










• 
We at the FAA were quick to realize that no single country, not even our own, 

can any longer expect to be the sole arbiter of standards. We recognized, early on, that 
if we do not participate with others in the development of future standards .. .if we do 
not work to achieve world-wide harmonization of those standards ... the result would be 
a growing gap between U.S. standards and those of Europe and the rest of the world. 
And with that gap would come a loss of influence and weakening of the competitive 
advantage we now enjoy. 

This is the reason that, for a number of years now, the FAA has been working 
closely with the European Joint Aviation Authorities ... the JAA ... and a number of other 
nations around the world to establish common rules and procedures for aircraft 
certification. Differences in airworthiness standards from country to country cost U.S. 
aircraft manufacturers millions each year. And lack of uniform operating rules surely 
costs U.S. air carriers even more. The irony, of course, is that all these added costs, 
incurred in the name of aviation safety, often provide little, if any, apparent safety 

benefit. In a time of financial distress for air carriers and aircraft manufacturers around 
the world, there is every incentive to eliminate such costly confusion and inefficiency. 

Such sensitivity to costs may not be what you'd normally expect from 
government regulators. But we've all had our cost consciousness raised by industry 
representatives who have actively participated with us in developing a coordinated 
approach to the problems of regulatory burden. I believe that, on the whole, the FAA 

has tried to work as a partner with industry. But at times, our role as a regulator can 
make this partnership an uneasy one. The FAA takes its rule-making and enforcement 
responsibilities seriously. We also know that unneeded regulations can create an 
unnecessary economic burden on an industry already struggling to survive. If we're 

not careful, our rules can put our carriers and aircraft manufacturers at a competitive 

disadvantage, without any gain in safety. 

Can we do a better job of estimating the economic impact of our rules, as our 

critics have challenged us to do? Yes we can, and we will. Our regulatory activity 

must be responsive to the many stakeholders we serve. But we're also aware that 
government regulations almost always pit one interest against another. And in the 
end, of course, safety ... in the public interest...will always take first priority. 

In 1991, the FAA formed the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee, or 
ARAC, as it is called in government acronymese. Its sixty-one members represent 
virtually every segment of American aviation. And from these diverse perspectives, 
ARAC has been effective both in proposing new rules and in suggesting revisions in 

old ones. 

This committee symbolizes our commitment to work in close partnership with 
the aviation community. And ARAC is going to be around for a while ... its charter 

was renewed by the Clinton Administration earlier this month. Industry participation 




