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DEPARTMENT OF THANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administratlon

14 CFR Parts 21, 25, and 121

[Docket No. 25491; Amdts. Nos. 21-65, 25—
67, 121-205]

RIN 2120-AC29 .

Locat:on of Passenger Emergency
Exits in Transport Category Airplanes

June 13, 1989,

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
.Administration (FAA}, DOT. - -~
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a
naw standard that limits the distance
- between emergency exits on transport
-category.airplanes. This rule prohlblts
alrplane manufacturers and air carriers
from increasing the distance between
emergency exits to more than 60 feet.
Existing regulations do not limit the
.distance. This rule is intended to-ensure
an opportunity for safe passenger -
evacuation during an emergency.
. EFFECTIVE DATE: July 24, 1989,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT‘
- - Arthur J. Hayes, Aircraft Engineering
_Division [AIR-120), Aircraft

Certification Service, Federal szatlon :

Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591;
Telephone (202) 287-9937. -
SUPPI..EMENT ARY INFORMATION' L

Backgmund

Since 1967, the Federal ‘Aviation
Administration (FAA) has regulated the
location of emergency exits on airplanes
by requiring that an exit be provided for
every specified number of passengers,
that an exit be located where it would
allow the most effective means of
passenger evacuation, and that exits be
distributed as uniformly as praetlcable
taking into account passenger
. distribution, (14 CFR 25.807) An ‘
underlying assumption has been that a
uniform distribution of exits accuuntmg
for passenger distribution results in =~ =
reasonable seat-to-exit and exit-to-exit
distances.’

However, some recent exit
configurations bave exit distances that-
are greater than those envisaged when
the exit rule was adopted. Of the new
" wide-body transports that were being
designed when the rule was adopted
the Boeing Model 747 had a maximum
distance between exits of 44 feet; the
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10, 47
feet; and the Lockheed Model L-1011, 50

feet. (All figures are rounded off.) Basic -
narrow-body transport models typically -

had shorter d19tances. Denvatwe '

- evaergency exits. In response to the -

conflguratlons uf these models show an

‘increase in typical distances, Exit-to-exit

distance, originally 50 feetinthe L--> - -
1011-385-1, increased to-neatly 70 feet
in a later model, the L-1011-385-3. The -
Boeing 747 showed an increase from 44
feet in the 747-100, =200, and =800 -
models to nearly 70 feet in the 747-200 -
and 747-300 models with the No. 3 exits
deactivated. A recent certlflcatlon
request proposed a derivative ~
configuration with a distance .. .-
substantially greater than 80 feet. The

'FAA denied this request. These recent

cases of exit configuration design
indicate that the exit distribution -
requirement of § 25.807(c) alone is-
ineffective in preventing increases in -

" escape path distances. While the agency

recognizes that exit distance considered
alone is not dispositive of the conditions

.which provide for a safe evacuation,

urider our current state of safety . - -
knowledge, this factor is clearly an -

‘important variable. As discussed below,

however, the agency considers it.
preferable that a performance standard

-for evacuation be éemployed inthe
fature; so as not-to artificially constrain
. design options. With the specific intent
of developing the information necessary -

to propose such a performance.standard

‘to replace (among other factors affecting’

sale evacuation) this artificial exit
distance limitation, the agency will
gather the best available safety
expertise in a formally chartered -

‘advisory committee to consider and.
report on the best means for achlevmg

that end. )

The agency's concern over the .
significance of escape path distance
recently increased in connection with -
type c:erhficatmn activities fora . .
derivative of the Boeing Model 747 [B—
747), necessitating this action in the
interim, until better knowledge

_permitting development of a

performance standard becomes .
available. In September 1984, at the -
request of the Boeing Company (Boeing),
the Seattle Aircraft Certification Office
(ACO) approved a modification of the
B-747 which would deactivate a pair of
over—wmg exits and reduce the *
maximum passenger capacity of the
main deck by 110, from 550 to 440, The
Seattle ACO approved the modification
on the basis that such a modification
was within the requiremerts of the
regulations at that time. The FAA
received many letters from the public
objecting to the deactivation of

public objections, the FAA
Administrator asked the Office of
Airworthiness (presently the Aircraft.

Certification Servme] for a review of the"

ACO action. The review, d_ated Mar:_:h 1,

. 1985, found that the B-747, as modified,

fully met all apphcable rules and that no
exemptions, waivers, or special :
conditions were granted or considered.
Notwithstanding this conclusion, on-
June 12, 1985, the FAA Administrator -
wrote a letter to a number of U.S. air
carriers strongly encouraging them to
maintain the original number of -
emergency exits on their passenger-
carrying Boemg 747 ‘airplanes, because

“of safety concerns not addressed by the
. rule,

On June 24, 25, and 26, 1985, the House

- Subcommittee on Investigations and

Oversight heard testimony from

' witnesses opposed to exit deactivations
- and from the FAA Administrator. The

Administrator promised the committee a

review of all issues raised in the letters

received by the FAA and in testimony
given before the committee. The review
was summarized in a report to the
Administrator, dated August 5, 1985. It

. found that the approval for design

modifications to B-747 airplanes was
technically valid in accordance with the

* regulations but that issues. raised by ‘the

public added new emphams and
perspective to the issue of escape path -

distances. The teport concluded that all
‘of the issues raised by the public
‘questioned the efficacy of the rules .

rather than the validity of the approval.
The report stated that the FAA would
hold a Public Technical Conference on

- emergency evacuation. As a result, an

Emergency Evaciiation Task Force was
formed in Seattle, Washington, in

- September of 1985. The task force
consisted of members of the interested

public and was chaired by the FAA. The
task force reviewed recent design, '
maintenance, and operational

. experience of the new generation of

narrow- and wide-body transports. It
examined the full range of emergency

* - evacuation topics, including passenger
. .emergency exits, cabin configuration,

emergency evacuation demonstrations,
evacuation slides, crewmember duties
and training, and passenger safety
information. Although no consensus was

‘reached by the task force, the task force

efforts were helpful to the FAA in its

own ongoing efforts to improve
"“emergency evacuations. Unfortunately,

the task force did not provide any basis
for a performance standard to address
the concerns raised by increasing exit
distances.

The FAA reviewed the issues

" surrcunding the Boeing approval as well

as information grained on modificdtions

" - _of other wide-body transport airplanes,

information received from flight
attendants who are knowledgeable
about emergency evacuation
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.procedu.res, and mformatlon from the
public and other interested persons. As
a result, the FAA decided that the rule
on number-and location of passenger

© emergency-existswere not adequate to .

maintain the origina} intent of those ‘

rules that exists be located to provide an

opportunity for passenger evacuation in
an emergency, because aircraft designs

. had mgmﬁcantly changed in the over 20
vears since the rule was written.

| The agency’s reassessinent of the
rules in light of recent aircraft desigus

and events has confirmed the-
importance of the distance betewen
exists and the potential impactof
excessive distance on the chances of

passenger survival in an emergency.

