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92-5.1 Airplane Deicing Facilities - Mark Beisse (267-8826). 

The proposed regulation on airplane ground deicing procedures 
was published on July 23 (Attachment 1), and related airport 
initiatives are in a memorandum dated July 2 (Attachment 2). 
Part of the FAA's deicing program includes clarification of the 
eligibility and funding of airport facilities under the AIP to 
minimize the time between the application of fluid and takeoff. 

Airports Association Council International (AACI) reported at 
the recent deicing conference that, based on a survey of 
44 AACI members, airports prefer to have airlines or third 
parties operate deicing facilities. Many conference 
participants felt that concerns regarding the adverse effects 
of Type II fluid on runway friction have been overstated and it 
could be used with adequate pre-winter runway maintenance. 
There was also broad support for AIP funding of deicing-related 
capital costs. Copies of the report on this conference are 
being distributed to regions. The following paragraphs provide 
guidance for proposed airport projects related to airplane 
deicing. 

Deicing facility planning and development are eligible at 
commercial service airports if the improvements are to be owned 
by the airport sponsor and are available on a nonexclusive use 
basis. This includes land acquisition for, and construction or 
reconstruction of sites for airplane deicing, anti-icing, and 
ice inspection, including aprons, taxiways, service roads, and 
lighting. Airport drainage, collection systems for recycling 
of deicing fluids, and environmental mitigation to reduce 
contamination of storm water discharges by the fluid are also 
eligible. The facilities may be centralized on the airport, at 
terminal apron gate positions, near runway ends, or a 
combination of the above. 
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some airports already have deicing facility improvements in 
various stages of planning, design, or development; sponsors 
should be encouraged to complete this work, if possible, for 
use this winter. AIP projects should be coordinated with 
AAS-100 until the new advisory circular on facilities is 
available. Any newly proposed or substantially changed 
facility, including designation of areas for deicing and ice 
inspection, must be tailored to the individual airport and 
coordinated as a revised airport layout plan. The 
Environmental Protection Agency has indicated in a letter to 
the American Association of Airport Executives that deicing may 
continue without being subject to more rigorous water quality 
regulations at this time (Attachment 3). However, agencies 
with water quality jurisdiction should be consulted early in 
project planning. The priority of the facilities will be the 
same as for other special programs. 

In the event a sponsor proposes other types of deicing 
facilities or equipment, including buildings, storage areas, 
gantries, and vehicles, please forward the proposal to APP-510.
The information should include any available cost estimates and
other justification the sponsor can provide. The fluid and 
routine runway maintenance to accommodate the use of Type II 
fluid is ineligible. 

 
 

This guidance has been reviewed by AAS-1 and AFS-200, the focal
point for the airplane ground deicing program. 

 

92-5.2 Pavement Evaluations - Mark Beisse (267-8826). 

We believe it appropriate to offer airport sponsors more 
flexibility to conduct pavement testing under planning 
projects. 

Under current guidance in paragraph 306b(3) (b) of Order 5100.38A, 
pavement testing has been allowable only within a development 
project, although eligibility within master planning could be 
approved on a case by case basis. 

Since pavement evaluation or testing can be very beneficial in 
making planning and programming decisions, regions are given 
discretion, without the need to consult with APP-510, to 
include pavement testing in master plans for individual 
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commercial service or reliever airports. The testing may 
include friction surveying and other types of nondestructive or 
destructive testing. The AIP handbook will be changed 
accordingly. 

~.,(,W_,1 H' }1.-tdff­
-· /

Lowell H. Johnson 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 121 

[Docket No. 26930; Notice No. 92-91 

RIN 2120-AESl 

Aircraft Ground Deicing and Anti-Icing 
Program 

.&OENC:Y: Federal Avi ation 
Administra ti on (FAA). DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 

(NPRM). 


SUMMARY: This proposed amendment 
would establish a requirement for part 
121 certificate holders to develop an 
FAA-approved ground deicing/ anti-icing 
program and to comply with that 
program any time conditions are such 
that frost. ice. or snow could adhere to 
the a ircraft' s wings. control surfa ces. 
pro pellers. er.gine inlets . and other 
c~i ucal surfaces. 

Thi s ru le is necessary because severa l 
accidents and the recent International 
Conference on Airplane Ground Deicing 
indicate that. under present procedures. 
tne piiot in command may be unable to 
effectively determine whether the 
a ircraft's winszs. control surfaces. 
i:; rDpellers. engi ne inlets. and 01 !1 er 
c::itical surfaces are free of all frost . ice. 
or snow prior to a tte mpting a ta keoff. 

The proposal is intended to provide 
an added level of safety to flight 
operations in adverse weather 
conditions. This proposed rule and 
associated airport and air traffic control 
procedures would provide. to the extent 
possible. enhanced procedures to allow 
safe takeoffs during adversP. weather 
conditions. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or be:are August 7, 1992. The FAA is not 
a ble to provide a lo~er comment period 
for this NPRM because the FAA intends 
to issue a final rule in time to in1plement 
L~e proposed programs before the 1992­
93 wmter season. Comments received 
after the comment period closes will not 
be considered nor will the FAA consider 
requests to extend the comment period. 
ADDRESSES: Comments on this notice 
should be mailed. in triplicate. to: 
Federal Aviatior. Administration. Office 
of the Chief Cour.sel. Attention : Rules 
Docket (AG-10). Docket No. 26930, 800 
Independence Avenue. SW.. 
Washington. DC 20591 . Commen ts 
delivered must be marked Docket No. 
2n9:m Comments may be examined in 
room 915G weekdays between 8:30 a.m. 
a nd 5 p.m .. except on Federal Holidays . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Larry Youngblut. Flight Standards 

Service. Regulations Branch. AF~240. 
Federal Aviation Administration. 800 
Independence Avenue. SW.. 
Washington. DC 20591. telephone (202) 
26i-3i55. 
SUP9l.EMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 

Interested persons are invited to 
participa te in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
....-~it ten da ta. views. or arguments as 
they may desire. Comments relati~ to 
the environmental. energy. federalism. 
or economic impact that might result 
from adopting the proposals in this 
no tice are also invited. Substantive 
comments should be accompanied by· 
cost estimates. Comments should 
identify the regulatory docket or notice 
number and should be submitted in 
:Molica te to the Rules Docket address 
specified above. All comments received 
on or before the closi~ date for 
comments specified will be considered 
bv the Administrator before ta.king 
ac tion on this proposed rulemaking. The 
proposal contained in this notice may be 
changed in light of comments received. 
All comments received will be available. 
both before and after the closing date 
for comment. in the rules Docket for 
examination by interested persons. A 
report summarizir.g each substantive 
public contact with Federal Aviaticn 
Adminis:ration (FAA) per '1onnel 
concerned with this rulemaki~ will be 
filed in the docket. Commenters wishing 
the FAA to ack.now ledge receipt of their 
comments submitted in response to this 
notice must include a preaddressed. 
stamped po!tcard on which the 
followi~ statement is made: 
"Comments to Docket No. 26930." The 
po9tcard will be date stamped and 
mailed to the commenter. 

Avail.ability of NPR.\.fs 

Any person may obtain a copy of this 
1'11-PRM by submitting a request to the 
Federal Aviation Administration. Offia 
of Public Affairs. Attention: Public 
Inquiry Center. APA-430. 800 
Independence Avenue. SW.. 
Wa!hington. DC 20591. or by calling 

267-3484. Communications must 
identify the notice number of this 
NPRM. 

(202) 

Persons interested in being placed on 
the mailing list for future NPRMs.ahould 
request from the above office a copy of 
Advisory Circular No. 11-2A. Notice of 
Pt'oposed Rulemaking Distribution 
System. wh ich describes the application 
procedure. 

Background 

Section 121 .5291.a ) of the Federal 
Av;ation Reg~!ations (14 CFR 121.629(a)J 

states. in pertinent part. that no perso;, 
may dispatch or release an aircra ft 
when. in the opinion of the pilot in 
command or aircraft dispatche r. icing 
conditions are expected or met that 
might adversely affect the safety of 
flight. Section 121.629(b) states. in 
pertinent part. that no person ma y take 
off an aircraft when frost. ice. or snow is 
adhering to the wings. control surface. 
or propellers of the aircraft. These 
requirements. which have been virtually 
unchanged for over 40 years. are based 
on what is commonly referred to as the 
"clean aircraft concept." The bas is of 
this concept is that the presence of even 
minute amounts of frost. ice. or snow on 
particular aircraft surfaces (referred to 
as "contamination") can cause 
degradation of aircraft performance and 
changes in aircraft flight characteristics . 

When conditions conducive to th e 
fonnation of frost. ice. or snow on 
aircraft surfaces exist at the time oi 
takeoff. or it is suspected that these 
contaminants are adhering to ai rcraft 
surfaces. common practice deve lo ped by 
the North American and European 
aviation community over many years of 
operational experience is to deice or 
anti-ice the aircraft before takeoff. 
Under the Federal Aviation Regulations. 
in icing conditions. as in a!l other 
conditions. ultimate respons ibili ty fo r 
detennining whether the a ircra ft is fre e 
of contamination-and thus a irwor:h y­
rests with the piiots in command. 

