trade Impact Analysis, the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs (OIRA), in conjunction with the 
FAA, has determined that this proposed 
regulation is not a significant regulatory 
action under Executive Otder 12866 
and, therefore, is not subject to 
centralized regulatory review by the 
OIRA. In addition, the FAA certifies that 
his regulation will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. This proposal is · 
considered to be nonsignificant under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979). An 
initial regulatory evaluation of the 

· proposal, including a Regulatory 
Flexibility Determination and Trade 
Impact Analysis, bas been placed in the 
docket. A copy may be obtained by 
contacting the person identified under 
FOR FURTHER INFORIIAliON CONTACT. 

List of Subjecta 

14 CFR Part 27 

Aii- transportation, Aircralt, Aviation 
safety, Rotorcraft, Safety. 

14 CFR Part 29 

·Air transpOrtation, Ail'craft, Aviation 
safety, Rotorcraft, Safety. 

The Propoeed Amendments 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR parts 27 
and 29 as follows: 
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PART 27-AIRWORTHINESS 
STANDARDS:NORMALCATEGORY 
ROTORCRAFT 

1. The authority citation for part 27 

of operatiou. Selector switch position is 
not acceptable as a means of indication. 

6. In§ 27.1365, a new paragraph (c) is 
added to read as follows: 

continues to read as follows: 127.1385 Electric CllbiM. 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g}. 40113, 44701- • • • • • 
44702,44704. 

2. In§ 27.625, a new paragraph (d) is 
added to read as follows: 

127.125 Fitting factors. 
• • * * • 

(d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt 
and harness attachment to the structure 
must be shown by analysis, tests, or 
both, to be able to withstand the inertia 
forces prescribed in§ 27.561(b)(3) 
multiplied by a fitting factor of 1.33. 

3. Section 27.785 is amended by 
revising the heading and by adding a 
new sentence to the end of paragraph 
(k)(2) to read as follows: 

1 27.785 Seats, bertha, llttllra, •etr belts, 
andtwne ..... 

* • • * * 
(k) ••• 
(2) • * * The fitting factor required 

by § 27 .625(d) shall be applied. 

127.175 [Amended] 
4. In§ 27.975, paragraph (b) is 

amended by removing the words ", 
unless a rollover is shown to be 
extremely remote". 

5. In § 27.1329, a new paragraph (f) is 
added to read as follows: 

127.1321 Automatic pilot system. 

* * * * * 
(f) If the automatic pilot system can be 

coupled to airborne navigation 
equipment, means must be provided to 
indicate to the pilots the current mode 

(c) Insulation on electricai·wiie and 
cable installed in the rotorcraft must be 
self-extinguishing when tested in 
accordance with Appendix F, Part 
I(a)(3) of part 25 of this chapter. 

PART ~IRWORTHINESS 
STANDARDS: TRANSPORT 
CATEGORYROTORCRAFT 

7. The authority citation for part 29, 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g}, 40113, 44701-
44702, 44704. 

8. In § 29.625, a new paragraph (d) is 
added to read as follows: 

121.121 Filling ....... 
* * • * • 

(d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt 
and harness attachment to the structure 
must be shown by analysis, tests, or 
both, to be able to withstand the inertia 
forces prescribed in§ 29.561(b)(3) 
multiplied by a fitting factor of 1.33. 

9. Section 29.785 is amended by 
revising the heading and by adding a 
new sentence to the end of paragraph 
(k)(2) to read as follows: 

121.785 .... bertha, ....... ..rety belts, 
Md h8rnee8e8. 
• • • • • 

(k) * • .• 
(2) • * • The fitting factor required 

by § 29.625(d) shall be applied. 

t 21.123 [Amended) 
10. In§ 29.923, the first sentence of 

the introductory text of paragraph (a) is 
revised by adding the phrase "and (p)" 
immediately following the reference to 
paragraph (n). 