Accordingly, in the absence of a* .
performance standard which provides
acceptable safety, the FAA is amending
Parts 21, 25, and 121 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) to prohibit

.any passenger emergency exist from
beinglocated more than 60 feet from
any adjacent passenger emergency
exist. The FAA has determined that the

" specification of the distance between
exists along with the existing uniform
distribution rule is sufficient to provide .

- the appropriaté distance between a
passenger seat and ‘an emergéncy exit, -
though the preferable alternative would

 be a performance standard. For the

purposes of this rule, the distance
between exists is measured along a line

" parallel to the airplane’s longitudinal
axis for exits on the same deck and on -
the same side of the fuselage. :

This rulemaking action covers only
one of many factors affecting cabin . -
evacuation. The FAA considers

- gvaciation within a systems or.
“holistic” framework; i.e.,;a number of

. .interrelated factors affect the success of

an evacuation. These factors include: -
cabin atténdant training, fuselage
attitude, door design, door reliability,
chute design and reliability, chute
inflation times, aisle design, seat
‘materials, exist low lighting, aisle

_ lighting, crew check lists passenger
safety information, cabin conflgurahon.
and cther factors,

The FAA is addressing these and

" other related issues by establishing an

emergency evacuation advisory

comumittee to develop recommendations
for an evacuation performance standard
and-appropriate further modifications
and additionsto the agency's existing
evacuation regulations. The committee
will include representatives of
crewmembers, airlines, manufacturers,
and other interested organizations, The
committee will provide the FAA with

recommendations on areas which .

concern 1mprovgd_speciﬁcatmn of

emergency evacuation regulations and
other new techniques which should

enhance cabin evacuation. Specifically,
the committee will be tasked to design &

.performanice standard against which
- gafe evacuation capability of exxstmg

and new aircraft designs canbe . .. -
measured in order to replace artificial
exist distance limitations and other
nenperformance oriented design criteria:
mandated by this and other regulations.
This group will be asked to sitbmit
recommendations on airplane .
evacuation standards by July 1, 2991,
and to review all relevant cabin
evacuation issues that the FAA asks it
to consider, as well as issues raised by
passengers, the National Transportation
Safety Board, and the Congress. The
FAA will use the committee’s
recommendations as a basis for
reformulating the agency’s evacuation

regulations; if warranted by analysis in’

accordance with Executive Order 12291,
While such a reformulation into an
evacuation performance standard is
hoped to obviate the need for distance
limitations established by this final rule,
the FAA finds-that, in the interim until -
such performance standards are -

-available, distance limits between
. emergency exist doors are necessary in

the interest of airline passenger safety. -
On October 20, 1987, the FAA
published Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking No. 87-10 (Notice No. 87-10)
(52 FR 39190) which proposed to :
establish new standard limits on
transport category airplanes for the
distance between any passenger-seat
and the nearest emergency exit and the
distance between exits. On March 2,
1988, the Administrator'testified before
the House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation, Subcommittés on
Investigations and Oversight. In that
testimony the Administrator stated that,
having reviewed the public comments,
the FAA planned to issue d final rule to
prescribe a new standard to limit the

_distance between exists. Comments

received on the proposals are described
and responded to. below

Dlscussmp of Gomm_ents

The FAA received 31 comments on
the proposals. Approximately two-thirds
of the comments are generally
supportive of the FAA proposals. These
supportive comments are from '
associations of airline employees; from

" individual flight attendants and private

citizens, and from an'association of

. airline passengers. In addition to these
- groups, there are favorable comments

from the National Trangportation Safety
Board (NTSB), The Airworthiness )
Authomtxes Steermg -Comnnittee,

‘fransport Canada, and The Civil
Aviation Administration of China.

Although about one-third of the
commenters oppose the proposals, none
of these comments contains either a
supportable alternative performance
standard or any additional proof that
would convince the FAA that the
proposals should be withdrawn. These
opposing comments come from foreign
air carriers, from airline associations,
and from airplane manufacturers. .

The discussion of comments is

* divided into the following categories of

issues: [1) Common sense support of the
agency’s approach; [2] retroactive

. nature of the agency’s-action; (3]

claimed discriminatory and inconsistent
nature of the agency's action; {4)
offsetting factors; () accident and -
service experience; (6} actual emergency
evacuation conditions versus evacuation
demonstrations; {7} sixty-foot
determination; (8} economic costs; and -
(9} comments beyond the scope of the .
proposals;

‘Common Sense Support of the Agency s

Approach .

Most of the supportmg commenters
agree that, given our present state of

knowledge regarding safety matters,
exit-to-exit distances affect the outcome
of emergency evacuations. Throughout -
the favorable comments, the common
sense assumptmn is presented that a
passenger who is close to an emergency
exit has a better chance fc escape than a
person farther away. A British
aeronautical engineer states:

With the considerable test and operational

" -deta available to the FAA it is reassuring to-
" read that they now also support my long held

opinion, and that of my colleagues, that the

_ escape path distance can have a major effect

on the outcome of the evacuat.cm

“The commenters who support the
proposals think that the FAA should
address the issues of exii-to-exit
distance and seat-to-exit distance as
weil as other cabin improvements (e.g.:
smoke hoods and location of cabin
-attendant stations).

The FAA agrees that distance from a
passenger to-an exit and distance-
between exits are relevant factors -

(though not the only important ones) in

emergency evacuations and, therefore,
is amending its airworthiness - )
requirements to establish a standard -

' limit on distances between exits, in the

absence of a preferable performance
standard. For reasons discussed under
the heading Rule Clarifications, the FAA
fs not adoptinig a specific limit on the
distance between a passenger seat and

- the nearest émergency exit. In recent -

years, the FAA has compieted several
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rLlemakmg actions that addressed ‘other
safety features that could increase the
likelihood of passenger survival in an
emergency evacuation. On July 10, 1988,
the FAA issued Amendments 2561 and
121~189 {51 FR 26206) to-upgrade fire
“safety standards for cabin interior .
materials in transport category .
. -airplanes. On May 29, 1987, the FAA
-issued Amendment 121-184 (52 FR
21472)-to establish new carry-on
- baggage requirements: The Task Force
‘Report on Emergency Evacuation of
Transport Airplanes (discussed in the
“background section of the preamble of
Notice No. 87-10) identified additional
areas that are under study within the..
-FAA and that could be the sub]ect of
future rulemaking. The agency expects
that the emergency evacuation advisory
committee to be formed will consider al}
of these data in its development ofa. .
recommended performance standard for
emergency evacuatmns '

Retroactive Nature of the Ageney 8 -
Action

Several commeliters state t’hat the B
‘FAA is attempting by general -
rulemaking'to chsapprove. retroactively,
a particular emergency exit design that -,
the FA'A admits is legal under existing
regulations. Specifically, The Boeing -
Company describes three ways that thxs
rule would bé apphed retroactwer :

(1) It Woiild apply to applications for
supplemenital type certificates (STC).or
for améndments to type certificates that

~ were submitted to the FAA before
‘October 18, 1987 (§ 25.2). -
(2}it would apply to airplanes that :
already have STC’s or amended type
* certificates but have not yet received
‘standard airworthiness c:ertlflcates -
(§ 21.183(f)). '

(3) It would prevent alrplanes that are
already in service from being modified
in a way that was legal under the
certification rules that. apphed to those
airplanes when they were manufactured
(% 121.310(m}): )

Ozly one commenter spemflcally ‘
criticizes the agency ] mtentlon to make
§§ 21.183(f) and 121.310(m) applicable as
of the date of issuance of the proposals.