Aircraft are commonly deiced an d 
anti-iced during icing weather 
conditions. Deicing 1s the rem ova l of 
accumulated frost. ice. or snow from 
aircraft surfaces by applica tion of 
heated water followed by undil uted 
glycol-based fluid or the applicat ion of a 
heated water/glycol solution. Anti -icing 
is the treatment with undiluted glycol ­
baaed fluid to prevent frost. ice. or snow 
from adhering to aircraft surfaces. 
Normally, deicing and anti-icing are 
accomplished by a single applica tion 
process: however. there may be two 
aeparate applications of deicing/ ant i­
icing fluid. Two types of deicing / anti· 
icing fluids are used. AEA Type I flu ids 
are unthickened fluids that are norma lly 
applied as a mixture of glycol and 
water. These fluids mainly provide 
protection against refreezing when nc 
delays or only short delays occur 
between deicing and takeoff. AEA Type 
ll fluids are thickened fluids . They 
provide protection against refreezing 
when longer delays occur. Type II fl uid 
is used extensively in Canada and 
Europe. but is used less often in th e 
United States because it is more 
expensive than Type I. more diffi cult to 
apply. and has a gel consistency that 
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rr. ay r~duce II runway 's coefficier.t of 
fr ;ction. thereby red:.icing an airp t,me·s 
braking capability. Type II fluid 
provicies longer holdo\'er times . 
f !0ld""ver time is the estimated time 
deicing or ar.: i-ic:r..g will pre\'ent the 
fo rr.rn tion of frost o: ice and the 
.;cr.u:r. ·.1lation cf snow or slush on the 
1,t:!a tP.d surfaces of an aircraft. 

According :o rhe Sational 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB). in 
the last 23 ye;;rs there have been 15 
accidents related to the fa ilure to de ice 
a ircra ft adequate!y before takeoff. 
Seven of the 15 accidents were in part 
1n passenger-carrying or all-cargo 
L'perations. An eighth accident. for 
which the ~'TSB has not yet issued a 
probable cause finding. involved a 
CSAir flight dif:r.ussed more fully be low. 
In all o~these accidents. contamination 
on the aircraft surfaces dt!ring takeoff 
was t~e cau~e or;; contributing cause of 
ti12 ;;ccider.t. SpecJica ll y. the part 121 
ma1or ace.den ts a t leas t partially caused 
!; y g~uund deicing include the following: 

Dacember 27. 1968. Ozark DC-9-15. 
Sioux City. Iowa. 

~.:ovember 27, 1978. TWA DC-9. 
Newark. NE:w Jersey. 

January 13. 1982. Air Florida B-737, 
Washington DC. 

Febr.1ary 5. 1985. ABX DC-9. 
Plul adelphia. Penns , lvania . 

Febru1sn: : .. 1965, BO-&-AIRE. DC-3. 
Charlotte. North Carolina. 

:--.:ovember 15. 1987. Continental DC-9. 
Denver. Colorado. 

February 17. 1991. Ryan OC-9. 
Cleve lan<l. Ohio. 

March 22. 1992. USAir F-28. La Guardia . 
New York.• 

The NTSB investigations of the Air 
Fl::.rda and Continental accidents 
indica te that ice formation after deicing 
was a major contributing factor. 

At Washington National Airport on 
January 13. 1982. Air Florida Flight 90. a 
Boeing 737. crashed into the 14th Street 
Bridge over the Potomac River shortly 
after takeoff. At the time of takeoff. the 
airport was experiencing moderate to 
he11vy snowfall and low visibility. The 
a ircraft failed to achieve a sufficient 
rate of climo. struck the 14th Street 
Bridge l!Ouut 4.500 feet from the 
depart!.lre end of the runway. and 
crashed into the Potomac River. 
Seventy-four of the 79 persons ab1Jard 
the aircraft were killed either on impact 
or by drowning. and 4 persons in 
automobiles on the bridge were killed 
when the vehicles were struck by the 
descending aircraft. 

· The NTSB ~.a s r.o! ye t e,s ablished protiai> le 
:.. .-iu ~e fur thu; ac.:1<.Jent. 

The aircraft had been deiced before it 
taxied from the gate area: however. it 
was exposed to continuing snowfall for 
about 50 minutes before takeoff. The 
rcnversation between the captain and 
the firs t officer. recorded by the cockpit 
vo ice recorder. showed that they were 
c1ware that some snow and ice had 
accumulated on the aircraft while 
waiting for takeoff. 

The NTSB detennined that the 
probable causes of the accident were 
the flight crew 's failure to use the engine 
anti-ice (a system that detects and 
removes ice from the aircraft's engine 
nacelle and inlet guide vanes) during 
both ground operation and takeoff. their 
decision to take off with snow and ica 
on the airfoil surfaces of the aircraft. 
and the failure of the captai.., to reject 
the t::ikeoff when anomalous engine 
instrwnent readings were noticed. 
Arncng other things contributing to the 
accident was the prolonged ground 
de lay between deicing and takeoff. 

On No\·ember 15. 1987. at Denver's 
Stapleton International Airport. 
Continental Airlines F1ight 1713. a DC-9. 
was cleared for takeoff foilowing a 
dt1lay of api:;roximately 27 minutes after 
deicing. The takeoff roll was uneventful. 
but following a rapid rotation. the 
a irplane crashed. Both pilots. one flight 
attendant. and 25 passengers died. The 
~'TSB ccncluded that the airplane was 
adequately deiced before it departed the 
de ice pad. Nevertheless. since the 
airplane was exposed to a moderate 
snowstorm in subfreezing conditions for 
approximately 27 minutes after deicing. 
the NTSB concluded that portiona of the 
airframe became contaminated "';th a 
thin. rough layer of ice. Several 
surviving passengers reported seeing 
some ice on engine inlets or patchea on 
the wing after deicing. 

According to McDonnell Douglas. 
even minute amounts of ice or other 
contaminants (equivalent to medium grit 
sandpaper) on the leading edges or 
upper surfaces of the wings of a DC-9­
10 series airplane could result in the 
degradation of wing lift causing the 
airplane to stall at lower than normal 
angli:s-of-attack during takeoff. The 
contamination of the airframe surfaces 
was a contributing factor in the crash of 
Flight 1713. This contamination of the 
ai:-frame surfaces could have.been 
eliminated or ill formation delayed if 
the. airplane had been anti-iced 
following the deicing. 

These aircraft accidents probably 
could have been prevented if the ptlot 
had been given more infonnation to help 
determine whether the aircraft was free 
of all frost . ice. and snow prior to 
takeoff. 

Ur.ti! recently. the FAA and the 
aviation community in general had 
placed priority on emphasizing the need 
during icing conditions for the pilot in 
command to ensure "clean wings" 
before takeoff. The FAA believed that 
pilot education appeared key to 
combatting the threat of wing icing. 
Although the FAA still believes the pilot 
in command must ultimately make the 
decision on whether to take off. and that 
the decision must be based on a 
thorough understanding of factors 
involved in icing. the FAA has 
detennined that the certificate holder 
must provide the pilot in command with 
criteria on which to make a proper 
decision. This proposed rule "'ould 
require that the pilot in command be 
p,ov ided with information to ass ist the 
pilot in detennining if the aircraft is free 
of contamination before takeoff. 

ln r~sponse to a USAir F-23-100
accident at La Guardia Ai..-por1 on 
March 22. 1992. the FAA mounted a 
sharply focused effort to resolve t.ie 
ground deicing issue before the winter of 
1992/ 1993. USAir flight 405 crashed on 
takeoff in a snowstonn during nighttime 
operations. While the NTSB has not yet 
issued a probable cause finding for this 
accidenL the FAA has proceeded "On the 
assumption that the accident was 
caused. at least in part by icing. The 
airplane had been deiced approximate li· 
35 minutes before takeoff. On May 28 
and 29. 1992. as a major part of the effort 
to resolve the ground deicing issue. the 
FAA held the International Conference 
on Airplane Ground Deicing in Reston. 
Vi.rgin.ia. The FAA b.aa based this 
proposed rule. in part. on the results of 
thia conference. Recommendations of 
the conference are discussed later in the 
preamble. 

 

In April 1992. the FAA received a 
petition for rulemak:ing from Edward F. 
Ford (Docket No. 26848) on the issue of 
aircraft deicing and anti-icing. Mr. 
Ford's petition contains a number of 
proposala that were al.so discussed at 
the Reston conference and that are 
addressed in this NPRM therefore. the 
FAA con,iders this NPRM to be a 
response to that petition for rulemaking . 

NTSB Recommendations 

~ a result of accident investigations. 
the NTSB has issued 30 safety 
recommendations that add.res• issues 
involving aircraft ground icing and 
deicing. 

These recommendations cover such 
suhjects as informing operators about 
the characteristics of dejcing/ anti-icing 
fluids: infonning flight crew, about ice 
formation after deicing: reviewing 
infor:nation that air earner operators 
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provide to f1ight crews on runway 
contamination and engine anti-ice 
during ground operations: requiring 
flight crew inspections before takeoff if 
takeoff is delayed after deicing: 
emphasizing to a,r carrier maintenance 
deoartments the importance of 
m~intaining ground support equipment: 
and requiring air carrier training 
programs to cover the effect of wing 
leading edge contamination on 
aerodynamic performance. 

In addition. the number of NTSB 
recommendations involve issuing 
airworthiness directives or air carrier 
operations bulletins directing specific 
procedures for specifi c aircraft that have
characteristics that make them more 
susceptible to icing problems. 

 

Previous FAA Actions 

The FAA has taken various ac ti ons on 
its cwn and in response to the NTSB 
recommendations involv ing accidents in 
which ground icing was the cause or a 
contributing factor. The FAA has 
disseminated advisory circulars. 
bulletins. memoranda. informative 
articles. and notices related to winter 
operations. Tne FAA also published Air 
Carrier Operations Bulletins. 
Maintenance Bulletins. and 
Maintenance Action Notices. These 
materials were intended to impress upon 
operators the dangers of aircraft wing 
and control surface contamination and 
the need to ass ist the pilot in 
determining if the aircraft is free of 
contamination before takeoff. 