121.175 [Amended] 
11. In§ 29.975, paragraph (a)(7) is 

amended by removing the words ", 
unless a rollover is shown to be 
extremely remote". 

12. In § 29.1329, a new paragraph (f) 
is added to read as follows: 

f21.1321 Autonwtlc pilot 8yate"'. 
* • • * • 

(f) If the automatic pilot system can be 
coupled to airborne navigation 
equipment, means must be provided to 
indicate to the pilots the current mode 
of operation. Selector switch position is 
not acceptable as a means of indication. 

13. In§ 29.1351, paragraph (d)(l)(iii) 
is removed. 

f21.1351 Gener8L 
14. In §29.1359, a new paragraph (c) 

is added to read as follows: 

f 21.1351 Electric* Sptlm fiN Md 8mOice 
protlc:Uon. .. . • • • 

(c) Insulation on electrical wire and • 
cable installed in the rotorcraft must be 
self-extinguishing when tested in 
accordance with Appendix F. Part 
l(a)(3) of part 25 of this chapter. 

luued in Washington. DC, on May 30, 
1997. . . 
na.m .. E. McS......,., 
Director, Airr:raft Certification Service, 
AJB.-1. . 
(FR Doc. 97-14885 Filed 6-6-97; 8:45 ami 
-.uNQ =- ...,~.,.... 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Parts 27 and 2t 

[OocUt No. 28121; AIMIIdiMnt No& Zl-
3513-42) 

RtN 2120-AGZ3 

HarmoniZIItlon of MIICeflaneou8 
Rotorcrd Aegulattone 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (F A.A.), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUWMRY:·The FAA is amending the 
airworthiness standards for normal and 
transport category rotorcraft. The 
changes amend the airworthiness 
standards to require a cockpit indication 
of autopilot operating mode to the pilots 
for certain autopilot configurations, to 
clarify the burn test requirements for 
electrical wiring for transport category 
rotorcraft, and to provide a new 
requirement for an electrical wire burn 
test for normal category rotorcraft. The 
rule also adds a 1.33 fitting factor 
structural strength requirement to the 
attachment of litten and berths. 
EFFECTIVE DATI: September 11,1998. 
FOR FURnta l..aNIATICN CONrACm 
Carroll Wright, Regulations Group, 
Rotorcraft Directorate, Aircraft 
Certification Service, FAA. Worth, 
Texas 7619~111, telephone number 
(817) 222-5120, fax (817) 222-5961. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFOMIATICN: 

Availabifity of Final Rul• 

Using a moderm and suitable 
communications software, im electronic 
copy of this dC¥:WDent may be 
downloaded from the FAA regulations. . 
section of the Fedworld electronic 
bulletin board service (telephone:-703-· 
321-3339), the Federal~· 
electronic bulletin board service 
(telephone: 202-512-1681), or the 
FAA's Aviation Rulemaking Advisory 
Committee (ARAC) Bulletin Board 
service (telephone: 8~322-2722 or 
202-267-5948). 

Internet users may reach the FAA's 
· web page at http://www.faa.gov/avr/ 

arm/nprmlnprmlhtm or the Federal 
Register webpage at http:// 
www.access.gpo.gov/su_docalacee/ 
aces 140.html for acceis to recently 
published rulemaking documents. 

Any person may obtain a coy of this 
final rule by submitting a request to the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office 
of Rulemaking, ARM-1, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591, or by calling 
202-267-9680. Communications must 

identify the amendment number of 
docket number of this final rule. 

Persons interested in being placed on 
the mailing list for future Noticea of -
Proposed Rulemaking (NRPMa) and 
Final Rules should request from the 
above office a copy of Advisory Circular 
No. 11-ZA, NPRM DtstributiOJl System, 
that describes the applicatiOJl 
procedure. · 

Small Entity Inquiries. 