Boeing states that the FAA does not.
have discretion to change the rules in

- the ways described above. Boeing also
states that once the FAA has approved
a type design and- issued.a production .-
certificate the manufactirer is entitled
under § 21.183(a} to a standard - -
airworthiness certificate without further
showing, Boeing states that the FAA
cannot change the automatic nature.of .
§ 21.183(a) because it maintains that = .
§ 21 183[a] is taken directly from the -
agency's statutory mandate: Section -

' 803(6] of the Fed_eral Ariati'oxr Act of :

1858 (Act), 48 U.5.C. 1423{c}, provides:

If the Administrator finds that the aireraft. .
conforms to the type certificate theref_or, and,
after inspection, that the aircraft is in
condition for safe operation, he shall issue an
anworﬂlmess cert:ficate :

Boeing further states that Congress
passed legislation giving the FAA
specific authority to issue retroactive
regulatmns relating to aircraft noise and
sonic boom which shows that the FAA
does not otherwise have the authority to
issue retroactive regulations under the
Act.

Boeing's de_scrlptlon of how the new

nile is applied retroactively is correct; -
however,. Boemg and other commenters

are incorrect in claiming that the FAA~
does not have any authority to apply

airworthiness certification rules

retroactively. .

The basic scheme of the type
certification regulations is set ontin .
§21.17, Paragraph (a) of § 21.17 reads as
follows: -

{a) Except’ ag provzded in § 23.2, §25:2'and .
in Part 36 of this chapter, an applicant for a

" type certificate must show that the aircraft, -

airgraft engine, or propeiler concerned
meets—

(1} The applicable requirements of this "
subchapter that are effective on the date of
application for that certificate unless— -

"(i) Otherwise spec1ﬁed by the -

. Administrator, or

(i) Comphance with later effectrve .
amendments.i is elected or requlred under this
section, and -

(2} Any special condxtwns prescrlbed by
the Administrator.

Sec__tlon 21.17(a) has described for
many years four methods by which an
applicant for a type certificate could be
required to comply with regulations that
are not the applicable requirements that
are effective.on the daté of application -
for the type certificate, First, retroactive .
regulations could be applicable under
§ 25.2, Second, under §21.17(a)}{1)(i}, the
applicable regulations could be
otherwise specified by the

" Administrator. Third, under

§ 21.17{a){1)(ii), compliance with later
effective regulations-could be required;
Fourth, under § 21.17{a}{2), special '
conditions could be prescnbed by the
Administrator. . . .

‘In additicn, airplane manufacturers
have always been-affected by either
special airworthiness requirements of
instrument and equrpment requirements
that have been included in the

-applicable operating rules {e.g., Subparts

J and K of Part 121). Even though an .
airplane fully met the type -q‘e‘_rttﬁcation'

" requirements, an-airline could not -
_ operate 'the airplane unless it alspmet
the special airworthiness or instrument -

. and equipment requ1rements that apply
to that airline.. :

Thus, for many years, the FAA has
had the authority to upgrade applicable
type certification and airworthiness - -

‘requirements as needed to ensure that

the appropriate level of safetyis

" maintained. This authority to apply rules
" in a manner that has certain rétroactive

effects has been exercised by the FAA -
on many occasions and applies to
supplemental type certificates and to
amendments to type certificates. The
language in section 603(c) of the Act in’

" no way limits the above-described-

authority since the issuance of an
airworthiness certificate becomes .
automatic only after the Administrator
has found full compllance with the type

-gertificate or production: certlfmate, as.
applicable. (See § 21.183)

Therefore, the fact that the FAA was
given SPEleIC authority in section 611 of
the Act to'issue retroactive rules relating
to ircraft noise and sonic boom does
not lead to Boeing's conclusion. As

- described above, the authority to

promulgate retroactrve requirements to
address safety issues is consistent with
the proper exercise of the agency’s
safety rulemakmg authority, and-exists
independently. from the. authority to
promulgate standards to address the
control and abatement of noise and -
sonic boom, Therefore; the enactment of
section $11 in no way diminishes the
authorlty of the FAA under the Act to--
adopt the standard desonbed herein.-

Claimed Disc¢riminatory and Inconsistent -
Nature of the Agency’s Action

Boeing states that the proposed Part .
121 amendment is arbitrary and
capricious and discriminates against
Boeing because it is specifically targeted -
at the B-747. Boeing's basic argument is
that if safety is the justification for the
operating rule, then all airplanes that do
not meet the 30-foot/60-foot
requirements would have to be barred -
from future Part 121 operations.- . -~
According to Boeing, however, E
§ 121.310(m), ‘as proposed, would permit
Lockheed Model L~1011-500 (L1011~
500) alrplanes that arve presently .
operating under Part 121 to continue to
operate under that part even though -
they do not meet the 30 foot/60:foot
requirements while prohibiting
operation of comparably modified or
newly-manufactured B-747 airplanes.
Boeing and otheér commenters state that
the FAA posrtmn ig mconsxstent in. the

- following ways: -

{1) A 10-door B-747 would be .

- considered safe for 550 passengers on
the main deck while an 8-door B-747
" would not be considered safe for 400 - -
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passengers or even for substantially

lower maximum seating configurations.

. {2) L-1010~-500 airplanes with.

© emergency exits that dre 65.6 feet apart
would continue to be legal under Part.

121, .

{3) Foreign air carriers cou]d continue
to operate their previously-modified 8-
door B-747's into and out of the United
States but could not sell a modified B~
747 to0 a Part 121 certificate holder
unless the over-the-wing exits were
reactivated.

The Lockheed Corporation [Lockheed]
states that the regulatery evaluation -
prepared for the proposals.is -
inconsistent with the proposed rule
language because, while the regulatory
evaluation states that the L-1011-500
airplanes would fot be impacted by the

proposed rule, the language of proposed -

§ 121.310(m) would prevent such
airplanes now owned by foreign
operators from. bemg sold to U.S,
airlines.