On December 17. 1982. in response to 
several icing-re lated takeoff accidents 
involving transport category and general 
aviation airplanes. the FAA issued 
Advisory Circular 20-117. The purpose 
of this advisory circular (AC) was to 
emphasize the clean aircraft concept . 
This AC was directed to all segments of 
aviation including aircraft 
manufacturers: airline engineering. 
maintenance. service. and operations 
organizations: and flight crewmembers 
of all aircraft types and categories. 
Information in the AC was general and 
dealt with over a dozen variables . 

The AC covered the following areas: 
Aircraft deicing and anti-icing. 
P:-efligh t inspection. 
Pretakeoff inspection. 
Common or suggested practices 

necessar1 to assure the pilot has 
adequate supporting information for his/ 
her judgments. 

Suggested practices for pilots to 
assure that the aircraft is free of 
contamination. 

AC 20-117 also contained an 
extensive bibliography of related FAA 
and private sector publications. training 
rr.aterials. and other deicing or rc!ated 

information. [n 1988. in response to the 
Continental 0~14 accident in 
Denver. the FAA republished and 
widely distributed AC 20-117 to ensure 
that airlines. pilots, and other affected 
persons were fully apprised of its 
contents . 

For several years. the FAA has 
conducted research and development on 
aircraft icing characterization. 
protection concepts. and deicing/anti­
icing fluids. These projects have 
included among others: 

Characterization of worldwide 
environmental icing conditions (freezing 
precipitation. mixed conditions, snow, 
etc.] to provide recommended design 
criteria for aircraft. ice protection 
equipment. and deicing facilities. 

Development of standard icing 
severity terminology (i.e .. trace. light. 
moderate. severe) applicable to aviation 
industry, manufacturers. certification 
officials. weather forecasters. air traffic 
controllers, and flight crews. 

Determination of the feasibility of 
development of a device or methodology 
for predicting the effective time of 
deicing/anti-icing fluids during freezing 
precipitation in an operational airport 
environment. 

Field measurements of effective time 
of advanced anti-icing fluids for various 
freezing precipitation conditions. 

Investigation of the effects of 
underwing frost and/or ice on the 
takeoff performance of large transport 
category aircraft. 

Development of a condensed and 
pocket-sized advisory circular for pilots 
on contamination. 

Assessment of simplified methods for 
determining holdover times. 

Feasibility assessment of predicting 
holdover times. 

Development of a training video tape 
on aircraft icing. 

In September 1988. the FAA 
organized. coordinated, and co-chaired 
the joint SAE/FAA Aircraft Ground 
Deicing Conference in Denver. 
Colorado. The conference was held to 
disseminate information to. the aviation 
community and to inspire further 
knowledge of the principles of aircraft 
ground deicing and anti-icing. 

The Reston Conference 
In response to the USAir Flight 405 

accident at La Guardia. the FAA held 
the International Conference on· 
Airplane Ground Deicing on May 28 and 
Z9. 1992. in Reston. Virginia. The 
conference brought together leading 
experts from all over the world to share 
information on the ground deicing/ anti­
icing of transport category airplanes and 
to recommend short-term actions for 
preventing accidents caused by icing 

and long-term actions for continuing
improvement of flight safety under 
adverse weather conditions. 

 

The two-dav conference was attended 
by representatives from air carriers and 
air carrier associations . crewmember · 
associations. manufacturers and 
manufacturing associations. airport 
operators. and air traffic controllers and
other FAA personnel. as well as by 
scientific experts on weather. deicing 
fluids. and deicing equipment. Over 800 
people attended the conference. Areas 
covered by working groups at the 
conference were aircraft design: ground 
deicing and anti-icing system; air traffic 
control and sequencing: deicing 
personnel. procedures, and training: and
ice detection. recognition. and crew 
training. 

 

 

, 

Two major recommendations made by 
the working groups that support this 
rulemaking are: (1) Critical aircraft 
surfaces must be kept free of frost. ice. 
and snow; and (2) Each air carrier 
should have an approved aircraft 
deicing program that will assure full 
compliance with the clean aircraft 
concept. The program should include 
ground deicing, a comprehensive 
training program for flight 
crewmembers. holdover timetables to be 
used as guidelines. and criteria for 
determining if a pretakeoff inspection 
after deicing is needed. (There was no 
consensus on when a pretakeoff 
inspection must be conducted.) 

The working groups also 
recommended training of ground 
personnel and flight crews. appropriate 
use of Type I and Type II fluids. 
developing holdover guidelines for Type 
I and Type II fluids. using pretakeoff 
inspections when exceeding holdover 
time guidelines, and establishing 
procedures for communications between 
ground and cockpit crews. 

Recommendations made at the 
conference that are beyond the scope of 
this rulemaking cover long-term actions, 
including additional research. and 
actions which pertain to manufacturers. 
airports. and air traffic controllers. 

A complete report on working group 
recommendations is in the docket 
established for this NPRM. 

The Proposed Rule 

· As previously discusse'd. the clean 
aircraft concept. which for many years 
has been L!:te basis for federal safety 
regulations applicable in icing 
conditions. relies almost exclusively on 
the pilot in command's responsibility for 
determining the airworthiness of the 
aircraft before takeoff. Recent icing­
related accidents. together with the 
research and acti viti es previously 
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described. have ccn\'inced the FAA that 
a new approach is needed. -The pilot in 
command needs guidance and 
ccrtifica te holder-developed procedures 
and. under certain conditions. ground 
personnel support in determining the 
aircraft 's airworthin~s in potential icing 
conditions. 

The range of subjects covered by the 
cor.ference and by FAA research and 
other actions indicates that the icing 
problem involves a broad spectrum of 
factors : Weather conditions and 
reporting. weather procedure& at 
afrports. traffic controllers. air carriers. 
ground personneL as well as the 
technology available to support bad 
weather operations. such aa deicing/ 
anti-icing equipment. deicing/ anti-icing 
fluids. and aircraft design. A.a the 
conference illustrates. the problem is 
being a!tacked in all of these areas and 
in varying ways. But all of the 
kr:owledge and ail of the planning 
eventually focus on the decision of the 
pilot in command to take off. 

The accident information shows that 
icing accidents occur at different types 
of airports and in many different 
operations. After the tiSAir accident at 
La Guardia. the FAA announced its 
intention to put in place before next 
winter a rule that would improve safety 
during icing conditions. This proposed 
rule. if adopted. would be among the 
agency's actions to resolve the problem 
of ground icing. The proposed rule is 
directed at all part 121 passenger­
carrying and cargo-carrying operations. 
It do~ not include part 135 operations. 
Specifically. part 135 accident statistics 
do not indicate that an urgent ground 
deicing problem currently exists. The 
FAA alao believes that part 135 flight 
crew-members are better able to 
determine if contaminants are adhering 
to their aircraft because of both size and 
design. The FAA will continue to study 
those part 135 operations that could 
experience ground icing problems to 
determine if future rulemaking is 
needed. 

Formulated as a rule affecting 
operations under Part 121 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulationa. the proposal does 
not directly affect operations of foreign 
airlines. Safety regulation of 
international commercial air transport 
operations is effected by the state of the 
operator in accordance with 
comprehensive standards issued by the 
International Civil Aviation 
Organization (!CAO). The FAA actively 
solicits and shares safety informa ti on 
with other countries. As discussed 
above. international participat ion in 
deliberations leading to the formulation 
of this rule (th~ "Reston Conference") 

has been P.xtensive. and the proposal 
draws heavily on the experience of 
other countries. The FAA will continue 
to work aggressively with other nations · 
civil aviation authoritie!I to learn from 
their safety regulatory experiences and 
share those of the U.S. so that we all 
may develop and adopt the most 
effective and efficient regulations to 
improve the safety of all aircraft during 
icing conditions. Accordingly, the FAA 
will request that !CAO initiate a review 
of pre-takeoff deicing and inspection 
procedures used by all air carriers. 

Other factors. such as airport 
planning. aircraft design. air traffic 
control. and deicing/ anti-icing 
technology. are being otherwise 
addressed and are briefly discussed 
later in this preamble. This proposed 
rule i.J what the FAA. in cooperation 
with part 121 certificate holders, can do
before next winter to assure that the 
highest practicable standards in 
operations during icing conditions are 
met. 

 

The proposed rule would require part 
121 certificate holders to develop and 
comply with an FAA-approved ground 
deicing/ anti-icing program that includes 
proceduru that must be followed 
whenever grouad conditions ex.isl that 
might result in frost. ice. or snow 
adhering to the aircraft surfaces unless 
it uses the alternate inspection 
procedures described below under 
"Implementation of Program." The 
program is Intended to provide the pilot 
in command with more complete 
information. procedures. and ground 
support which lte or she needs for 
deciding if takeoff can be safely 
accomplished. Each program would 
include a detailed description of how 
the certificate holder determines that 
ground deicing/anti-icing procedures 
must be in effect. who is responsible for 
deciding that such procedures must be 
in effect. the operational procedures fof' 
implementing ground deicing. and the 
specific duties and responsibilities of 
each operational position or group 
responsibie ~ getting the aircraft safely 
airborne while such procedures are in 
effect. 

The FAA is proposing that. to be 
approved. each ground deicing/ anti­
icing program mnst cover at least the 
following areas: 

(1) Ground training and ~lificahon
teating requirements for all flight 
crewmembers and all other personnel 
the certificate holder uses in 
implementing the approved ground 
deicing/ anti-icing program. 

 

(2) Procedures for the use of holdover
times. 

 

(3) Deicing/anti-icing and 

accompanying inspection procedures. 


Each of these areas is discussed more 
fully below. 

