Attachment One


Unified Submission of the Dissenting Position to ARAC Cabin Safety Harmonization Working Group On Behalf of Members Representing AFA, APFA, ETF, IAM, IBT, and ITF,
in conjunction with SCISAFE.

FAR/JAR 25.813(c)

This document represents the dissenting position of CSHWG members belonging to the following organizations: the Association of Flight Attendants (AFA), the Association of Professional Flight Attendants (APFA), the International Association of Machinists (IAM), the European Transport Workers' Federation (ETF), the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT), and the International Transport Workers' Federation (ITF). The Survivors' Campaign to Improve Safety In Flight Equipment (SCISAFE) also supports the attached document.

Please find important edits to clarify the findings reported by CAMI 1995 (Questions 3, 7, 8, 9), our response to Question 10, and a table summarizing the different positions. 

Replace the second paragraph in the answer to Question 3 as noted below:

The requirements in FAR 25.813 (c) were based on testing that had shown improved evacuation rates for configurations in which passageway between the seat rows adjacent to the exit on the side containing three seats is 20 inches; subsequent testing in 1995 demonstrated that, when there was no hatch, access provided by a 13 inch passageway with a centerline offset of 6.5 inches is essentially equivalent to that provided by 20 inch passageway with a centerline offset of five inches
. Since 1995, the FAA has erroneously granted findings of an equivalent level of safety for the 13" configuration on aircraft with standard hatches. This has resulted in a reduced level of safety. Unfortunately, existing cabin safety research projects have not yet assessed subjects' ability to engage a self-disposing hatch and evacuate at the overwing; however, we anticipate that subjects' performance in trials with automatic opening hatches would be similar to the performance noted in FAA's 1995 (and other) "hatch-less trials", because in both situations, subjects would not have to either bear the weight of the hatch or dispose of it. 

Rewrite the answer to Question 7 as noted below:

For both the FAR and the JAR, the self-disposing hatch requirement will address the reduction in safety that can be caused when a removable hatch is disposed of improperly. By definition, the self-disposing hatch cannot be discarded such that it impedes evacuation. Recent exit testing (CAMI, 2002) and a review of accident investigations (NTSB Safety Study, 2000) have both shown that, on occasion, aircraft occupants dispose of the hatch such that the passageway, the projected opening, or both, are narrowed. Improper disposition of the removable hatch can impede the flow of occupants out of the exit, slowing or stopping the evacuation (i.e., "blockage"). The new seat design, seat strength, and placarding requirements will enhance the existing requirements all of which will expedite the evacuation of occupants to the ground in an emergency.

Rewrite the answer to Question 8 as noted below:

The proposed change to the FAR increases the level of safety as described in the answer to Question 7.  As an added benefit, for the three abreast seating, the proposed 13" access rule reduces the economic burden of the regulation relative to the current 20" rule. 

Replace the first paragraph in the answer to Question 9 as noted below:

The proposed changes increase the level of safety relative to current industry practice. The FAA has been granting equivalent level of safety findings for interior arrangements with three-abreast seating and a 13" passageway where the centerline of the required passageway width must not be displaced horizontally from the exit more than 6.5 inches. The FAA has based these deviations on the 1995 CAMI testing that demonstrated that 13" access was essentially equivalent to 20" access when there was no hatch. By granting these deviations, the level of safety has been considerably reduced. The proposed rule will correct that, at least on new aircraft types. 

Insert the following text in response to Question 10.

The six options submitted by working group members that represent the AFA, APFA, ETF, IAM, IBT, and the ITF, in conjunction with SCISAFE, are described here, along with the reasons that they were not selected.

(1) Ensure that it is made clear in any preamble or supporting text, that there was no hatch in the 1995 CAMI trials that found a near-equivalent level of safety between trials with the 13" and 20" passageways, because prior to each evacuation, it was removed by researchers. This clarification was proposed because the 1995 CAMI claim that 13" and 20" passageways are nearly equivalent safety-wise is only true if no hatch is present. It would not be unreasonable to apply the CAMI findings to configurations with self-disposing hatches because whether there is no hatch, or whether it is self-disposing, subjects/aircraft occupants would not have to bear its weight or dispose of it in the event of an evacuation. The working group members listed above that represent airline employees and passengers have made numerous requests to this effect. It is not clear why they have not been addressed. 

(2) For airplanes with a passenger seating capacity of 110 or more, only allow exits that are Type I or larger and ensure that the hatch/door is self-disposing (i.e., not removable). This option was considered because of the history of problems, and the attendant cost in human life, that is associated with the use of Type III exits. This option was not selected because, as recognized, exits other than Type III and Type IV are beyond the scope of this task. We propose that ARAC convene a new working group to develop appropriate harmonized regulatory language.