On January 9. 1996, the Miscellaneous 
Hannonization Working Group 
submitted recommendations to the 
ARAC concerning the need (1) to 
provide a cockpit indication of autopilot 
operating mode to the pilots for certain 
autopilot configurations. (2) to clarify 
the burn test requirements for electrical 
wirin8 for transport category rotorcraft, 
(3) to provide a new requirement for an 
electrical wire burn test for normal 
category rotorcraft, and (4) to add a 1.33 

The Small Business RegulatOfT fitting factor structural strength 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1998 . ~ requirement to the attachment of litters 
(SBREF A) requires the F A.A. to repon and berths. The working group also 
inquiries from small entities c:oncamins submitt~ reco~endatio!ll t~ ARAC 
information on, and advice about. ~ncemmg the d.isharmomzations 
compliance with statutes and mtroduced by the new Rot~rcraft 30 
regulations within the FAA's Sec:ond/2 Minute One-Engme 
jurisdiction, including interpretation Inoperative Power Ratings (OEI) (59 FR 
and application of the law to speciflc: 47764: September 16; 1994) and the 
sets of £acts supplied by a small entity. Crash Resistant Fuet Systema (CRFS) in 

If you are a small entity and have 8 Normal and Transport Category 
question; contact your local FAA Rotorcraft (59 FR 50380; October 3, 
offldal. If you do not know how to 1994) 8.nal rules.. . 
contact your local F M official, you may The ARAC revtewed the working . 
contact Charlene Brown, Program group recommendationa and . 
Anal vet Staff Office of Rulemakt"lo subtequently recommended that the 

3 •• ederal - FAA revise the airwortbineu standards 
ARM:-~7• F Aviation . for normal and transport catepy 
Administration, 800 Independence rotorcraft to incorporate the 
Avenue. SW .• WashingtOJl, DC 20591, .. milcellaneous chaos- The changea io 
1-8~8--551.:-1594. lnterut users am 8ncl 14 CFR parts 27 and 29 (parts 27 and 29) 
ad~~o~ info~~tion.on SBREFA iD, are harmonized with the European Joint 
the Quick Jump section of the FAA s Aviation Requimnents OAR) 27 and 29. 
web page at http:/~~-~gov and The FAA evaluated the ARAC 
may send ~lectromc mquiries. to tha recommendations and made its 
following mtemet addreu: 9-AWA._ propoaal.s in NPRM 97-8. The FAA 
SBREFAOfaa.dot.gov. received two comments to the proposed 
~ miscellaneous changes. 

These amendments are based on 
NPRM No. 97-8 published in the 
Federal Resista' on June 9. 1997 (82 FR 
31475). That notice]>roposed to amend 
the airworthiness standards far both 
normal and transport category rotoft:raft 
baM on recommendationa from tl» 
ARAC. By announcement in the Federal 
Kepltar (60 FR 4221. January 20; 1995)~ 
the "Harmonization of Miscellaneous 
Rotorcraft Regulations Working Group" 
was chartered by the ARAC. The 
working group included representatives 
from the major rotorcraft manufacturttzS. 
(normal and transport) and 
representatives from Aerospace 
Industries Association of America, Inc. 
(AlA), Association Europeene • 
Constructeurs de Material Aerospa~ 
(AEOdA), Helicopter Associatioa 
International (HAl), Joint Aviation 
Authorities OAA), and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA)" 
Rotorcraft Directorate. This bnJad 
partidpation is consistent with FAA . 
policy to have all known inter.tacl · . . -
parties involved as early as practicable 
in the rulemaking process. 

Di8cauionofComments 
Interested persons have· been afforded 

an opportunity to partidpate in the 
making of these amendments. Due 
consideration was given to the 
comments received from the two 
commenten. One commenter 
representing HAl was fully supportive 
of the P.roposed changes. 