Training of Flight Crewmembers and 

Other Personnel 


To be approved. ground deicing/ anti­
icing programB would have to include 
initial and recurrent ground training and 
qualification testing for all flight 
crewmembers. and all other personnel 
(e.g .. aircraft dispatchers. maintenance 
crews. or contract personnel) the 
certificate holder uses in implementing 
its approved program. Initial training for 
all affected personnel would cover the 
areas described below and would 
include airplane-specific training as 
appropriate. Recurrent training would 
include a review of areas covered in 
initial training plus coverage of any 
changes in a certificate holder's ground 
deicing/anti-icing program and changes 
that relate to &pecific airplanes. 

At a minimum. an individual would 
receive initial and recummt training in 
the individual's specific responsibilities 
and duties as outlined in the certificate 
holder's program. as wen as the 
certificate holder's overall program and 
any pertinent airplane-specific 
requirements. In addition to the above. 
training would have to address the 
following areas: 

(1) Holdover times developed by the 
certificate holder. how the calculated 
holdover times are determined and used. 
and what variables might adversely 
affect the calculated holdover times . 
(See the "Use of Holdover Times" 
section below for further discussion .) 

(2) Aircraft deicing/ anti-icing 
inspection procedures and 
responsibilities to ensure that the 
aircraft's wings. control surfaces. 
propellers. engine inlets. and other 
critical surfaces are free of 
contamination. 

(3] Procedures for commwtication 
between flight crewmembers and other 
deicing/ anti-icing personnel on deicing/ 
anti-icing procedures when those 
procedures are being used. 

(4) Aircraft surface contamination and 
critical area identification and how 
aircraft contamination adversely affects 
aircraft performance and flight 
characteristics. 

(5) The certificate holder 's deicing/ 
anti-icing proa!dures including types of 
fluids. fluid characteristics. and 
concentration percentage of these fluids. 

{6) Cold weather (not limited to icing 
conditions) preflight inspection 
procedures. 

(7) Techniques for recognizing
contamination on the aircraft. 
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Other areas that should be included 
as appropriate are: . 

(1) Who is responsible for actual 
deicing/anti-icing for the certificate 
holder (t!1e certificate holder or a 
con trac tor). 

(2] Any other systems installed on the 
;i ircraft that may provide the pilot with 
information concerning contamination 
on the aircraft. 

(3) Procedures to be followed if the 
deicing/ anti -icing is inte:-ru;:,ted for any
reason. 

 

 

(4) For personnel other than flight 
crewmembers. operation and 
capabilities of deicing/ anti-icing 
equipment as well as any equipment
required to inspect the aircraft after 
deicing/ anti-icing. 

Thi: Use of Holdover Times 

Holdover time is the es timated time 
the app li cation of deicing or anti- icing 
t1 u1d will prevent the adherence of frost. 
ice . or snow on the treated surfaces of 
an aircraft. Holdover time begins when 
aircraft ground deicing / anti -icing 
commences and expires when the 
deicing / anti-icing fluid applied to the 
aircraft wings. control ~rfaces. 
propellers. engine inlets. and other 
critical surfaces loses its effectiveness. 

The Society of Automotive Engineers 
(SAE) has taken the lead in deve lop ing 
holdO\·er time guidelines for particular 
freezing point depressant fluids (e.g .. 
Association of European Airlines Type I 
and Type ll fiuids) . SAE has taken into 
consideration a number of variab les. 
such as type of fluid. wing surface 
temperature. type of precip'itation. etc .. 
that individually or in combi:1ation with 
others increase a decrease ho ldover 
time. 

The certificate ho lder would de velop 
for its approved program holdover 
time tables based upon information from 
the SAE-developed tab les. the particular 
aircraft manufacturer. and the deicing/ 
anti-icing fluid manufacturer. The 
certificate holder would develop and use 
approved procedures regarding its flight 
crewmembers ' use of these tables. The 
certifi cate holder's procedures would 
include provisions for its flight 
crewmembers to determine holdover 
times following aircraft deicing/ anti­
icing and would prohibit takeoff 
following expiration of the holdover 
time unless approved alternative actions 
are taken. 

For certain airplanes without wing 
leading edge devices (i.e .. airplanes 
commonly referred to as ··hard wing"), 
AirNorthiness Directives issued by the 
FAA require a pretakeoff inspection 
whether or not a holdover time has been 
exceeded. Certificate holders operating 
these ha rd wing airplanes must inc lude 

the procedures required by these ADs in 
their ground deicing/anti-icing 
programs. The FAA invites conunents 
on the need for a mandatory pretakeoff 
inspection requirement for any other 
airplane types. 

Takeoff after the expiration of any 
holdover time would be permitted only 
if-{1) a pretakeoff inspection has 
ensured that the wings, control surfaces. 
propellers. engine inlets. and other 
critical surfaces are free of frost ice. 
snow; (2) it is otherwise determined that 
these surfaces are free of frost. ice, or 
snow: or (3) the wings. control surfaces. 
propellers. engine inlets, and other 
critical surfaces have been redeiced and 
a new holdover time has been 
determined. A pretakeoff inspection is 
an inspection of the wings. control 
surfaces. propellers. engine inlets. and 
other critical surfaces conducted within 
five minutes prior to implementing 
takeoff. This -inspection may be 
accomplished from either inside or 
outside the aircraft depending on the 
aircraft's design. Critical surfaces may 
be "otherwise determined" to be free of 
contamination. if. for example, 
precipitation has ended ambient 
temperature has risen significantly. or 
approved new techniques have been 
developed for determining whether any 
surfaces are contaminated. 

The certificate holder will develop 
procedures to allow flight crewmembers 
to increase or decrease the determined 
holdover time if changing conditions 
warrant. The certificate holder will also 
develop procedures to allow a pilot in 
command to require a pretakeoff 
inspection whenever the pilot in 
command believes one is warranted. 

The requirement that holdover times 
may not be exceeded unless a 
pretakeoff inspection is accomplished is 
consistent with a recommendation from 
one of the working groups at the 
conference. There was not. however. 
conference-wide .consensus oo this 
issue. Therefore, ·the FAA invites 
comments on whether exceeding 
holdover times should be prohibited. In 
particular. the FAA is interested in 
receiving specific information about the 
cost. if any. that would be caused by a 
prohibition on exceeding holdover times 
and about alternative procedures that 
could ensure an equivalent level of 
safety. 

Inspection Procedures 

1n addition to procedures for the flight 
crewmembers to scan the visible areas 
of the aircraft. each approved ground 
deicing/anti-icing program would have 
to include complete pretakeoff 
inspection procedures (I.e.• visual. 
tactile. aids. etc.). This inspection must 

be accomplished from outside the 
aircraft unless the program specifies 
otherwise. Pretakeoff inspection 
procedures would be required to cover a 
variety of contingencies. For example. if 
weather conditions significantly 
improve after a deicing, it is possib le 
that a holdover time could be extended 
so that no pretakeoff inspection is 
required. Or. if weather conditions 
deteriorate. it may be necessary to 
shorten the originally determined 
holdover time. 

The pretakeoff inspection procedures 
would include coordination procedures 
between all personnel involved in the 
inspection. If a facility is available for a 
remote pretakeoff inspection. 
procedures for that inspection would be 
covered in the program. 

Implementation ofProgram 

The effective date for all part 121 
certificate holders. as stated in the 
proposed rule. is November 1. 1992. A 
certificate holder who intends to operate 
in icing conditions on or after November 
1. 1992. would have lo have an approved 
program and would have to operate in 
compliance with that program. A 
certificate holder who does not have an 
approved program or has not 
implemented its program. would not be 
allowed to operate aircraft in icing 
conditions on or after November 1. 1992. 
unless ii uses the alternative inspection 
procedure described below. 

The FAA is aware that requiring all 
flight cremembers and other affected 
personnel (e.g .. aircraft dispatchers. 
maintenance crews. contract personnel) 
to be fully trained and qualified by the 
effective date could be impractical for 
some certificate holders both financially 
and logistically. Therefore. in instances 
where training cannot be completed as 
part of a certificate holder"s initial and 
recurrent training programs by the 
effective date. the certificate holder may 
submit for approval with Its program a 
training implementation plao. For 
example. a certificate holder could 
implement the training requirements by 
providing initial training to flight 
crewmembers and other personnel by 
mailing to them a video cassette. written 
training and qualification materials . or 
computer-based instruction that 
explains and instructs on procedures 
contained in the certificate holder 's 
deicing/ anti-icing program. 

The FAA recognizes that. given the 
short compliance time proposed for this 
rule. some certificate holders may be 
unable to submit a program in time for 
approval prior to the effective date . 
Other certificate holders who seldom t1y 
in ground deicing conditions may 
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determine that it is impractical to 
develop a deicing program. Therefore. in 
proposed paragraph (d). the rule would 
allow continued operations under 
§ 121.629 if the certifica !e hoider 
includes in its operations specificat ions 
and complies with a requirement that. 
any time conditions are such that frost. 
ice. or snow may reasonably be 
e,cpected to adhere to the aircraft. no 
aircraft will take off unless it has been 
inspected to ensure that the wings. 
control surfaces. propellers. engine 
inlets. and other critical surfaces are 
free of frost. ice. or snow. This 
inspection must occur within five 
minutes before takeoff. The inspection 
must be accomplished from outside the 
airplane. The FAA im·ites comments on 
this alternative inspection procedure. 