KILM Royal Duich Airlines [KLM]
suggests that because the agency’s
distinctions may not be understandable
to the public, airlines like KIM might be
forced 16 reactivate exits so-that they
would not have internal ificonsistencies
in their operations.’

That airplanes will be ﬂymg side by
side in air carrier operations even
though they nieither meet the same
requirements noxr possess the same
characteristics is in no way a new
concept. At times the FAA has adopted
retrofit rules that apply to all airplanes
operating under a particular operating
rule, and at.other times it has allowed
ceTtain airplanes to continue operatmg
" until they aze Tetired, :

Undeér this rule there would continue .
o bé inconsistencies in the seat-to-exit
ratios of various airplane types. Under
the current rules, airlines have chosen fo
configure their cabin spage in various
ways and many airplanes do not have
a8 many seats as would be allowed for
that airplane under §.25.807; however,
this rulemaking addresses exit-tg-exit
. distance as a separate issue from seat-

to-exit ratios. The current seat-to-exit
ratios in § 25.807 -are not changed by this
rulemaking. Perhaps the emergency
evacuation advisary committee will
develop recommendations for a
performance standard which -
~atcommeodates the change implied by -
this comment. ~
The statement from the regulatory
evalustion referenced in the Lockheed -
comment did not mean that 1-1011-500
airplanes would be excluded from the
effect of proposed § 121.310(m)}. The -
statement referred to the fact that, since
. . Lockheed is no longer manufacturing the
L-1011-500, there would-be no direct

economic impact on Lockheed. Under
new §.121.310(m}. no existing foreign-
owned airplane (whether & L~1011-500
or a modified B-747.or any other
transport category airplane) that -

‘exceeds the exit-to-exit limit can be

obtained by a U.S. alrime to be operated
under Part 121.

This role is intended to "ho_ld the line”
on growth of exit distance untiian -
adequate performance gtandard can be
developed. The overall effect of this
final rule is threefold: - - -

{1) No operator of U.S.registered
airplanes can modify one of its existing
airplanes to exceed the exif-to-exit limjt
established by this rulemaking under
Part 121,

{2) No-operator can purchase from a
foreign air carrier and operdte under
Part 121 any existing airplane that
exceeds the exit-to-exit limit established
by this rulemaking,

{3) No airplane manufactured after

- October 18,1987, that exceeds the exit-

to-exit limit will receive a U7.S. standard
airworthicess certificate.
Thus, while this rule contains the
above-mentioned effects, this rule does
not require any operator of a UJ.S.-

* registered airplazie to expend any

resources to reirofit any airplane that
was in its fleet as of October 16, 1987.
These effects clearly are assocxated mth
no direct costs, :

: Offsetimg Factors

Several commenters state that
improvements to emergency exit slide
design and maintenance andto
emergency exit door maintenance and
actual seating configurations are
offsetting factors which-would allow
faster and safer evacuations with fewer
exits. This, is fact, might be true and
could be a factor to be considered by the
emergency evacuation advisory
committee in its attempts to develop a
suitable performance standard. .

Boeing cites specific emergency exit

" and slide design improvements for the

B-747 in the following areas: (1) -
Reduced inflation time-of up to 50
percent; {2} use of higher strength, tear,
and puncture-resisiant sliding surface
materials; {3) improve 25-knot wind '
performance; (4} an escape stide design
withimproved load-bearing capacity; -
and (5) lengthening the No. 2 door
-escape slide so that it can be usable for
a wider range of conditions. )
Virtuelly-all of the foreign air carriers:
gtate that the FAA failed to:consider -
that the standard seating configuration
for the main deck of their B-747's ranged
from 322 passengers to 384 passengers, '
ail well below the 440 that would be the'

- maximurunder the presentrules for an

8-door-configuration, 'Br_itish- Atrways -

suggests as an 1 alternative to the FAA

. proposals a 10-percent reduction in the

présent limit of 440 passengers to 396 for
the 8-door configuration.

"While the FAA Tecognizes that there
have been improvements in emergency
evacuation equipment and maintenance

_ in recent years, in the absence of an

accepted and validated performance
standard against which tc measure
these factors and their contribution to
evacuation success, these improvements

do not offset the need to place a limit on

the distance bétween exits until the
performance standard is developed.
Furithermdore, as one commenter notes; a
large proportion of the world fleet is not
yet fitted with the inflatable slides
which incorporate the latest safety
advances. Also, this commenter notes
that, despite improvements in

‘emergency evacuation procedures for
wide-bodied tranaports, the time

necessary to evacuate these types of
airplanes in full-scale demonstrations
remains close to the time necessary to
evacugzte narrow-bodied airplanes. -
The FAA is not addressing seat-to-
exif ratios in this rulemakmg As .
discussed previcusly, this ruiemakmg is
needed to hold the line on maximum
exit-to-exit distance to provide the
appropriate level of safety untila
performance staridard can be

‘develgped. This requirement will work

together with present seat-to-exit ratio
requirements, uniform distribution
requirements, and nnprovements in
evacuation-equipment to increase the
likelihood that passengers will survive
in emergenties involving fire where .
evacuatlon is necessary.

Accident and Service Expamence

'Boeing and others point to actual
evacuaticns in emergency situitions in
which 8-door B-747's were evacuated
safely. British Airways describes its
own experience in‘two emergency
evacuations. {Azores, 1985, and Los.

_Angeles, 1987} where 334 and 370

passengers, respectively, plus
crewmembers evacuated with only a
few minor injuries to passengers.

The examples cited by commenters do
not coptradict the proposed rule
changes. The main objective of the 60-
foot exit-to-exit distance requirement is
to prevent any further increase in'exit-
to-exit distances until an adequate -
petformance standard ¢an be '
deveioped..

While the evacuation situations
described by British Airways are both
examples of successful actual -
emergency evacuations, neither
involved crash conditions. The

‘evacuatmns involved nezther fire nor
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‘smoke, and all emergency exits were .
operable. In accidents studied where.
some passengers survived and some did
not, evidence indicates that proximity to
an exit increased the likelihood of
survival. {See the followmg dlscussmn.]