Another commenter recommended 
changes to the proposed part 27 
electrical wire burn test requirements. 
This commenter doea not believe self­
extinguishing wire is required for low 
amperage installation and requested the 
following wording be added to 
§ 27.1365: "* * *To require self· 
extinguishing installation of electrical 
wire and cable larger than 18 gauge and 
carrying current draws of over 5 amps 
per wire. Multi-strand cable with over 4 
strands in a closed cable sheave are 
exempt from this requirement • * •" 
The FAA doea not agree to exempt 
multi-strand wires or 18 gauge wires or 
smaller. Any wire, regardless of size or 
number of strands, may constitute a fire 
hazard. Small gauge wires may be 
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routed in wire bundles with larger gauge 
wires. Any fire in the wire bundle 
would be fueled by nonself· 
extinguishing wire and thereby defeat 
the purpose of the rule. 

After considerin& all of the comments, 
the FAA has determined that air safety 
and the public interest require adoption 
of the amendments ue proposed. 

Papet wwk Red"lldi.- Ad 

In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 
§ 3507(d)), there are no requirements for 
information collection associated with 
this final use. 

International Compatibility 
The FAA has determined that a 

review of the Convention on 
International Civil Aviation Standards 
and Recommended Practices is not 
warranted because there is not a 
comparable rule under International 
Civil Aviation Orpnization (ICAO} 
stanc:Jard& 

Repla...., ln.laatia Sam•VJ. 
Proposed changes to Federal 

reaulations must underao several 
economic saa1ysa First, Exacutiw · 
Order 12888 directa that each Federal 
agency sball propoee or adopt a 
reaulation only upon a 1"8UUOled 
determination that the benefits of the 
intended reaulation justify ita cost1. 
Second, the Replatory Flexibility Act 
of 1980 (RFA) requires asencfes to 
analyze the economic impact of 
regulatory chana• on small entities. 
Third, the Offtce of Management and 
Budget directs agencies to asaea the 
effects of reauiatory chanaes on 
international trade. And fourth, the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 199& 
(Pub. L. 104-4) requires apocias to 
prepue a written assesrnent of the 
costs, benefits, and other effects of 
proposed or final rules that include a 
Federal mandate likely to result in the 
expenditure by State, local, or tribal 
governments, in the aagregate, or by the 
private sector, of $100 inillion or more 
annually (adjusted for inflation). In 
conductina these analyses. the FAA has 
determined that thia rule: (1) will 
generate benefits that justify ita coats 
and is not a "siantflcant reauiatory 
action" as defined in the Executive 
Order; (2) is not "significant .. as aeftned 
as OOT's Reaulatory Policies and 
Procedures: (3) will not have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
numberofsmallentiti~(4)willl~ 
restraiilts on international trade: and (5) 
does not contain a significant 
interaovemmental or private sector 
mandate; These analyses, available in 
the docket, are summarized below. 

Economic Evaluation 

The revisions will impose no 
incremental costs on !,he larger 
manufacturers that produce both part 27 
and 29 rotorcraft. For smaller 
manufacturers producina only part 27 
rotorcraft, there will be incremental 
costs total.lins approximately $80,000 
(nondiscounted 1997 dollars) per type 
certification. For some manufacturers of 
specialized equipment in part 27 
rotorcraft, incremental cost could equal 
an additional $500 per rotorcra1t. 
Overall. the chanaes will increase safety 
and promote harmonization between 
FAA and JAA reaulatioDL 
Harmonization will eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of certification 
requirements (e.a .• testingldesian). thua 
reducina manufacturen' costs. 

The costs and benefits of the ch.angas 
regard.i.ns the fittina factor for bertha and 
litters, removal: of the phrase "unt.a a 
rollover is shown to be extremely 
remote" (in§§ 27.975(b) and 
29.975(a){7)). autopilot oparatina mode .. 
and bum test for electrical wire in 
normal category rotorcraft ue 
summarized below. All other revisions 
involve minor clariJlcationa or 
administrative chanps. 