Long-Term FAA Actions 

As the background portion of this 
preamble states. the prob lem of airplane 
ground deicing/ anti-icing is much 
broader than just the issue of the last· 
minute decision of a piiot in command 
on whether to attempt a takeoff. Airport 
and air traffic control procedures. 
airplane design. and other areas have 
been addressed in NTSB 
recommendations and were addressed 
at the Reston Conference. The F.M and 
the aviation industry are continuing 
their efforts to address these related 
issues. Efforts is some areas. such as 
airport and air traffic control 
procedures. are already underway and 
will continue concurrently with this 
rulemaking. Other efforts . such as 
potential design changes that require 
long-term research. will be undertaken. 
either by the FAA or as joint 
government /industry projects. subject to 
available funding . 

This rulemak ing. when implemented. 
will ensure that he FA.A,, and part 121 
certificate holders have taken every 
practical step possible to improve safety 
in icing conditions before the 1992/1993 
winter season. In this regard. the FAA is 
aware that part 121 certificate holders 
have already. under the leadership of 
the ATA. taken steps to develop a 
standard model industry program that 
would meet the goals of this rulemaking. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The reporting and recor<lkeeping 
requirement associated with this rul'e is 
being submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget for approval in 
accordance with 44 U.S.C. chapter 35 
under the following: 

DOT No:_ 
OMBNo: New. 
Administration: FAA. 
Title: Aircraft Ground Deicing and 

Anti-icing Program. 

Need for Information: If adopted this 
NPRM requires each part 121 air carrier
certificate holder develop an FAA 
approved ground deicing."anti-icing 
program. 

 

Proposed Use of this Information: The
FAA requires this information to 
evaluate each certificate holders 
proposed program and ensure certificate
holders are operating at the highest 
possible level of safety during ground 
icing conditions. 

Frequency: One-time. 
Burden Estimate: 7616 total hours. 
Respondents: Part 121 certificate 

holders. 
Fo."7Tls(s}: None. 
Average Burden Hours per 

Respondent: 144. 

 

 

For further information contact: The 
Information Requirements Division. M­
34. Office of the Secretary of 
Transportation. 400 Seventh Street. SW.. 
Washington. DC 20590, (202) 366-4735 or 
the Office of Management and Budget. 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Desk Office for the FAA. New 
Executive Office Building. room 3228. 
Washington. DC 20503, (202) 39~7340. It 
is requested that the comments sent to 

·0MB also be sent to the FAA 
rulemaking docket for this proposed 
action. 

Regulatory E\·alu.alion Summary 

This section summarizes the 
regulatory evaluation prepared by the 
FAA. The regulatory evaluation 
provides more detailed information on 
estimates of the potential economic 
consequences of this proposal. This 
summary and the evaluation quantify. to
the extent practicable. estimated costs 
of the rule to the private sector. 
consumers. and Federal. State. and local
governments. and also the anticipated 
benefits. 

 

 

 

Executive Order 12291. dated 
February 17. 1981, directs Federal 
agencies to promulgate new regulations 
or modify e,cisting regulations only if 
potential benefits to S()Ciety for each 
regulatory change outweigh potential 
costs. The order also requires the 
preparation of a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis of all "major" rules except 
those responding to emergency 
situations or other narrowly defined 
exigencies. A "major" rule is one that is 
likely to result in an annuaf effect on the
economy of Sl00 million or more. a 
major increase in consumer costs. or a 
significant adverse effect on 
competition. 

The FAA has determined that this 
proposal is not "major" as defined in the
executive order. Therefore. a full 
regulatory impact analysis. which 
includes the identification and 

 

evaluation of cost-reducing 11lternativ1:.; 
to the proposal has not been prepared. 
Instead. the ag<.?ncy has prepared a more 
concise document termed a "regulatory 
evaluation:· .,...hich analyzes only this 
proposal without identifying 
alternatives. In addition to a summary of 
the regulatory evaluation. this section 
also contains an initial regulatory 
fle,cibility determination required by thP. 
1980 Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 
96-354) and an international trnde 
impact assessment. If the reader desires 
more detailed economic information that 
this summary contains. then he or she 
should consult the regulatory evaluation 
contained in the docket. 

Costs 

For those elements of the proposed 
rule for which the FAA was able to 
estimate costs. the total present value 
cost of the proposed rde was estimated 
to be $38.6 million. Of this total. the 31 
large part 121 air carriers. or those thc1t 
own or operate more than nine 
airplanes. would incur present value 
costs of $37.8 million. The 22 small part 
121 carriers would incur present value 
costs of $710,000. The present value cost 
a68ociated with the purchase and 
operating of deicing equipment is $18.5 
million. Appro,cimately $18.0 million of 
this total would be incurred by large 
part 121 air carriers and $508.000 would 
be incurred by small part 121 air 
carriers. About $18.5 million of the total 
present value cost representing 48 
percent of the estimated total would 
occur the first year. 

To more accurately detennine the 
total cost impact of this proposed ru!e . 
the FAA solicits comment on the 
following items. 

1. Initially the change in procedures 
may add to delays already experienced 
during ground icing conditions. The FAA 
is uncertain as to the magnitude of such 
delays and seeks comment on this issue . 
including any methodology that could be 
uaed to measure this variable. Examples 
of information that would be of value 
include. but are not limited to. the 
following: 

• The difference in delays that air carriers 
experience when usill8 Type 1 and Type 2 
nuids. 

• The added time and as1ociated cost (111 

variou.a airports! to return for a second 
deicing (including the number of airplanes 
that have been delayed due to coming b11ck 
for an additional or second deicing). 

• The secondary effect of delays on the 
now of air traffic. This includes airplanes 
w11itill8 in queue to land or takeoff at the 
affected airport II well as on operators at 
other connect ing hubs. 
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:?. Initial deicing will occur at the gate 
or at a central deicing station. The FAA 
seeks ,::omment on the wav airlines 
would perform deicing and ad<li!!onal 
deicing under the proposed ruie . 

3. There may be a switch to Type 2 

tluids in later years to allow for longer 
holdover times . The FAA seeks 

comment on the likelihood that Type 2 
fluids will replace Type 1 iluids in the 

future. 








4. Pa:t 121 air carriers wiil also inc:ir 
costs at foreign airports where ic:ing 
conditions rr.ay occur. What is the 
extent of icing at these airports. and 
how much will it cost to comply with the 
proposed rule? 

Delay Costs 

Th;s sec tio n on de'.ay costs is divided 
into two parts . PaM I is an exp!ana!ory 
overview on the avai!abii iry of delay 
da ra to the FAA. Part [I desc:~1i:Jes a 
methodology tha t could be emµ lnyed to 
measure potennal incremental delay 
costs . 

Pc:-: l-.4. vc:'/.:ibi!ir_~· of De!:;_~· Da,c 

Air traffic conL1"'Ql (ATC) personnel 
throughout the U.S. gather information 
daily required oy the FAA. That 
information includes. among others. how 
many tl1ghts were de!aved more than 15 
minutes and the reasuri°!I for those 
del ays. Data is colle<:ted for use in 
reports to Congress. reports to users of 
the Nat1onal Airspace System. and fo r 
statistical purposes . FAA Order 
6040.158. the National Airspace 
Performance Report ing System. sets 
fJ rih requiremen ts and procedures as 
guidance for reporting interruptions to 
faciiities and services in the National 
Air~pace System. It requires that 
interruptions be reported in a uniform 
manner using standard definitions. 
cnteria. procedures. and terminology. ln 
addition. this order establishes 
requirements and procedures for 
reporti r.g air traffic delays and air traffic 
counts. These delays result from the Air 
Traffic Control System detaining an 
aircraft at the gate. short of the runway. 
on the runway. on a taxiway and / or in a 
holding configuration en route. This 
Order defines weather related delays as 
delays to aircraft resulting from weather 
conditions which result in arrival. 
departure and / or en route dela vs. It 
defines weather related delays ·due to 
snow and ice as "poor or nil braking 
action because of snow or ice on 
runways. snow removal operationft. and 
runways closed by snow." The 
definiti on does not include 
contamination of aircraft surfaces . 

The FAA Office of Air Traffic System 
Management generated a computer 
dclnbase of <>1 r carrier departure dela~.::!I 

reportedly dt1e to snow and ice for the 
period June 1-990 to May 1992. Between 
June 1. 1990. and Mav 31. 1991. and 
between June 1. 1991. and May 31. 1992. 
there were a total of 2.0'>8 delays and 
1.194 such delays. respectively. 
However. as the samples below 
demonstrate "snow and ice.. delays are
not related to delays attributable to 
contamination of aircraft surfaces. 

 

The FAA examined the time period 
surrounding two icing related accidents 
to determine if delays due to snow and 
ice were reported during that time. The 
first accident ocCWTed at Cleveland­
Hopkins International Airport on 
February 17. 1991 at 12:1!} a.m. No 
weather delays (for snow and ice or any 
other conditions) were reported et 
Cleveland-Hopkins on this day. The 
second accident occurred at LaGuardia 
International Airport on March 22. 1992. 
about 9:30 p.m. (Although the NTSB has 
not made a finding in this accident. we 
know that LaGuardia had experienced 
some periods of snow during that day.) 
There were 2:? snow and ice air carrier 
delays reported on March Z2 due to 
snow at LaGuardia. however. these 
delays occurred between 2 and 2:35 a.m. 
The FAA examination of the database 
revealed there were no snow or-fee 
c:e! ays reported to the FAA Air Traffic 
Operat ions Management System during 
the time period these two accidents 
occurred. In other words. during two 
recent icing accidents. there were no 
delays attributed to snow and ice. 
Accordingly. the FAA concludes that 
snow and ice delays as reported 
pursuant to FAA Order 6040.15B do not 
correlate with ground icing conditions 
on critical aircraft surfaces. Further. 
given reliable data showing those delays 
due to contamination of aircraft 
surfaces. the FAA would still find it 
difficult to distinguish between those 
delays that would normally occur under 
the present rule and those that might 
occur under the proposed rule. 