(3) Install self-disposing hatches on all newly manufactured aircraft with 20 or more passenger seats (i.e., not just new type aircraft, and not just those with 41 or more passenger seats). This option was considered because it meets the July 2000 US National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Safety Study Recommendation A-00-76 ("Require Type III overwing exits on newly-manufactured aircraft to be easy and intuitive to open and have automatic hatch stowage out of the egress path.") This option was not selected because the scope of the working group's task is limited to Part 25 (i.e., new type-certificated aircraft). Although we encourage the authorities to implement the NTSB recommendation by issuing regulatory language in Parts 121 and 135 for self-disposing hatches at the overwing, we strongly support the Part 25 requirement for self-disposing hatches described in the Majority Report. The language is flexible enough to allow for creative design, but narrow enough to ensure that such hatches cannot impede an evacuation. A self-disposing design would cut the costs associated with wing damage during precautionary evacuations; as well it should reduce the loss of life (and save associated costs) attributed to smoke inhalation caused by hatch-related blockages at the exit. We sincerely hope that the authorities will not forgo this opportunity to improve on the standard hatch, and will implement a design that has already sat on the regulatory "drawing board" for too long. 

(4) Disallow outboard seat removed (OSR) configurations. This option was considered because disallowing OSR configurations would improve the level of safety. First, exit testing has identified that there is a demonstrated increase in the probability of "blockages" (i.e., a narrowing or closing of either the passageway or the projected opening, thereby impeding the flow of the occupants out of the exit, and slowing or stopping the evacuation) if, for example, occupants try to fit into the space created by the removal of the outboard seat (Cranfield, 1996; Cranfield, 1989). Also, under smoky test conditions (Cranfield, 1992; Cranfield, 1990), the mean evacuation time through the OSR configuration was the slowest of the configurations tested, perhaps because of reduced visibility and the loss of the seat edge next to the hatch that would otherwise be used as a physical referent to "feel" the way to the opening. This option was not selected because members representing the operators and manufacturers judged the observed increase in mean evacuation time that has been demonstrated under well-lit and smoke-free test conditions as reason to continue to allow OSR configurations. Presumably, the OSR configuration is attractive to operators because in some cases, compliance with 25.813(c) could be achieved by removing one revenue-generating seat per side, instead of a removing a row of seats per side. 

(5) Require a minimum 13" access path in rows with two-abreast seating, not just three-abreast seating. This option was considered because members representing airline personnel and passengers do not consider one set of trials adequate to demonstrate an equivalent level of safety between 10" and 13" in rows with two-abreast seating. This option was not selected because members representing the operators and manufacturers considered the 1992 CAMI trials that tested egress through a 10" passageway in rows with two-abreast seating to be sufficient to justify the 10" rule. 

(6) For the 13" pathway configuration, require a maximum seat encroachment of 7 inches (i.e., a maximum centerline offset of 3.5 inches), not 10 inches, such that the entire access path will meet the projected opening. This option was considered because members representing airline personnel and passengers maintain that all of the evacuation pathway should meet the projected opening in an effort to maximize its use. This option was not selected because members representing the operators and the manufacturers opposed it, presumably because it would reduce flexibility in developing seat configurations. 

For clarity, we have summarized the key elements of the Majority Report 

and the two dissenting positions in tabular format (see next page).

	
	Passageway Width and Maximum Seat Encroachment
	Exit Type


	Discriminator 

for the ADH

Requirement



	
	19 Passengers
	20 or More Passengers
	Outboard Seat Removed Configuration
	Standard Removable

Hatch
	Automatically Disposed Hatch
	Type I
	

	Working Group Report
	Not Required
	10 inch minimum for two abreast seating

13 inch minimum for three abreast seating

Maximum 10 inch seat encroachment


	Allowed
	Not Allowed
	ADH required on new aircraft types with 41+ passenger seats


	Not referenced 
	ADH required for aircraft with 41+ passenger seats



	AFA, APFA, ETF, IAM, IBT, ITF, in conjunction with SCISAFE

(Attachment 1)
	Not required
	13 inch minimum for two abreast seating

13 inch minimum for three abreast seating 

Maximum 7 inch seat encroachment


	Not Allowed
	Not allowed
	ADH required on all newly-manufactured aircraft with 20+ passenger seats 


	Recommend that ARAC convene a new working group to develop harmonized regulatory language for aircraft with 110+ passenger seats
	ADH required for aircraft with 20+ passenger seats 

	AEA, AECMA, AIA Airbus, ATA, Boeing, GAMA

(Attachment 2)
	Not required
	10 inch minimum for two abreast seating

13 inch minimum for three abreast seating

Maximum 10 inch seat encroachment


	Allowed
	Allowed
	ADH optional; passenger credit to be granted 


	Not referenced
	ADH should not be required, but if it is, discriminant should be aircraft with 60+ passenger seats


Summary of key elements of CSHWG report and dissenting position papers

� Specifically, "[a] buzzer was used to signal the start of the trial, whereupon the Type-III exit cover was immediately removed from outside the aircraft simulator by a research confederate." See DOT/FAA/AM-95: McLean, GA; George, MH; Chittum, CB; Funkhouser, GE. "Aircraft evacuations through Type-III exits. I. Effects of seat placement at the exit." January 1995.





Submitted December 17, 2002 

Page 3 of 5