Actual Emergency Evacuation = =~ )
.Conditions Versus Evacuation
Demeonstrations

. Positions vary on the question of
‘whether distance to exits is as important
as other factors in evacuation. The
Association of Flight Attendants [AFA)
states that distance to exits is as
important.as other factors. In support of
its position, the AFA provides quotes
from two'earlier FAA reporis. A 1964

- report entitled “Human Factors of
Emergency Evacuation” state that no
passenger should be more than 22 feet
from an exit. (AM 65-7, p. 8, Mohler,
Swearingen, McFadden, and Garner). A
1870 FAA report entitled “Survival In’
Emergency Escape From Passenger '
Aircraft,” stated:

- In all three accldents, the distance between }

initial seat location and the nearest usable
exit tended to be-greater among fatalities
than survivors. This leads to the not
unsurprising conglusion that it is better to sit
closer to an exitthan farther away.
{AM-70-18, p. 55 Sncw, Carroll and
Allgoad)

The AFA also states that testunony of
flight attendants who had been'in '
crashes confirms that distance to exlt
doors is important in escaping,

Many commenters who think that the
FAAis overemphasuzmg distance to
exifs appearto agree with ong -
commenter who states that the time
needed to evacuate airplanes in
emergencies is a function of both
distance to the nearest emergency exxt
and the time to evacuate. Thig~ -
commenter suggests that with shorter
distances; lines may form and that the
piling up or queuving of passengers in
emergency evacuationstnay actually -
impede the ability to evacuate al.rplanes
because passengers could be more
prene to panic if they are lmed up and
waltmg

Most of the opposmg commenters also
-appear to believe that the FAAs'not |
giving adequate recognition to the.

' numerous emergency evacuation ;-
demonstrations that have proven that

airplanes, such as models of the B-747 - -

with 8 doors on.the main deck, could be
evacuated within less than 90 seconds
with 50 percent of the exits blocked
along with the other simulated .
"émeTgency condmons reqmrei by the
rules.
As noted in Notxce No 8‘7-10 the

evacuation’ demonstration required’ by

§ 25 863 nmther estabhshes a maxxmum

_ escape path dlstance nor demonstrates

that-escape path distance is not a major
factor in actual emergencies. That-
demonstration is conducted to provide a
benchmark against which the FAA can
conszstently evaluate emergency exit
performance with various internal -
seating and emergency exit

- configurations. It doeg not-simulate . ‘

‘actual post-crash emergency evacuation
conditions, nor could it reasonably do
8o. It is not an acceptable evacuation
performance standard. :

As explained in Notice No. 87-10
with present designs, excessive’ escape
path distance can be a major
impediment to evacuaticn in a number
of situations which service experience
has shown might ocour during an actual
emergency. The typical passenger cabin
with a single aisle feeds evacuees to-
pairs of exits, one exit on eaich side of
the cabin [or dual aisles to dual lane
exits in typical wide-body cabins). In an
actual emergency evacuation, exits at
one end of the cabin might be made - -
unusable by fire, smoke, structural
damage, water submersion, landing gear
collapse, or other causes, 1eavmg one or
more pairs of usable exits in the
remainder of the cabin; This is
conmmonly the case in a pool fire
accident, where éscape time differences
of only a few seconds can be critical, In
this situation, the aisle cannot feed -
evacuees to 4 pair of typical floor level
exits fast enough to use the fuil

~ evacuation capability of the-exit pair,
. The flow rate of the aisle is less than

that of the exit pair, making the aisle
itself the critical impediment which
determines the time required for
passengers to escape the airplane.
Similarly, dual aisles inadequately feed
pairs of exits equipped with dual-lane
evacuation slides.

In the situation where one exitina .
pair of exits is unusable, as in ai .
evacuation demonstration, the aisle is
not the critical impediment to
evacuation. In this case the aisle can
feed more evacuees to the remaining
single exit than that exit can handle.
This resolts in passenger queues at -

" exits, Thelimited flow rate of the single

exit is the impediment which determines

" evacuation time. This is the situation -

which some commenters contend"
demonstrates that aisle length has no
effect on evatiation time. The FAA
acknowledges thatin evacuation
demonstrations, aisle distance may not

be as critical a factorin evacuation time-

as it ig in'real accident emergencies
where the aisle may be barely passable..
-The-agency expects:that these variables
'will be more appropriately accounted ' -

fordna perfonnance standard REEREE

N developed by the emergency evacuatmn

advisory commitiee,

Slxty-Font Detenmnatlon "

A number of comimenters address the
proposed maximum distance between
emergencyexits. Several commenters-
who support the propesed maximum
distance between exits cite the
historical increase in distance between -
exits as described in Notice No. 87-10.
These commenters agree with.the FAA
position that earlier improvements in
crashworthiness safety regulations had
not focused on the distance between
exits because as a practical matter those
distances were all within a range -
generally agreed to be acceptable.’ Some
of these commenters suggest that while

‘they think a distance of less than 60 feet

could be justified, they will accept the
agency's proposal of 60 feet. :
. Virtually al! of the commenters who
oppose the proposal state.that there is.
no basis for the 60-foot maximum
distance requlrement Typical of these
commenters is KLM Royal Dutch .
Airlines’ statement that the 60- foot limit -
between emergency exits was and is an
arbitrary figure, not supported by
objective evidence or analysis. KLM
states that the 60-foot limit was a
subjective opinion expressed by airline -

_ cabin crew delegations at the 1985 .

Evacuation Technical Conference in .
Seattle. KLM and other commenters- urge

" the FAA to consider other factors.

besides exit distance: factors such as
dual aisles versus single aisles and the
number of people who have been
evacuated within the 90-second limit in

.demonsirations of emergency

evacuation procedures under Part 121.
Several commenters assume that the

- primary justification for the proposed

60-foot maximum distance is the tests.
discussed in Notice No, 87-10 that were
conducted in the emergency evacuation
simulator at the FAA Civil Aeromedical
Institute (CAMI). These commenters
specifically dispute the statement made
in Notice No. 87-10 that the CAMI tests

indicate that a reduction in zisle flow by

about one-third could be reascnably
expected when the floor is inclined
because of, for example, gear collapse.

- Boeing contends that the FAA :
selectively used the CAMI data: British
Airways states that it disagrees with the

.conclusions drawn by the FAA on flow
- rates and has not been able to support it

in its reading of the appmprlate CAMI -
report. .
As the dlscussmn in Notice No‘ 87—10

: cleariy indicated, the justification for the

maximum 60-foot distance between

-£exits is not-based on specific empmcal
research (CAMI'S or. other). success of -
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failure of evacuation demonstrations, or
" anecdotal evidence from-actual crash :
evacuations. However, testing, historical
data, analysis, and informed engineering
judgment lead the FAA to conclode that,
in the absence of a preferable but
presently unavailable evacuation’
performance standard, it would not be
" prudent to aliow distances between
emergency exits to increase without '
providing a limit. As Notice No. 87-10
stated, the issue of maximum distance
between exits was hot addressed in the
major crashworthiness regulations in the
" 1960's because even the new wide-
bodied transports then being designed
had a maximum exit-to-exit distance
. ranging from 44 [eet to 50 feet. Before
" Notice No. 87-10 was issued, one
designer of a derivative version of an
existing airplane proposed exit-to-exit
distances substantially exceeding 80
feet. This is not acceptable, for reason of
safety, in present designs.