Part II-Delay Cost Metf,odology 
As stated above, whet.her there are 

any delays resulting from the proposed 
rule cannot be reliably esti;nated at this 
ti me. In order to estimate potential delay 
costs. several prerequisite variables 
would have to be examined. The 
following is a general step-by-step . 
procedure to estimate potenHal delay 
costs: 

Step t. Determine the tot.al number of 
severe winter weather delays that take place. 
pnmardy between November and March. 

Step :?. Adjust downward the nwnber of 
ddays caused by severe winter weather. by 
subtracung those delays that would not re5ult 
from ice. snow. or frost. An example of 
deiays to be subtracted from the total would 

be thoee delays due to weather where the
airport was closed. 

 

Step 3. The result ia the number of flighls 
potentially delayed by the proposed rule. 
Some flights wiil need a pretakeoff 
inspection. which could delay takeoff. If no 
ice is found. the delay would be. at most. the 
time taken to make the pretakeoff inspection. 
If ice is found. the aircraft mu!t he re-deiced. 
No delay attributed to the proposed rule 
would occur where pretakeoff inspections 
show the presence of ice. Under the existing 
rule. the airplane is currently not allowed to 
takeoff if there ia ice on the critical surfaces. 
The cost of returning could be attributed to 
the existing rule. 

The remaining number of delays. 
which is likely to represent a low 
percentage of the total number of delavs 
in the system. would be representativ; 
of the baseline to measure delays 
associated with this proposed rule. The 
FAA requests information on the 
incremental delay cost factor that can 
be used to formulate the best possible 
final rule. 

Benefits 

The FAA expects the proposed rule to 
generate total potential safety benefits 
estimated at S230 million (10 years. 1991 
dollars). On a discounted basis. total 
potential benefits would amount to an 
e:mmated $136 million. This discounted 
total estimate of benefits is comprised of 
$125 million for significantly reducing 
the likelihood of ice-related accidents 
for passenger-<:arrying part 121 
airplanes and $11 million for part 121 
cargo airplanes. The derivation of these 
benefits were derived from two 
categories: (1) Part 121 passenger­
carrying air carriers and (2) part 121 
cargo-carrying air carriers. Each of these 
categories is discussed belcw. 

Part 121 Passenger Carrier Benefits 

Under the current rule. it is the 
responsibility of the pilot to decide 
whether ice. frost. or snow has 
accumulated on the structure of an 
airplane. This decision can be very 
difficult to make. especially when the 
airplane is sitting at the end of a runway 
waiting to take off during inclement 
weather. It is at these times that the 
likelihood of the pilot making the wrong 
decision is greatest. 

Over the past 15 years. there have 
been five passenger-carrying air carrier 
accidents where ice. frost. .or snow 
accumulations on the airplane was the 
primary factor. These accidents resulted 
in 135 fatalities and 66 serious injuries. 
In addition, four of the airplanes were 
destroyed end the other sustaLr1ed 
substantial damage. 

Based on estimated historical accident 
and casualty rates. the FAA expects 
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that ovt!r the next 10 years. 
approximdte!y 4 accidents will occur. 
with 131 fotalities and 64 serious 
injuries. The present value dollar 
benefits of pre\'e!lting these accidents 
and r.asuall1es. is estimated to be $166 
millio:i (discounted). 

The FAA has attemptt!d to develop a 
proposed rule that would be 100 percent 
effective in preventing all accidents by 
incorporating program development. 
training. testing. capital equipment. 
maintcntince. etc. There is some 
uncertainty. however. as to how 
effective these components would be. It 
is conceivable that some aircraft could 
pass through the system due. in part. to 
human error and adverse weather 
conditions. thereby. reducing the 
effectiveness of the proposed rule. 
While the actual effectiveness rate 
wot:ld be lower than 100 percent. the 
FAA estimates that a rate of 75 percent 
rate would reflect the reality of 
correcting a problem that is influenced 
by a multitude of factors (weather. 
human error. etc.). Multiplying the S166 
million benefits by the 75 percent 
effectiveness rate results in adjusted 
benefits of $125 million ($166 million X 
.7S). 

Part 121 Cargo Carrier Benefits 

The proposed rule would also 
potentially reduce accidents among 
large part 121 cargo aircraft. Over the 
past eight years. there have been three 
accidents involving large cargo aircraft. 
These three accidents resulted in two 
fatalit ies and two serious injuries. Two 
of the aircraft were substantially 
damaged and one was destroyed. 

Based on these rates. over the next 10 
years. there would be approximately 4 
accidents . 3 fatalities and 3 serious 
injuries. The estimated value of these 
potential cargo accidents would be $15 
million (discounted). Multiplying the $15 
million in cargo benefits by the 75 
percent effectiveness rate results in 
adjusted benefits of $11 million ($15 
million x .7S) . 

In conclusion. the proposed rule 
would enhance air carrier safety under 
conditions of groWld icing. The proposed 
rule would reduce pilot error related to 
taking off with ice on the airframe by 
using holdover times and ground 
inspection. The proposed rule is 
expected to generate pctential total 
benefits over the next ten years 
estimated at $136 million (discounted) . 

Cone fusion 

The FAA estimates the discounted 
present value cost of the proposed rule. 
excluding the cost of delays. is about 
539 million over the next 10 years. This 
includes the cost of plan development. 

training. qualification testing. and 
capital expenditures. This estimate also 
does not include the cost of overseas 
operations. The FAA seeks comment on 
the extent of these costs. 

The benefits of this proposed rule are 
estimated at $136 million (discounted) 
over the next decade. These benefits are 
deri',..·ed from avoided accidents due to 
reduced risk during ground icing 
conditions. 

The FAA did not estimate the cost of 
delays and overseas operations for this 
proposed rule. If the present value cost 
of delays and overseas operations is 
less than approximately $97 million. this 
proposed rule would still be cost 
beneficial. 

International Trade Impact 

The proposed rule is not expected to 
have a significant incremental impact on 
international trade. This assessment is 
based on the belief that while U.S. part 
121 opefators are expected to incur total 
compliance costs of $54 million 
(!l!ldiscounted). they would not be 
placed at a competitive trade 
disadvantage. 

The average cost of an international 
round trip airplane ticket is 
approximately $650. With a potential 
average cost increase of 4 cents per 
round trip ticket representing less than 
one-hundredth of a percent of the total 
cost of a ticket (without consideration of 
potential delay costs). the likelihood of 
U.S. air carrier3 being placed at a 
competitive trade disadvantage 
becomes extremely remote. For a more 
detailed analysis. the reader is referred 
to the full international trade impact 
assessment contained in the docket. 

Initial Regulatory F1exibility 
Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RFA) was enacted by Congress to 
ensure that small entities (small 
business and ,mall not-for-profit 
organizations that are independently 
owned and operated. and small 
government jurisdictions} are not 
W1necessarily and disproportionately 
burdened by Federal regulations. The 
RFA requires regulatory agencies to 
review rules that may have "a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities." 'A. 
substantial number of 1mall entities 
means a number that is not less than 
eleven and that is more than one-third of 
the smaU entities subject to a proposed 
or existing rule. 

The proposed rule potentially impacts 
operators of an aircraft for hire with 
nine aircraft owned but not necessarily 
operated. Of the 53 active U.S. 
commercial domestic carriers. the FAA 

has identified 22 of them that cwn or 
operate nine or fewer airplanes ur.der 
cart 121. The FAA has determined that 
this is a substantial number since all 22 
of these small entities are expected 10 

be affected by the propost!d rule. 
To determine whether there is a 

significant cost impact on small part 121 
operators. the annualized cost of the 
proposed rule must exceed the 
annualized cost threshold established 
by FAA Order 2100.14A. The threshold 
established by the Order for scheduled 
operators of aircraft for hire falls under 
two categories. The first category is 
scheduled operators whose entire fleet 
has a seating capacity of over 60. The 
cost threshold for these operators is 
$112.600. The second category is other 
scheduled operators with seating · 
capacities less than 60. Their cost 
threshold is $62.900. 

The FAA estimated the annualized 
cost of the proposed rule to an 
individual small operator to be $7.110. 
This number was derived by first 
summing the undiscounted costs for 
small operators. These costs are: 

Initial Plan Development... ..........._...... SS.145 

Initial Training ....... ·-·- ····· ....... ... -.. ........ 80.436 
Qualification Testing ..... ... - ........ .... .. ..... :?01 .090 
Initial Capital .................................... .... .. '.:89 .440 

ReculTing Maintenance & Operal · 
ing Co111 ... ·-·-······- ······...................... 384.990 


Total Undiscounled Costs .... .... 961 .1 01 


The $961.101 total cost is then divided 
by the 22 small operators to get the 
$43.686 average undiscounted cost for 
any single small operator. This number 
is then multiplied by a capital recovP.ry 
factor of .16275 (l(r.l{. interest rate for 10 
years) to give an annualized ccst of 
$7.110. 

The $7.110 annualized cost does not 
exceed the $62.900 cost threshold 
prescribed above. Thus. the proposed 
rule would not impose a significant cost 
on a substantial number of small Part 
121 operators. 

Environmental Auessment 

The proposed rule is a federal act ion 
that is subject to National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Under applicable guidelines of the 
President's CoW1cil on Environmental 
Quality and agency procedures 
implementing NEPA. the FAA will 
prepare an environmemal assessment 
(EA) to determine the· need for an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) or 
whether a finding of no significant 
impact (FONSI) would be appropriate . 
40 CFR 1501.3. FAA Order 1050.10. 
appendix 7. par. 3(a). 
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The FAA's preliminary review 
suggests that an EIS would not be 
required. The FAA believes that the rule 
will not promo:e significant additional 
use of the current Type I deicing fluid . 
However. the FAA invites comments on 
anv environmental issues associated 
with this proposed rule. and specifically 
requests comments on the following: (1) 
Whether the proposed rule will increase 
th e use of Type I de icing flu id. (2) 
whether the proposed rule will 
encourage the use of Type Il deicing 
fluid. (3) the impact. if any. of using 
these deicing fluids on taxiways " just 
prior to takeoff." and (4) containment 
methods currently used that can be 
adopted to other locations on an a irport. 

