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It is a pleasure for ne to be able to spend sone tine here with you at this
Conference. The technical sessions of this nmorning and the next few days
prom se to provide a first rate update on where we are and, perhaps nore

i nportant, stinmulate new ideas and thinking on where we can be, if we all work
t oget her.

VWhat | want to do in the next few mnutes is provide what | hope to be sone food
for thought on broad issues of safety, and how we can best work to inprove it
in the com ng years.

In one way, safety can be neasured as an absence of one's exposure to risk.

Thus, the rules and practices we follow in aviation are directed at reducing the
exposure to risk. W all know, of course, that we cannot conpletely elinm nate
risk in any human activity. W also know that any action to reduce risk carries
with it a cost. That cost may soneti nes be viewed as bei ng absorbed by the
airlines or the manufacturers but, of course, that is wong. Mnufacturers
don't have any noney that they don't get fromairlines who purchase their
aircraft, and airlines don't get noney to purchase aircraft from anyone ot her
than those who pay to travel or ship goods by air. |In fact, when you think
about it, travel costs are absorbed by the general public, who either travel for
pl easure, or buy goods and services whose costs include a portion of the

busi ness travel undertaken by the conpany from whomthey purchased those goods
or services. So, aviation safety risk cannot be elimnated, and any increnenta
reduction inn risk will be paid for by the general public.

Today, in nost countries of the devel oped world, we have a fine air safety
system one whose risks are very |low by al nost any standard. You have all heard
the statistics, so |l won't bore you with nmuch detail. In the United States, for
exanpl e, there has not been an air crash of a large airliner with passenger
fatalities in over 2 years, and the Swi ssair tragedy was the first such crash of
an airliner froma JAA nmenber country in nearly 5 years.

Agai nst this backdrop, FAA, JAA, Eurocontrol and ICAO jointly sponsored the Very
Large Transport Airplane Conference |ast nonth in The Netherlands. Part of that
conference was devoted to a discussion which, quite frankly, | found sonmewhat

di sturbing. The question under debate was "Wat |evel of safety should be
applied to aircraft with a passenger capacity considerably |arger than the

| argest aircraft presently certificated, which today can seat 660 people?" The
di scussion was quite lively, with some people maintaining that the public
reaction to a crash of such an airplane involving such a horrific loss of life
demanded a higher |evel of safety than that presently assumed in the regul ations
for smaller aircraft, regulatory changes made so that the crash of a VLTA would
never happen. This, of course, is an unachievable goal. Ohers maintained that
the present generation of aircraft had such a good | evel of safety that such an
increase in regulatory requirements was not appropriate. The conclusion of thee
wor kshop was, as you m ght expect, an intermnmedi ate one--to accept present



regul ati ons as the baseline, and exam ne opportunities for safety increases on a
case by case, rule by rule basis.

I was sonewhat surprised at the discussion. How could we adopt a different
| evel of safety for the VLTA, when less than 3 years ago FAA adopted a rule
declaring that one level of safety would apply to all schedul ed transportation

in aircraft seating 10 or nore passengers? | believe that there is, in the
United States, no such thing as a crash of a passenger airliner that is
tolerable to the public. | suspect that is true in many countries of the world.

This is why the political |eadership of recent Adm nistrations have adopted
such slogans as "zero accidents,” and "one | evel of safety,"” and have directed
that the FAA adopt a goal reducing accidents by 80%w thin 10 years. Any safety
i nprovenent that could be applied to the VLTA should be considered for
application to all airline aircraft, regardless of size. The reality is that,
whet her intended fromthe beginning or not, any rules adopted for the VLTA are
al nrost certain to be applied to other transport aircraft.

VWhen we | ook at the goals set by the political |eadership, if we accept them as
t he begi nning of a new way of working, perhaps we should | ook at sonme safety
regulations in a different way than we have in the past. At present, for
exanpl e, based on rules first witten nmany decades ago, we accept the fact that
a type certificate has no expiration date and, with few exceptions, production
of an aircraft under that type certificate is simlarly unbounded. Thus, we
have sone aircraft being produced today that nmeet, in some cases, safety
standards that are ancient, in terms of today's rapidly evolving technol ogies.
Changi ng the configuration of these aircraft to take advantage of the

br eakt hr oughs nmade in your |aboratories typically involves very difficult and
expensive retrofit prograns. Look, for exanple, at the huge costs likely to be
i nvol ved in an upgrade of all seats in aircraft, or the replacenent of

i nsul ation blankets in all aircraft, to cite two topical retrofits under

consi derati on.

Wiy don't we rethink these rules, and require all aircraft to conformto the
certification standards in effect at the tine of their production? W would
have to allow for production lead tines, and thus a lag time of, say, 6-8 years
woul d have to be all owed between enacting the new rul es and naki ng t hem
effective for new production aircraft. Then, as our safety technol ogies
improve, with a relatively brief time lag they would be incorporated into al
new production aircraft, regardless of type certification date, conpared to our
present system of grandfathering essentially forever new production and
derivative designs.