For the FAA to determine that 60 feet -
is the maximum allowable distance.
between exits, the FAA does not have to
. conclude, as Boeing and many other -

‘commenters seem to assume, that 65 feet
- or 75 feet or even 85 feet would never
under any circurnstance be safe. A
survivable crash situation in which
upwards of 400 people safely evacuate
an airplane with exits more than 60 feet
apart is certainly possible. But, as other
commenters note, there also have been
survivable crashes in which many
people died or were injured because
some or nearly all of the available exits
were uniusable. As the FAA has stated”
on numerous occasions, Part 25 of the

- FAR contains many requirements for

" built-in redundance because it would be
imprudent to allow otherwise. For
instance; three-engine-transport )
category airplanes must be capable of

- maintaining safe flight with two engines

inoperable, not because such flight is

desirable but because such capability

" ‘'may be necessary, dlithough rarely, to

avoid a catastrophe.

Therefore, the decision to estabhsh a
maximum distance of 60 feet between

" exits is not a-decision based on specific .

provable data. Rather, in the absence of

& technically acceptable-evacuation

~ perfoermance standard, it is a decision
- based on a balanicing of door distance in
the'total equation of cabin evacuation, -
that is, how door distance interrelates -

-with aisle design, exit row lighting, door
design, chute inflation time; and other -
factors that go into the cabin evacuatlon

_ scenario, given our present .-
understanding. of the mterrelanonshlp of
these variables. The FAA finds that the
selection of a maximum 80/fopt: dlstance

~ between exits is'a prudent and i

necessary safety decision consistent -
with its mandate under the Act and in
the absence of an acceptable
performance standard.

The agency has placed in the pubhc
docket [No. 25191) an explanation of its
analysis and use of the CAMI tests in
arriving at the one-third reduction in:
flow rate mentioned in Notice No, 87-10.
These tests were just one factor in the
agency's decision. The primary technical
basis for the difference between the
one-third reduction and lesser figures
mentioned by commenters is the
emphasm given to different parameters
in the tests.

Economic Costs

. Many foreign air carriers and Boging
coinment that the agency's regulatory
evaluation did not consider potential

revenue loss to air carriers because they

could not increase their passenger =
capacity. These commenters state that
with 8 emergency exits on the main
deck, it would be possible ta increase
the seating capacity by 6 to 12 seats
while maintaining an interior layout
consistent with the current layout (a mix
of first class, business class, and coach,
seating; seat pitch and width; and
interior service dreas such as closets,
galleys, and lavatones] Commenters
provide a range of estimates of the
annual value of these seats to air -
carriers in additonal passenger
révenues,-

- 'The loss of,potentla_l revenue because’ :

an air carrier cannct incresse its
passenger capacity should notbe - . .
considered as an impact of this
rulemaking, Airlines are currently .
operating B-747's well below the type
certificated maximum seating

capacities: 440 with 8 exits and 550 thh *
" 10 exits on the main deck. This

rulemaking does not prohibit an airline
from increasing passenger seating
capacity to the maximum allowed.
Although allowing deactivation of two
of the exit doors could potentially
provide air carriers-with an opportunity
to increase passenger seating capacity
without chaflgmg the present interior-
layout, it is not a cost directly related to
this rulemakmg It is a cost resulting

from air carrier management degisions

regarding cabin configuratlon and
passenger service.” = 1 '
Only forexgn air cartiers and Boemg
raised the issue of increasing passenger
seating capacity. The Air Transport
Association of America (ATA), which -
represents U.S, air carriers, states in its
comments, “Few ATA memberairlines
are directly affected by the proposed :

limitations on seat/exit locations;. those
-which are- du-ectly affected have, for "
reasons: of ﬂwu' own. elected to restnct :

their futurélairplaﬁe- seat/exit
configurations to those which comply -
with the proposed limits.” Consequently,

"this rulemaking does not have a

substantial impact on U.S, air carriers.
The cost figures submitted regarding
lost opportunity are inaccurate, For

- example, both Boeing and Korean

Airlines assume that the preserit
passenger load factor.-would apply to the
additonal seats gained by deactivation
of the exit doors; however, if the current
passenger lodd factor is about 70
percent on an airplane with 350 seats,
the additonal 8-12 seats would be used
only when flights were full or nearly full.
The additional seats would more
accurately Have a load factor of about
10 percent. Such an adjustment would

" significantly reduce the lost opportunity
. costs of the air carriers,

KLM Royal Dutch Airlines expresses
cencern that it would be forced to
reactivate exit doors in its 8- door B—
747's because the public may think the -
airplanes with 8 doors on the main deck
dre unsafe. KLM states that reactivating
the doors would cost $450,000 per
airplane. The FAA is not requiring exit.
doors to be reactivated as a condition

for continued-airworthiness. As-stated

previously, the FAA. is prohibiting air
carriers and manufacturers from - - .
increasing exit-to-exit distances beyond
the limitations in this rule because the -
preferable alternative of a performance
standard cannot now be exercised. As a
result-of this rulemakmg, aitlines may

.voluntarlly reactivate exit doors in the. .

interest of safety. Thege costs would be
voluntary and, therefore, are not bemg

-considered.

The QOrient A1"11nes Assocrahon and.
Korean Airlines state that orders for 8
door B-747's have been placed with

‘Boeing. In anticipation of delivery. of -

these airplanes, the airlines have made
plans; to change these plans, as the. final
rule would require, would fnvolve.
incurring added costs. The FAA .
recognizes that inconvenience may be’
invalved for foreign air carriers that had
placed orders, However, any such lost
opportunity costs are not considered
except as they relate to 1.8, trade ™ -
{disgussed in the International Trade
Impact Assessment). \

Boeing submitted cost estimates on- _
fuel costs associated with additional
weight and maintenance.cost of the -
equipment for the two exits, These

- avoided costs were considered inthe .

regulatory evahiation for the proposed

" rule. The estimated cost impact is $8 300

pet'B-747 per year, operated. This - o
congists of $6,800in avoided fuel.costs - .
and $1,500 in avoided maintenance - - "
expenses. Boemg estlmat-es an annual -
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cost increase of $4,780 per B-747. This
consists of fuel costs. of $1,080 and )
maintenance costs of $3,700. In light of -
these figures, an appropriate range of -
the potential per airplane anmual cost
increase of this ﬁnal rale is from $5,000
‘0 $8,000.

In summary, no addmonal cost/
benefit. information, which significantly
alters the agericy’s original assessment
of the proposed rule, was submitted in

- response to Notice No. 87-10. '

Comments Beyond the Scupe of the
Pmposals
The followi.ng are a"number.of

comments that while relating to the
overall issue of emergency evacuation

are beyond the scope of this rulemaking:

* One commenter recommends &
‘separate proposal to resolve the
shortcomings and controversial aspects
cf simulated emergency evacuation
demonstrations,

* British Airways recommends fm-ther'

evacuation testing o establish
supportable, repeatable criteria rather’
than the subjective opinions expressed
in Notice No. 87-18.