Upon receiving public comments on 
these issues. the FAA will, after 
consideration of all relevant issues. 
determine the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed ground deicing 
ar.d anti-icing rule. 

Federalism Implications 

The changes proposed by this NPRM 
would not have a substantial direct 
effect on the States. on the relationship 
between the National Government and 
the Slates. or on the dis tri bution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
v'3rious levels of government. Therefore. 
in accordance w,th Executive Order 
1Z612. it is determined that the proposed 
arr.endments would not have federaii sm 
im?lications requiring the preporation of 
a Federalism Assessment. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, and based on the findings in 
th e initial Regulatory Fle;,ubility 
Oetenmna tion and the International 
Trade Imi;act Analysis, the FAA has 
deterrr.inPd that this l)roposed regulation 
is no'. m;: 1 :.i r under uecutive Order 
12291 . In add1t1on. the FAA certifies that 
this proposal. if adopted. will not have a 
sigruficant economic impact. positive or 
negauve. or: a substantial number of 
small entities under the criteria of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. This proposal 
is considered significant under Order 
DOT 21 00.5. Policies and Procedures for 
Simpl ification. Anaiysis. and Review of 
Regulations. A draft regulatory 
evaluation of the proposal. induding an 
Initial Regulatory F!exibility 
Determination and international Trade 
Impact Analysis. has been placed in the 
docket. A copy may be obtained by 
con:acting the person idenufieri under 
"FOR l'URTHER INFORMATION CONTACT." 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 121 

Air safety. Air transportation. 
A\'iat!on s;ifeiy. Reporting and 

recordkeeping requirements. Safety. 
Transportation. 

The Proposed Amendment 

In consideiat1on of the foregoing. the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
proposes to amend part 121 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (i4 CFR 
part 121) as follows: 

PART 121-CERTIFICATION AND 
OPERATIONS: DOMESTIC, FLAG. ANO 
SUPPLEMENT AL AIR CARRIERS ANO 
COMMERCIAL OPERATORS OF 
LARGE AIRCRAFT 

1. The authority citation for part 121 
continues to read as follows : 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a). 1355. 1356. 
1357. 1401. 1421-1430. 147:!. 1485. and 1502; 49 
U.S.C. 106(g] (revised. Pub. l.. 97~9. January 
12. 1963). 

2. Section 121.629 is amended by 
ievising paragraph (b) and by adding 
new paragraphs (c) and (d) to read as 
follows: · 

§ 121.629 Operation in Icing conditions. 

(b) No person may take off an aircraft 
when frost. ice. or snow is adhering to 
the wings. control surfaces. propellers, 
engine inlets. or other critical surfaces of
the aircraft or when the takeoff would 
not be in compliance with paragraph (c) 
of this section. 

 

(c) Except as provided in paragraph 
(d) of this section, on or after November 
1. 1992. no person may dispatch, release. 
or take off an aircraft any time 
conditions are such that frost ice. or 
snow may reasonably be expected to 
adhere to the aircraft. unless the 
certificate holder has an approved 
deicing program in its operations 
specifications and unless the dispatch. 
release. and takeoff comp!}'· with that 
program. The approved deicmg program 
must include al least the following 
items: 

(1) A detaiied description of­
(i) How the certificate holder 

determines that conditions at an airport 
are such that frost. ice, or snow may 
reasonably be expected to adhere to the 
aircraft and that ground deicing/anti ­
icing operational procedures must be in 
effect; 

(ii) Who is responsible for deciding 
that ground deicing/anti-icing 
operational procedures must b.e in 
effect: 

(iii) The operational procedures for 
implementing ground deicing/anti-icing 
operational procedures: 

(iv) The specific duties and 
responsibil1t1es of each operational 
position or group responsible for getting 
the aircroft. safely airborne while ground 

deicing/ a.1ti-icing operational 

procedures are in effect. 


(2) Initial and annual recurrent ground 
training and qualification testing for 
flight crewmembers and all other 
affected personnel (e.g.. aircraft 
dispatchers. maintenance crews. 
contract personne l/ concerning the 
specific requirements of the approved 
program and each person's . 
responsibilities and duties under the 
approved program. specifically covering 
the following areas: 

(i) The use of holdover times. 
(ii) Aircraft deicing/ anti-icing 

inspection procedures and 

responsibilities. 





f 


 




(i ii) Communications procedures. 
(iv) Aircraft surface contamination 

(i.e., adherence of frost, ice. or snow} 
and critical area identification. and how 
contamination adversely affects aircraft 
performance and flight characteristics. 

(v) Types and characteristics o
deicing/ anti-icing fluids. 


(vi) Cold weather preflight inspection
procedures. 

(vii) Techniques for recognizing 
contamination on the aircraft. 


(3) The certificate holder's holdover 
times. specific to each aircraft type. and 
the procedures for the use of these times 
by the certificate holder's personnel. 
Holdover lime is the estimated time the 
application of deicing or anti-icing fluid 
will prevent the adherence of frosL ice. 
or snow on the treated surfaces of an 
aircraft. Holdover time begins when 
aircraft ground deicing/ anti-icing 
commences and expires when the 
deicing/anti-icing fluid applied to the 
aircraft wings. control surfaces. 
propellers. engine inlets, and other 
critical surfaces loses its effectiveness. 
The holdover times must be supported 
by data acceptable to the Administrator. 
The certificate holder's program must 
include procedures for flight 
crewmembers to increase or decrease 
the determined holdover time in 
changing conditions. The program must 
provide that takeoff after the expiration 
of any holdover time is permitted only 
when at least one of the following 
conditions exists: 

(i) A pretakeoff inspection. as defined
in paragraph (cl(4) of this section. 
determines that the wings. control 
surfaces, propellers. engine inlets . and 
other critical surfaces are free of frost. 
ice. or snow. 

 

~
· 







(ii) It is othP.rwise determined bv an 
alternate procedure approved by the 

Administrator in accordance W1th the 

certificate holder 's approved program 
that the wings. control surfaces, 

propellers. engine inlets, and other 
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t;i,i~ l surface~ arc free of f:r.11'L ice. or 
snow. 

(iii) T:.e win~s. control S1!.-iaces. 
propellers. engir:e inlets. and othe~ 
crirical surfaces are redeiced and a new 
ho:dover time is de:em:ined. 

(.;\ Aircrait deic:ng/ anti-icin~ 
inspec!:on procedures and 
responsibilities and pretalteoff 
inspection procedures and 
responsibilities for use when a holdovl'r 
time haa been exceeded. A pretalceoff 
inspection is an inspection of the wings. 
control surfaces. propellers. engine 
Inlets. and other critical 1urface1 

conducted " "ithin fri,;e minut.::s prior to 
irr.p!eme,tin~ :akaof!'. This ir:spec:ion 
must be accomplished from outaide th~ 
a ircraft unless the prograr.: specifies 
otherwise. 

(d) A certi!ica!e holder may contin~e 
to Oi)erate under this section without a 
program aa required in paragraph (c) of
this section. if it includes in its 
cperations apecificationa a requirement
thaL any time conditiona are auch that 
froat. iae. or ,now may reaaonably be 
expected to adhere to the aircraft. no 
aircraft will take off unlesa it ha, been 
inapected to enaure that the wings. 

 

 

~=-----­

central surfaces. propel!e,s. e!"'.gi~c 
inle ts. and other critical !urfaces a: .. 
frEe of frost. ice. and anow. The 
inspectiun must occur within five 
minutes prior to implementing ta~ecfT. 
Thia inspection mual be acccmplish~d 
from out1ide the aircraft. 

la,ued in WHhington. DC on Ju!} 17. 1~.:. 

Tboma C. Accardi. 
Director. Flight Standards ~nric:e. 
(FR Doc. m,..17354 Piled 7-21~ 8:45 amJ 
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Attachment 3 

UNl7~:': 57~TES EN '/ IRON'v1EI\JTAL PROTECTION ,.!,.GE~C Y 

MAY 7 1992 

Mr. Charles M. Barclay 
Executive Vice President 
American Association of Airport Executives 
4212 King Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22302 

Dear Mr. Barclay: 

Thank you for your letter of November 1, 1991, in which you 
express concern about apparent conflicts between safety policies 
of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and environmental 
programs administered by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). You specifically express concern about the effect the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm 
water permitting program will have on airport de-icing operations
and the impact other environmental regulations will ha ve on 
aircraft rescue and firefighting practice. 

 

I want to assure you that EPA is strongly committed to 
ensuring that environmental requirements are implemented in ways 
that have no adverse impact on air transportation safety. U~der 
the NPDES storm water permitting program, prohibitions on the use 
of de-icing compounds are not anticipated. To the contrary, the 
first round of storm water permits will generally require that 
most regulated airports develop and implement pollution 
prevention plans to prevent or minimize contamination of storm 
water discharges by de-icing compounds. This can be accomplished 
in a variety of ways which do not necessitate discontinuing 
usage. I have enclosed a booklet describing the requirements for 
submitting storm water permit applications to provide you more 
information on this new program. 