VWhat are the barriers to setting this new paradign? First, of course, are the
rul emaki ngs thensel ves. Knowing that the newrule will be incorporated into new
production in a short time not only speeds the safety inprovenent, but it
changes the econom c anal ysis paraneters that nust be considered. | think

t hough, that this is a relatively nodest barrier. There is no reason why this
policy could not be adopted beginning i nmediately. Then, for all future
certification standard inprovenents, a very specific evaluation of the benefit
of adopting the new standard in aircraft in current production would be

requi red, and nost of the tine the rule would be witten to require that. |
recogni ze, of course, that rare cases mght arise in which this approach is not
desirable for sonme reason.

The real problem if we want to upgrade aircraft in production today is the
transition. Today, aircraft are produced to many different standards, depending
upon the date of their original certification. Some aircraft have sone



standards that go back to the "60's. | don't suggest that we arbitrarily apply
every new certification standard to all airplanes which do not today conply wth
them Rather, updating the standards under which they are produced will require
a conprehensive review of each of the new rules that mght be applied, and a
decision as to the safety benefit of requiring conpliance with each of them It
woul d be a difficult transition task, but one which is certainly worth

consi deri ng.

VWhet her or not we accept the desirability of updating the certification
standards to those effective today for all aircraft in current production, it
seens to ne it is worth at |east considering this change for all future

nodi fications to FAR 25 or JAR 25. W woul d at | east substantially reduce the
anmount of variation in safety standards applied to new technol ogy aircraft and
derivatives by changi ng what we do tonorrow, even if we can't rewite the rules
witten yesterday. It is perhaps a small step, but one that could be nade
relatively easily, and nake aircraft safety increnentally better over tine.

Let me use the remaining few mnutes allotted to urge sonething that shoul d not
be news to anyone, but is in fact sonething that we need to continually
reaffirm Safety regulations are best nade by working together, in public

di scussions which air the sonetimes conflicting but always inmportant views of
all parties who have an interest in the rul emaki ng.

I nformal discussions held before rules are proposed serve a nunber of usefu
purposes. First, of course, they serve to provide a good basis for
understanding the views of various interest groups. |In doing that, they provide
a framework within which the rule nmakers can find a conprom se which best serves
all needs. GCenerally, this conpromise will not neet everyone's desires, but at
least it will have taken theminto account. Secondly, discussions with the
affected parties serve to provide the rule nmakers with nore i nformati on about
the practicability of various approaches, and the relative costs of inplenenting
the rule in various ways. Third, and perhaps nore inportant, these discussions
tend to give people an opportunity to feel that they have contributed to the
deci sion process, and in doing so it draws themtogether. People don't always
expect to win. But people do expect that their views will be heard, especially
by governments naking rules which will directly affect their business. When
peopl e beelieve that their views have been heard, they are far nore supportive
when the decision is announced, than if they believe their views have not been
sought. Public confidence is inportant to matters of aviation safety, and

di scord caused by a lack of listening is an avoi dable source of unwarranted
public concern about safety matters.

Too often these days, for one reason or another, pre-decisional discussions are
being stifled in matters of aviation safety. In many cases, | believe it is an
over-zeal ous legal interpretation of "ex parte" restrictions which leads to this
action. This is not in the public interest. W have a policy of openness in
the US government, and it is sinply not "illegal" to talk about regulatory
matters before decisions are made. There are, of course, procedures to be
followed in such discussions, but forbidding such discussions is certainly not
the only thing one can do, nor is it the best thing to do. Open discussion is
in the public interest.

It is not always the | awers, of course, who are to blane. One only need | ook
at the shock that cane across the aviation comunity a few weeks ago when the
FAA announced its intention to require a retrofit on insulation in al nost every
jet airliner. FAA intention to make this rule was announced w t hout benefit of
preci se definition of the technical problemto be solved; wthout conpleting



devel opnent of test criteria, which are to be available to the public in 6

nmont hs; wi thout benefit of having each of the materials to be replaced tested to
t he yet-to-be-devel oped test standard; therefore w thout benefit of industry
eval uation of which insulation materials would have to be repl aced; w thout

i nternational harnoni zati on of the approach to be followed in addressing this

i ssue; and, of course, without a precise idea of the costs of this action, which
have been reported to be potentially in the range of billions of dollars. It is
hard to i magi ne why all of these unanswered questions were tolerated before the
deeci sion to regul ate was announced.

| hope that future rul emaking and other aviation safety policy decisions wll

not follow this path. Industry and other interest groups are perhaps nost
frustrated when their expertise is not used to at |east provide data that is
i nportant to good deci sion nmaking. Industry has always been willing to

participate in the devel opnent of data needed to eval uate regul atory options,
and other interest groups correctly believe they have a right to do so.
Government and industry and the interested public need to work together, both
before and after rules are nmade, to provide the travelers with the best and nost
efficient safety inprovenents possible. Neither government nor industry can do
it alone. The public interest, and public confidence in our safety systens, are
best served by partnership, a partnership that has worked so well to provide the
extraordi nary safety we all enjoy in comrercial air travel.
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