< McDornel Douglas states that the
issue is more complex than just distance
alone-and that the FAA should consider
seat pitch, aigle width, dom' size, and
seat density. - -

¢ ALPA states that the FAA should -
correlate distance to size of exit: For.
example, for less than a Type A exit, the

maximum distance between exits should

.be 50 feet. . . .

" & Several oommenters su,ggest that a
flight aftendant be required at eachk -
Type A emergency exit,

As stated earlier, this rulemaking
focuses on exit-te-exit distances
because. an acceptable performance -

. standard has not yet been dev eloped.
The FAA may address related issues, .
such ds emergency evacuation '

demonstrations, cabin canfiguratmn,

and location of flight attendants in other
.actions and in the deliberations of the
emergency evacuation advisory -

committee. The recommendatlon by

British Airways to conduct further.
evacuation testing before establishing

_criteria would-only allow for a

continuing increase in exit-to-exit
distances. The FAA will continue to
conduct research in emergency . -
evacuationa and will use such research
results to increase the likelihood of
passenger survival in emergencies. The

FAA will also fully support and
ac,gresswely address the :
recommendations of the! emergency

" evacuation advisory committee

regarding proposal and adoption of a:

regulation implementing an evacuation

. ‘performance standard, . .

Section 25.2

‘Rule Clarifications 7

' In-addition to'minor editarial -
corrections, the following specific

" changes have been made to the

proposed rule language that appears in
Notice No. 87-10. -

The phrase, “involving an increase in

- distance between any ad]acent

passenger emergency exits,” i )
proposed § 25.2(b] has been replaced
with the words. “for an airplane
manufactured after October 16, 1987,”.
'This change makes the language of

§ 25.2 consistent with § 21.183{f] and
clarifies the intent that § 25.2(b) applies
only to newiy-manufactured airplanes.

Sections 25.30?{(:)(7) and 121.310(m)

One commenter notes that the
distance from the furthest upper deck
seat [dowu the staircase) to a main deck
exit in the B-747 is greater than 30 feet.
This commenter recummends that the -
distance to the.exit.on the upper deck

- $hould be allowed to meet the. rule. Two

other commenters emphasize that both-
distances [seat-to-exit and exit-to-exit)
should be measured paraliel to an
airplane’s. longitudinal centerline axis.
The intent is for each distance tobe
measured along a line"p_arélllel to an

" airplane’s lopgitudinal axis for exits on

the same deck and on the same side of
the fuselage. The wording in the rule has
been changed to accommodate these
conhcerns, to clarify that adjacent exits
are on the same side of the same deck,
and to set a limit on exit-to-exit distance

only on the same side of the same deck. .

In addition, proposed §§ 25.807(c}(7)
and 121.310{m)(1) bave been withdrawn

‘because they are redundant with respect

to existing requirements:. (Proposed

§ 25.807(c){8) has been renumbered

§ 25.807(c)(7) in this final rule ) Section
25.807(c) currently requires that at least
one floor level exit per side'be located
near each end of the cabin: Therefore.
for a passenger seat located aft of the
aft-most exit or forward of the forward-

most exit, the ‘escape path distance wilt
not be excessive. .

Regulatory Evaluation. Summary

The regulatory evaluation prepared
for this rule considers costs and benefits
associated with amendments to Parts 21,
25, and 121 to limit passenger emergency
escape paih distance by-establishing a
standard that limits the distance any -

 exit may be from an ad;acent exxt (no -

more than 60 feet}. -
. The potential- impact of thig rule falls
prirearily on (1S, airline operators of B-

746 airplanes. .Although no B-747

axrplane currently in.use by U.S. air -

" carriers has an exit-to-exit distance

greater than 60 feet, a loss of pot’ential
revenues could occur if any U.S. air
carrier intended to deactivate two exit
doors from B-747 airplanes thereby
increasing exit-to-exit distances beyond

. -the standard hm:t estabhshed in this
rulemaking. .

This rule could have a potenhal ‘
impact on operatorsof Lockheed Model
L-1011-385-3 {L-1011-500) airplanes.
These airplanes are no longer.in
production and those currently in
existence in U1.S. air carrier service have
been excluded from the requirements of -
this rulemaking. Noncomplying L~1011-
500’3 may not enter Part 121 operations

~ after October 16, 1987. The L~1011-500's

owned by foreign operators before
October 16, 1987, cannot be used by a
Part 121 operator unless they are
modified to comply with the exit
distance requirements. To modify such
an airplane is prohibitively expensive.
After reviewing the comments
received on Notice No. 87-10, the FAA
has revised its regulatory evaluation of
this final rule. No U.S. air carrier
indicated any interest in deactivating
emergency exits on its existing B-747
airplanes or ordering new airplanes with
exits deactivated even if regulations
allowed such deactivation: The ATA,
which represents U.S. air carriers, stated
in its comments, “Few ATA members
are directly affected by the proposed
limitations on seat/exit locations; those
which are directly affected have, for-
reasons of their own, elected to resttict
their-future airplane seat/exit locations
to those which comply with the
proposed limits.” Therefore, the FAA
concludes that the final rule will not
have an effect on the revenues of U.S.
air carriers because it incorporates -
current industry practice into regulation.
There may be some unquantlﬁable

- safety or cost effects on firms which -

produce executive configurations of
airline transport category ajrplaues.-
Some. of these newly-manufactured
airplanes may be-affected by the final

- rule. However, since most executive

conversions are destined for overseas
customers, any such airplanes which did
not meet the final rule could be
accommodated ender the devm’uon
authority of Part 21.-

. A benefit of the fmal ruleis that it mll
engure that the current level of safety of
B-747 airplanes used in Part-121
operations is maintained by precluding
the deactivation of emergency exits. The
rule alse will prevent any decrease in-

. safety related to emergency-exit
- distances in future airplace designs

when compared to current airplanes by

-estabhshmg an exn-to exlt dlstance -

standard. -
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Regulatory Flexibility Determination

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
of 1980 was enacted by Congress to
ensure that small entities are not
unnecessarily and disproportionately
burdened by Government regulations. .
The RFA reguires agencies to review
rules which may have a significant
‘impact on a substannal number of small
entities.

This final rule will not havea
significant economic impact, positive or
negative, on a substantial number of

- small entities, This regulation will -

. potentially impact primarily twoe types
of entities: the manufacturer of B-747
airplanes and airline operators whose
fleets contain B-747 airplanes.