Indicative of our sensitivity to your concerns, on 
November 25, 1991, representatives from several EPA offices met 
with representatives of the airline industry to discuss the 
implications of the comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) on the use of 
airport de-icing compounds, in particular ethylene glycol, the 
most commonly used de-icing compound, now listed a~ a hazardous 
air pollutant under section 112 of the 1990 amended Clean Air 
Act. In response, on February 4, 1992, Don R. Clay, Assistant 
~dministrator for the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
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Response, issued a directive on the "federally permit~ed 
releases" previsions of CERCLA and the continuous release 
reporting regulation as they relate to releases of ethylene 
glycol during aircraft de-icing operations. I have enclosed a 
copy of the directive for your reference. 

In regard to aircraft rescue and firefighting practice 
involving burn pits, I have directed EPA staff to follow up with 
the FA.A on the issues you have raised. I appreciate your having 
brought these concerns to my attention. 

I reassure you that EPA is endeavoring to administer 
requirements applicable to airports under the NPDES storm water 
program, CERCLA and other environmental programs that are wholly 
consistent with the regulations and safety policies of other 
agencies, including the FA.A's. 

I hope that this lett~r addresses your concerns. If you
have any questions, please feel free to contact 
LaJuana s. Wilcher, Assistant Administrator for Water or 
Cynthia C. Dougherty, Director, Permits Division, at 
( 202) 260-9545. 

 

' yours, 

E~closures 
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Attachment 2 

Memorandum 

U.S.Oeportment 
d icJnspOrTOfiOn 

~ral Aviation
Administration 

Subject : ACTION: Deicing Program Initiatives Date:

 

From: Assistant Administrator 
for Airports, ARP-1 

Reply to 
Attn. of:

To: All Regions 
ATTN: Manager, Airports Division 

Washington headquarters recently sponsored an International 
Conference on Airplane Ground Deicing which was held on 
May 28-29. In response to recommendations made at this 
conference, FAA has agreed to require by regulation that all 
Part 121 air carriers develop a deicing plan for their fleet of 
aircraft~ 

As a short-term initiative, headquarters also agreed to contact · 
the airports noted below and request them to serve as the focal 
point in setting up a meeting with their Part 121 air carriers 
and local FAA air traffic control representatives prior to the 
upcoming winter season. The purpose of this meeting is to 
assess the impacts of the air carriers' deicing plans and to 
develop a strategy for enhancing airport operations during 
periods when deicing activities are required. The goal is to 
have the initial meetings undertaken and strategies developed 
prior to the upcoming winter season. 

Our immediate concern is to target high activity airports that 
are most likely to encounter conditions in which deiced 
aircraft are susceptible to icing while awaiting departure 
clearance. The following 28 airports have been identified by 
the Air Transport Association as having a history of · 
significant operational delays and/or long taxiing distances 
and . fall into this category: 

Atlanta 
Baltimore 
Cincinnati 
Dallas-Fort Worth 
Washington-Dulles 
Kennedy Int'l 

Nashville 
Cleveland 
Washington-National 
Detroit 
Houston Intercont'l 
LaGuardia 

Boston 
Charlotte 
Denver 
Newark 
Indianapolis 
Kansas City 

-~ 

Can
ce

led



2 

Your airport has been identified as one in which such a 
meeting would be highly desirable. For this reason, we are 
asking your cooperation in undertaking this endeavor. 
Hopefully, working together, this initial effort will lead 
to significant improvements in aircraft and airport 
operations during icing conditions. 

We ~ppreciate your consideration of this request. If you 
have any questions regarding the implementation of this 
initiative, please contact the Airports Division Manager at 
the FAA Regional Office. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard L. Griggs, Jr. 
Assistant Administrator 

for Airports 
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Mr. David Suomi 

Deputy Commissioner 

Chicago Midway Airport 

5700 s. Cicero Avenue 

Chicago, IL 60638 


Mr. Jack Ranittza 

Acting 1st Deputy Commissioner 

Chicago O'Hare International Airport
P.O. Box 66142 

Chicago, IL 60666 


 


Mr. Robert Braun 
Director of Airports 
Detroit Metro-Wayne County Airport 
Leroy C. Smith Terminal Mezzanine 
Detroit, MI 48242 

Mr. Tim Anderson 
Director of Airports 
Minneapolis-St. Paul Int'l Airport 
Room 325, Lindbergh Terminal 
St. Paul, MN 55111 

Ms. Cynthia Rich 
Director, Dept. of Port Control 
Cleveland-Hopkins Int'l Airport 
5300 Riverside Drive 
Cleveland, OH 44135-3193 

Mr. Max Walker 
Acting Commissioner of Aviation 
Department of Aviation, City of Atlanta 
Hartsfield-Atlanta Int'l Airport 
Atlanta, Georgia 30320 

Mr. Thomas J. Orr 
Director of Aviation 
Charlotte/ Douglas Int'l Airport 
P.O. Box 19066 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28219 

Mr. Robert F. Holscher 
Director of Aviation 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky Int'l Airport
P.O. Box 75000 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45275 

 

Mr. Larry D. Cox 
President, Memphis Int'l Airpor
P.O. Box 30168 
Memphis, Tennessee 38130 

t 
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Gen. William G. Moore, Jr. 

USAF (Retired) 

President, Nashville Int'l Airport 

1 Terminal Drive, Suite 501 

Nashville,. Tennessee 37214 


Mr. John Brantley 
Director, Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority
Raleigh-Durham Int'l Airport 
P.O. Box 80001 

Raleigh-Durham Airport, NC 27623 


 

Mr. Keith Meurlin 

Manager, Dulles Int'l Airport 
P.O. Box 17045 

Washington, DC 20041 





Mr. Solomon Harp, III 
Manager, Baltimore-Washington Int'l 
Box 8766 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240-0766 

Mr. Richard~Rowe 
Manager, JFK Int'l Airport 
Building #141 
Jamaica, New York 11430 

Mr. Augustus Melton 
Manager, Washington National Airport 
M.A. - 100 
Washington, DC 20001 

Mr. George Peirce 
Manager, LaGuardia Airport 
Hangar #7 
Flushing, New York 11371 

Mr. Vincent Bonaventura 
Manager, Newark Int'l Airport 
Tower Road 
Newark, N.J. 07114 

Mr. William McQuade 
Manager, Greater Pittsburg Int'l Airport 
Room M134, Terminal Bldg. 
Pittsburg, PA 15231 

Mr. James Delong 
Manager, Philadelphia Int'l Airport 
3751 Island Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19153 
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Gen. William G. Moore, Jr. 

USAF (Retired) 

President, Nashville Int'l Airport 

1 Terminal Drive, Suite 501 

Nashville, . Tennessee 37214 


Mr. John Brantley 
Director, Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority 
Raleigh-Durham Int'l Airport 
P.O. Box 80001 

Raleigh-Durham Airport, NC 27623 


Mr. Keith Meurlin 
Manager, Dulles Int'l Airport
P.O. Box 17045 
Washington, DC 20041 

 

Mr. Solomon Harp, III 
Manager, Baltimore-Washington Int'l 
Box 8766 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240-0766 

Mr. Richard~Rowe 
Manager, JFK Int'l Airport 
Building #141 
Jamaica, New York 11430 

Mr. Augustus Melton 
Manager, Washington National Airport 
M.A. - 100 
Washington, DC 20001 

Mr. George Peirce 
Manager, LaGuardia Airport 
Hangar #7 
Flushing, New York 11371 

Mr. Vincent Bonaventura 
Manager, Newark Int'l Airport 
Tower Road 
Newark, N.J. 07114 

Mr. William McQuade 
Manager, Greater Pittsburg Int'l Airport 
Room Ml34, Terminal Bldg. 
Pittsburg, PA 15231 

Mr. James Delong 
Manager, Philadelphia Int'l Airport 
3751 Island Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19153 
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Dear: 

Recently, a number of questions have been raised about 
aircraft deicing practices and winter operating procedures. 
To address these concerns, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) sponsored an International Conference 
on Airplane Ground Deicing which was held during the week of 
May 25, 1992. This conference generated considerable 
information and recommendations directed toward improving 
airline winter operations. 

In accordance with new requirements to be issued by FAA, 
each air carrier, operating under FAR Part 121, will be 
required to develop an aircraft deicing plan for its 
operation. Some of these plans may have activities that 
could impact airport operations. This is particularly true 
at high activity airports with a history of significant 
operat ional delays and/ or long taxiing distances. 

At these airports, we are asking the airport operator to 
serve as a focal point in arranging a meeting with the air 
carriers and air traffic control tower personnel. The 
purpose of the meeting is to assess the impacts of the air 
carriers' deicing activities on airport operations and 
identify actions that can be taken by the air carriers, the 
control tower, and the airport operator to maximize the 
effectiveness and efficiency of operations during these 
periods. At this meeting, you may wish to address such 
issues as: aircraft deicing sites closer to the runways; 
the feasibility of having a secondary application of deicing 
fluid offered near departure runway ends; the implementation 
of air traffic operational strategies designed to reduce 
taxiing and holding delays for departing deiced aircraft; 
and the effects of changes in deicing procedures on local 
water quality. 
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Chicago-Midwa y 
Chicago-O'Hare 
Raleigh-Durham 
st. Louis 

Memphis 
Philadelphia
Seattle 

Minneapolis 
Pittsburgh 
Salt Lake City 

 

The attached letter has been sent to the operators of the above 
airports explaining this initiative and requesting their 
cooperation. You are requested to review this list with your 
regional Air Traffic Division Manager to determine whether 
other airports in your region should be added to this list 
based on the criteria set forth above. If you have 
recommendations, please submit them to AAS-1 for headquarters 
consideration ASAP in order that necessary followup actions can 
be taken. 

If you have any questions, please cont.act Chip Mudd, AAS-1. 

Attachment 
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