The fittina f'lctor requirement will not 
impose incremental costs on m08t 
rotorcraft manulacturen.. One·small 
manufacturer of put 27 rotoi'CI'IIft­
indicated additional nonrecurring 
testina and analysis costs of S2,100 to 
substantiate the 1.33 factor in an initial 
new type certiftcation: most likely, thia 
additional cost will not be incurred in 
subsequent type certification. Althouah 
there have been no identifiable 
acddenta involvina litten attributable to 
inauflldent attachment strenp. even 
one minor injury will far exceed the 
relatively low costa. Codification of the 
1.33 fittina factor. which is inherent in 
most current desians. will ensure that 
all future desians include this standard. 
increasina the minimum level ofsafety. · 

There will be no incremental costs or . 
benefits associated with removal of the 
phrase "unless a rollover is shown to be 
extremely remote" in§§ 27.975(b) and 
29.975(a)(7) since rotorcraft currently 
meet the minimum fuel spi.llap 
requirements of these sections. 

The autopilot display requirement 
will not impoae any incremental costs. 
on rotorcraft manufacturen since new 
autopilot systems employed in rotorcraft 
are identical to those in airplanes and 
the mode indicator in now intearal to 
such system. Coditlcation of thia 
requirement will ensure that all future; 
rotorcraft desians comply with this 
standard. 

Most U.S. and European 
manufacturers currently use electrical 
wire that meets the burn test 
requirements for transport category 
rotorcraft since they produce both parts 
27 and 29 rotocraft. However, the few 
manufacturers that produce normal 
category rotorcraft only will likely 
experience additional costa.. One · 
manut.cturer estimates additional 
nonrecurrin& testingldesip costa at 
$5,300 per type certification and 
additional wirina costa of $530 per 
rotorcraft. At an estimated production of 
seven rotorcraft per year, the 
incremental recurrin& costa will total 
$3,710 per year for ten years. or $37,100 
total (nond.iscounted 1997 dollars), 
undtr one type certification. Another 
manufacturer estimates additional 
wirina costa of $370 per rotorcraft and 
no additional noll1'8CW'I'ina costa. At an 
estimated production ol20 rotorcraft 
per year. the incremental recurring costa 
will total S7,400 per yeu ten years. or 
$74,000 total (nondisc:ounted 1997 
dollars), under one type certification. 
Avenlllns the incremental costs for 
these two manufacturen results in an 
estimate of approximately $58.200 per 
type certiftcation (135 unita produced at 
approximately $430 ~unit). 

Part 27 rotOrcraft which will be used 
in specialized operations may require 
somewhat more expeDsive wirins to 
meet the new bum test requirements. 
The second comm.enter to the notice 
alluded to earlier (a manufacturer of 
fire-fiahtina systema) indicates that 
meeting the new standarda will result in 
a 5 percent increase in the selling price 
of its system, or $900 per uniL A 
manufacturer of aaricultural sprayina 
systems. however, indicates increased 
per system costa of only a fraction of 
one pe!C81lt. equatina to $100 per uniL 
Since both of theee systems represent 
the type of add-on electrical system 
potentially affected by the wirina 
provision, usina the average of the two 
estimates, or $500, is appropriate. 
A.aauming 20 of the new production 
rotorcraft (about 15%) will be equipped 
with the add-on systems, the additional 
incremental costs total $10,000. 