The FAA sizé threshold for
determination of a small entity for -
aircraft manufacturers is 75 employees;

- that is, any aircraft manufacturer with
more than 75 employees is considered

. not to be a small entity. The Boeing
Company, manufacturer of the B-747
airplane, is not a small entity. -

The FAA size threshold for a
determination of a small entity for -

- aircraft operators is 9 owned aircraft;:
that is, any operator with more than 9
owned aircraft is considered not fo be a
small entity. The FAA threshold for a
substantial number of small entities is -
‘one third and at least eleven of the small
entities must be impacted. There are
less than eleven small entltles that own
B-747 airplanes.

International Trade Impact Assessment

This rule is not expected to have any
measurable impact on international

_ trade. Although some foreign operators

could modify their airplanes by

" “deactivating exit doors, such an ‘action

would not result in any serious

competitive disadvantages for U.S.

+ operators doing business abroad, This
assessmerit is based on the fact that
some foreign operators have already
deactivated exit doors and this practice
is not expected to continue to any great

-extent because virtually all of the world
fleet operatois, on average, are flying
below their maximum seating capacity.
Thus, this rule is expected to have no
measurable impact on the trade
_opportunities for U.S. operators doing
business abroad or for foreign operators
doing business in the United States.

Federalism Implications

- These regulations are issued under the
authority of the Federal Aviation Act
(Act) of 1958, as amended (49.U.8.C. -

1301 et seq.). -

" The regulations adopted herem wxll

- not have substantial direct effects-on the

. states, on the relationship between the

national government and the states, or
on the distribution of power and
reapon51b111t1es among the various levels
of government, Thus, in accordance with
Executive Order 12612, it is determined
that this final rule will not have. _
sufficient federalism implications. fo .
warrant the preparatmn of a Federahsm'
Assessment..

Coxnclusien : .

For the reasons discussed in this
preamble and based on the findings in
the Regulatory Flexibility Detérmination

and the International Trade Impact
Assessment, the FAA has determined

_ that this reguiati'on is not major under

Executive Order 12291. In addition, it is
certified that this rule will not have a
‘'significant economic impact, positive or
negative, or a substantial number of
small entities under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act. This rule is
considered significant under DOT
Regulatory Policiés and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979). A
Tegulatory évaluation of the rule,
including a Regulatory Flexibility
Determination and Trade Impact
Assessment, has beern placed inthe '
docket. A copy may be obtained by
contacting the person identified under
“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. ”

List of Subjects
14 CFR Part21
Aijr tranSporta‘uon, Am:raft Av1at10n

- Safety, Safety:

14 CFR Part 25 .
Alir transportation, A:rcraft Awatmn

safety, Safety.
'14 CFR Part 121

Air carriers, Air transportation,
Aircraft, Airplanes, Airworthiness
directives and standards, Aviation -
safety, Common carriers, '
Crashworthiness, Emergency
evacuation, Safety, Transportation.

The Rule.

Accordingly, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends Parts 21, 25,-and
121 of the Federal Aviation Regulatmns

{14 CFR Parts 21, 25, and 121) as follows:

PART 21—CERTiIFICATION
PROCEDURES FOR PRODUCTS AND
PARTS

1. The authority citation for Part 21
continues to read as follows: :

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1344, 1348(c), 1352,
1354(a), 1355, 1421 through 1431, 1502,

. 1651(b)(2); 42 U.S.C. 18576-10, 4321 et s6q., _

E.O. 11514; 49US.C. 106(g) [Rev1sed Pub. L~
97449, ]anuary 12,1983).

'2, By amending § 21.183 by adding a
new paragraph (ﬂ to read as follows: -

§21,183 Issue of s!andard airwo'thiness
certificates for normal, utility, acrobatic,
commuter, and transpeort category aircraft;
manned free halloons; and special classes
of aircraft,

> * * * *

[f) Passenger. emergency exit

. requirements. Notwithstanding all other

provisions of this section, each applicant
for issuance of a standard airworthiness
certificate for a transport category
airplane manufactored after October 186,
1987, must show that the airplane meets‘
the requirements of § 25.807{c)(7} in

~ effect on July 24, 1989. For the purposes

of this. paragraph, the date of
manufacture of an airplane is the date
the inspection-acceptance records - - -
reflect that the airplane is complete and

‘meets the FAA-approved type demgn ;

data.

PART 25—AlnwonTHiNEss.
STANDARDS: TRANSPORT *
CATEGORY AIRPLANES

3. The authority citation for _Part 25

_ continues to read as fo_llows:

.Authority: 49U.5.C: 1344, 1354{a}, 1355, -
1421, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1428, 1429, 1430; 49 -
U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L, 97-449; ]anuary
12,1983); and 49 CFR 1.47{a).. =~ '

‘4; By amending § 25.2 by redesxgnatmg
the introductory text as paragraph (a),
redesignating paragraphs (a), (b);.(c) and
(d) as paragraphs (a}{1), (a)(2), (a}(3) and
(a)(4), respectively, and adding a new
paragraph (b) to read as follows:

§25.2 Special retroactlve requiremems.
* B L3 * *

(b} Irrespective of the date of
application, each applicant for a
supplemental type certificate (or an -
amendment to'a type certificate) for an
airplane manufactuied after Qctober 186,
1987, must shiow that {he airplane meets

" the reguirernents of § 25. 807[1:](7] in
- effect on july 24, 1969. '

5. By amending § 26.807 by addmg a
new paragraph ()7} to read as follows. )

§25.807 Fassenger emergency exisis.

kS *. % * *.

{C] LR I

{7) For an airplane that is required to
have more than one'passenger -
emergency exit for each side of the
fuselage, no passenger emergency exit
shall be more than'60 feet from any -
adjacent passenger emergency exit on
the same side of the same deck of the
fuselage,-as measured parallel to the =
airplane’s longitudinal axis between the
nearest exit edges.: : ‘

* * Lk * Tk
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-6. The authority citation for Part 121
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 43 U.8.C. 1354{a), 1355, 1356,
1387, 1401, 1421 through 1430, 1472, 1485, and
1502; 49 U.8.C. 108(g] (Revised Pub. L. 97449,
January 12, 1983); and 49 CFR 1.47(2].

7. By amending § 121.310 by adding a
new paragraph (m} to-read as follows:

§121.310 Additional emergency
equlpment. .
* *. * L] *

. (m} Except as provided by §‘1'21.627(c]
and except for-an airplane usedin -
operations under this part on October
16, 1987, and having an emergency exit
configuration installed’and authorized
for operation prior to October 186, 1987,
for an airplane that is reqiired to have
more than one passenger emergency exit
for each side of the fuselage, no '
passenger emergency exit shall be more
than 60 feet from any adjacent _
passenger emergency exit on the same -
side of the same deck of the fuselage, as

‘easured paraliel to the airplane’s .

. longitudinal axis between the nearest
2xit edges,

Issued in Washmgton. DC. on ]une 186, 1989

Robert E. Whittington,

Acting Administrator. _ i
[FR Doc. 89-14797 Filed 6-22-8¢: 8:45 am]
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