E.Yamination of National 
Transportation Safety Board accident 
data for the period 1983 throuah 1995 
indicates several rotorcraft accidents 
and incidents in which the electrical 
system wu dted as a cause or 
contribute factor. One accident (in June 
1994) wu primarily caused by an 
electrical short in the wirin& which 
burned. a hole in the main fuel line, 
causina a post-impact fire that destroyed 
the part 27 helicopter. The FAA believes 
that the revised bum test requirements 
could have prevented this acddenL If 
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the rule prevents one such accident 
during the operating lives (2S·years~ of 
rotorcraftproduced under one put 27 
type certification,. the rule will be coet­
beneficiM: Replacemeat COlts of a 
substamially-d.mapt rcAWuaft: equUI. 
$125,000 (this benefit ahme·will exc::eeO 
the total costs of ~y 
$70,000. ); addingc:umulatrt.=~­
from two or three minar iDcidats ..,.. 
$20,000 toS30,000) amtpoteatial­
harmoni.zatioo cost savings ($50,000. 
based on estimates from previous 
·harmonized rotorcraft rules) iDcNues 
the benefits to approximately $200,000, 
which is almost three times the coats. If 
one serious injury (valued at over 
SSOO.OOO) is prevented, the beaeflts of 
the rule would be •veral times tU­
estimated costs. 

In addition, codiflcatioe of thoee 
requirements complied with indirectiJ 
(i.e., as a l'8S1Ilt of complyin& with other 
provisions} or "voluntarily'' (by virture 
of competitive J::::) willltllSUN 
continuation o enJwu:ed safety lnels 
in futun rotorcraft deli~ 

Sued 011 the findiqi of no signiflamt 
incremental costs coupled with the­
benefits of harmaoization sa'ViDp and 
high• levels of safety, the FAA U. 
determined that the rule will be coet· 
beneficiaL 

Replat.y f1aillility ~ 
The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 

(RF A) establishes "as a principle ol 
regulatory issuance that ageacin shall 
endeavor, consistent with the objective 
of the rule and of applicable statutes. to 
fit regulatory and informational 
requirements to the scale of the 
business, organizations, and 
governmental jurisdictions subject to 
regulation." To achieve that principle, 
the Act requires agencies to solicit and 
consider flexible regulatory proposals 
and to explain the rationale for their 
actions. The Act covers a wide-range of 
small entities, including small 
businesses, not-for-profit organizations 
and small governmental jurisdictions. 

Agencies must perform a review to 
determine whether a propoud or final 
rule will significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. If 
the determination is that it will, the 
agency must prepare a regulatory 
flexibility analysis as described in the 
Act. 

However. if an agency determines that 
a proposed or final rule is not expected 
to have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities, section 605(b) ofthe1980 act 
provides that the head of the agency 
may so certify and a regulatory 
flexibility analysis is not required. The 
certification must include a statement 

prond.ing the factual basis for this 
determinaticm~ and the reasoning should 
be clnr. 

For manu.fac:turen;, a small amity is 
one-with 1,500arf&waremploya-. 
Ollly fiva rotan:raa baa 1,500 or fewew 
emp1o,-aad tHNfore qualify • 
small•ti"- How..-. tm-.ol tile. 
are-nat currmtly pmdncinr HW ~ . 
cerdlallld ratocraft .. md- ....,. ...... 
nOl CGID,....witll the Jars­
mmufact'ulwl. Conaequeatly, only one 
produc.r could potentially be impKted 
by this rule. However the annualizecl 
increued certiflcatioo costs for a 
rotorcraft IIWiufactunr (hued oa tbe 
average incremental COlla of the wfriDs 
requirements a reported by the two 
mmufactuJww, added to the coats tn 
comply with the fl.ttiq tact. 
requiremeots) equals approximately 
$4,400 par type certiflc:atiOD, which is 
not coosidered sipiJICIIlt within tile 
meanin& of the RF A. Qmsequeatly, the 
FAA certifies that tile ru.le will not haw 
a sipiflcant economic impact oo a 
substantial numb. ol small roton::ratt 
manu.facturen. 

The two mmulacturen f!1 SJ*iaUwd 
component systems deterioea earlier ana 
also small entities; notwithstanding. lb. 
average $500 inc:NmeDtal co.t can euily 
be puaecl on to purchuen given the 
inelaatic diiiiWld for such speciaHzacl 
rotorcraft system~. There is not a. 
substantial number of other rotorcraft 
systema. There is not a subetantial 
number of oth• rotorcraft parts 
manufacturers that will be impacted by 
this rule. Consequently, the-FAA 
certifin that the rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small rotOJCraft 
parts mmufac:twera. 
Iatenaatiaaal Tradelmp-=t A11 at 

Consistent with the Administration's 
belief in the general superiority. 
desirability, and efficacy of &ee trade, it 
is the policy of the Administrator to 
remove or diminish, to the extent 
feasibl&, barriers to international trade, 
including both barriers affecting the 
export of American goods and services 
to foreign countries and those affect:i.ng 
the import of foreign goods and services 
into the United Statn. · 

In accordance with that policy, the 
FAA is committed to develop as much 
as possible its aviation standards and 
practices in harmony with its trading 
partners. Significant cost savings can 
result from this, both to American 
companies doing business in foreign­
martet., and foreign companies doing· 
businesi in the United States. 

This rule is a direct action to respond 
to this policy by increasing the 
harmonization of the U.S. Federal 

Aviation Regulationa with the European 
Joint A Yiation Reqllirements. The resul\ 
will be a positive step toward removing 
im~ toillternatioaal trade;. F...._ Implkatioe· 

The replatiooa berebr will DGt U..· 
sut..t..atial dincte&a.•tbe...._. 
on U.. relattonehiJrbeb•- the-IMticJul 
go•WDIIIWil•O.U. .--.or catM.­
distributioo of poww mel 
respooaibilitfes amq the nrioua 
levels of govenuolllL Therefore; iD 
accordace with Executive Order 12812, 
it is d.-mined that thit rule will nOl 
have su.ffideot federalism implicatiCIIlS 
to warnat the pnpuatioo of a 
Federaliml.AaiiADeDL 

u.,....,.._.,.•h• .a 
Title n of the Unfunded Mmdates 

Reform Act of 1995 (the-Act), eucted u 
Pub. L. tOt-4 oeMarcb 22, 1995, 
requires 8Kh FfNI.ral aaency. to the 
extent permitted by law, to~ a 
written a•uammt of the e of any 
Federal mandata in a propu.d or final. 
ageocy rule that may result in the 
expaaditure by StD. localo and tribU 
govenuDeDt. iD the 1181lepte. or by lb. 
private -=tar. of SlOO millica Cll' mom 
{adjusted annually for iDAidon) ill any 
one year. Sac:tiOD 204(a) of the Act, Z. 
U.S.C. t534(a), requina the Federal 
apaq to dewlop aa eflilctin procaaa 
to permit timely input by electecl 
officers (CII' thek deilignees) of State. 
local, and tribal JDV8!1UDIIIlts on a 
propoeecl"signiflcant intergovernmental 
mandate." A "significant 
intergovernmental mandate" und• the 
Act is any provision in a Federal agency 
regulation that will impose an 
enforceable duty upon State, local. and 
tribal govammeots. in the agrepte, of 
$100 million (adjusted annually for 
inflation} in any one year. Section 203 
of the Act. 2 U.S.C. 1533, which 
supplements section 204(a), provides 
that before establishing any regulatory 
requirements that might significantly or 
uniquely affect small governments, the 
agency shall have developed a plan that, 
among other things. provides for notice 
to potentially affected small 
governments, if any, and for a 
meaningful and timely opportunity to 
provide input in the development of 
regulatory propotala. 

The FAA determined that this rule 
does not contain a significant 
intergovernmental or private sector 
mandete as defined by the Act. 

Lilt ol Sabfecta iD 14 CR. Parts 27 and 
29 

Air transpoitation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety. Rotorcraft: Safety. 
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The Amendments 

Accordingly, the FAA amends 14 CFR 
parts 27 and 29 as follows: 

PART 27-AIRWOATHINESS 
STANDARDS:NORMALCATEGORY 
ROTORCRAFT 

1. The authority citation for part 27 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(8), 40113, 44701-
44702, 44704. 

2. In § 27.625, a new paragraph (d) is 
added to read as follows: 

t 27.825 Fitting factor& 
• • • • • 

(d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt, 
and harness attachment to the structure 
must be shown by analysis, tests, or 
both. to be able to withstand the inertia 
forces prescribed in§ 27.561(b)(3) 
multiplied by a fitting factor of 1.33. 

3. section 27.785 is amended by 
revising the heading and by adding a 
new sentence to the end of paragraph 

equipment, means must be provided to 
indicate to the pilots the current mode 
of operation. Selector switch position is 
not acceptable as a means of indication. 

6. In § 27.1365, a new paragraph (c) is 
added to read as follows: 

§ 27.1311 Electric cabiM. 
• • • • • 

(c) Insulation on electrical wile and 
cable installed in the roton:raft must be 
self-extinguishing when tested in 
accordance with Appendix F. Part 
I(a)(3), of part 25 of this chapter. 

PART 29-AIRWOATHINESS 
STANDARD&TRANSPORT 
CATEGORYROTORCRAFT 

7. The authority citation for part 29 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 48 U.S.C. 108{1), 40113, 44701-
44702, 44704. 

8. In § 29.625, a new paragraph (d) is 
added to read as follows: 

(k)(2) to read as follows: f2I.IIZI Fitting factor& 

f 27.781 s.ta, berth8, lltlllre. ....., ..... • • • • • 
and ham11.. (d) Each seat, berth, litter, safety belt, 
• • • • • and hunea attachment to the structure 

(k) · • • • must be shown by analysis, tests, or 
(2) • • • The fitting factor required both, to be able to withstand the inertia 

by§ 27.625(d) shall be applied. forces prescribed in§ 29.561(b)(3) 
§27.171 [Amended) multiplied by a fitting factor of 1.33. 

4. 1n § 27.975, paragraph (b) is 9. Section 29.785 is amended by 
amended by removing the words", revising the heading and by adding a 
unless a rollover is shown to be new sentence to the end of paragraph 
extremely remote". (k)(2) to read as followe: 

s. In§ 27.1329, a new paragraph Ul is f21.781 a..... bertha,,.......,.....,...., 
added to read as follows: and twn1111 1 

f27.1321 AutomatlopllotsyaWn. • • • • • 
• • • • • (k) ••• 

Ul If the automatic pilot system can be (2) • • • The fitting factor required 
coupled to airbome navigation by § 29.625(d) shall be applied. 

§ 29.923 [Amended) 

10. In § 29.923(a), the first sentence of 
the introductory text is amended adding 
the phrase "and (p)" immediately 
following the reference to paragraph 
"(n)". 

f 21.171 [Amended) 

11. In § 29.975, paragraph (a)(7) is 
amended by removing the words ", 
unlea a rollover is shown to be 
extremely remote". 

12. In§ 29.1329, a new paragraph (f) 
is added to read as follows: 

§21.1321 Autolllltlc pllotlptMI. 
• • • • • 

(f) If the automatic pilot system can be 
coupled to airborne navigation 
equipment, mean.s must be provided to 
indicate to the pilots the current mode 
of operation. Selector switch position is 
not acceptable as a mean.s of indication. 

13. In §29.1351, paragraph (d)(l)(lli) 
is removed. 

f21.131t a.n.a 
14. ID § 29.1359, a new paragraph (c) 

is added to read as follows: 

t2it.1- ~.,...... tl .. .nc~..-. 
protllcllon.. 
• • • • • 

(c) Insulation on electrical wile and 
cable installed in the rotorcraft must be 
self-extinguishing when tested in 
accordance with Appendix F. Part 
I(a)(3), of part 25 of this chapter. 

Issued iD WuhiDgton, DC, on August 7, 
1998. 
JaneF.Ganwy, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 98-21809 FUed 8-11-98; 8:45 ami 
IIIUING CO. .... ti-ll 
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