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Actions Compliance Procedures 

(4) If any damage is found during any inspec-
tion required by this AD, submit a Malfunction 
or Defect Report (M or D), FAA Form 8010–
4, to the FAA. 

(i) Include the airplane model and serial num-
ber, the extent of the damage (location and 
type), and the total number of hours TIS on 
the damaged area. 

(ii) You may submit M or D reports electroni-
cally by accessing the FAA AFS–600 Web 
page at http://av-info.faa.gov/isdr. You will 
lose access to the report once electronically 
submitted. We recommend you print two cop-
ies prior to submitting the report. Forward 
one copy to the Denver Aircraft Certification 
Office (ACO) and keep the one copy for your 
records. The Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) approved the information col-
lection requirements contained in this regula-
tion under the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et 
seq.) and assigned OMB Control Nubmer 
2120–0056. 

Within 10 days after the inspection in which 
the corrosion or damage was found or with-
in 10 days after February 14, 2003 (the ef-
fective date of this AD), whichever occurs 
later.

Send the report to Roger Caldwell, FAA, at 
the address in paragraph (g) of this AD. 
You may also file electronically as dis-
cussed in this AD. 

(e) What kind of scope or light source must 
I use to accomplish the inspection required 
in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this AD? We have 
determined that Olympus OSF Endoscope 
(sigmoidoscope) with a Fujinon FIL–150 light 
source is acceptable for the inspections 
option chosen in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this 
AD. Other scopes and light sources are 
acceptable and must meet the following 
minimum characteristics: 

(1) Must be a remote high intensity light 
source of 150 Watts halogen or better. 

(2) The optical system must be of a quality 
such that it remains constantly in focus from 
about 4 millimeters (0.16 inch) to infinity. 

(3) When the tip is approximately 4 
millimeters from the inspected surface, a 
magnification of about 10X must be achieved. 

(4) The image guide and protective sheath 
length must be at least 2 feet for more, and 
the distal tip diameter must be 0.450 inch or 
larger. 

(5) There must be control handles for four-
way tip articulation of the last 4 to 5 inches 
for a minimum of 100 degrees for each 
direction. 

(f) Can I comply with this AD in any other 
way? You may use an alternative method of 
compliance or adjust the compliance time if: 

(1) Your alternative method of compliance 
provides an equivalent level of safety; and 

(2) The Manager, Denver Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), approves your 
alternative. Submit your request through an 
FAA Principal Maintenance Inspector, who 
may add comments and then send it to the 
Manager, Denver ACO.

Note: This AD applies to each airplane 
identified in paragraph (a) of this AD, 
regardless of whether it has been modified, 
altered, or repaired in the area subject to the 
requirements of this AD. For airplanes that 
have been modified, altered, or repaired so 
that the performance of the requirements of 
this AD is affected, the owner/operator must 
request approval for an alternative method of 
compliance in accordance with paragraph (f) 
of this AD. The request should include an 

assessment of the effect of the modification, 
alteration, or repair on the unsafe condition 
addressed by this AD; and, if you have not 
eliminated the unsafe condition, specific 
actions you propose to address it.

(g) Where can I get information about any 
already-approved alternative methods of 
compliance? Contact Roger Caldwell, 
Aerospace Engineer, FAA, Denver Aircraft 
Certification Office, 26805 East 68th Avenue, 
Room 214, Denver, Colorado 80249–6361; 
telephone: (303) 342–1086; facsimile: (303) 
342–1088. 

(h) What if I need to fly the airplane to 
another location to comply with this AD? The 
FAA can issue a special flight permit under 
sections 21.197 and 21.199 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 21.197 and 
21.199) to operate your airplane to a location 
where you can accomplish the requirements 
of this AD. 

(i) Are any service bulletins incorporated 
into this AD by reference? Actions required 
by this AD must be done in accordance with 
Univair Aircraft Corporation Service Bulletin 
No. 31, dated January 29, 2002; or Univair 
Aircraft Corporation Service Bulletin No. 31, 
Revision 1, dated June 14, 2002. The Director 
of the Federal Register approved this 
incorporation by reference under 5 U.S.C. 
552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. You may get copies 
from Univair Aircraft Corporation, 2500 
Himalaya Road, Aurora, Colorado 80011. You 
may view copies at the FAA, Central Region, 
Office of the Regional Counsel, 901 Locust, 
Room 506, Kansas City, Missouri, or at the 
Office of the Federal Register, 800 North 
Capitol Street, NW., suite 700, Washington, 
DC. 

(j) When does this amendment become 
effective? This amendment becomes effective 
on February 14, 2003.

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on 
December 23, 2002. 
David R. Showers, 
Acting Manager, Small Airplane Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 02–32885 Filed 12–31–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–U

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 61 

[Docket No. FAA–2002–13744; SFAR No. 
73–1] 

RIN: 2120–AH94 

Robinson R–22/R–44 Special Training 
And Experience Requirements

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Department of 
Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rule extends the 
expiration date of Special Federal 
Aviation Regulation (SFAR) 73. SFAR 
73 requires special training and 
experience for pilots operating the 
Robinson model R–22 or R–44 
helicopters in order to maintain the safe 
operation of Robinson helicopters. It 
also requires special training and 
experience for certified flight instructors 
conducting student instruction or flight 
reviews in R–22 or R–44 helicopters.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 31, 2002.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert J. O’Haver, Operations Branch, 
AFS–820, General Aviation and 
Commercial Division, 800
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Independence Ave. SW., Washington, 
DC 20591; Telephone: (202) 267–7031.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Availability of Rulemaking Documents 

You can get an electronic copy using 
the Internet by taking the following 
steps: 

(1) Go to the search function of the 
Department of Transportation’s 
electronic Docket Management System 
(DMS) Web page (http://dms.dot.gov/
search). 

(2) On the search page type in the last 
five digits (13744) of the Docket number 
shown at the beginning of this notice. 
Click on ‘‘search.’’ 

(3) On the next page, which contains 
the Docket summary information for the 
Docket you selected, click on the 
document number of the item you wish 
to view. Anyone is able to search the 
electronic form of all comments 
received into any of our dockets by the 
name of the individual submitting the 
comment (or signing the comment, if 
submitted on behalf of an association, 
business, labor union, etc.). You may 
review DOT’s complete Privacy Act 
statement in the Federal Register 
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume 
65, Number 70; Pages 19477–78) or you 
may visit http://dms.dot.gov. 

You can also get an electronic copy 
using the Internet through the Office of 
Rulemaking’s Web page at http://
www.faa.gov/avr/armhome.htm or the 
Government Printing Office’s Web page 
at http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/
aces/aces140.html. 

You can also get a copy by submitting 
a request to the Federal Aviation 
Administration, Office of Rulemaking, 
ARM–1, 800 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, DC 20591, or by 
calling (202) 267–9680. Make sure to 
identify the docket number, notice 
number, or amendment number of this 
rulemaking. 

Small Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act 

The Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 
(SBREFA) requires the FAA to comply 
with small entity requests for 
information or advice about compliance 
with statutes and regulations within its 
jurisdiction. Therefore, any entity that 
has a question regarding this document 
may contact a local FAA office, or the 
person listed under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT. You can find out 
more about SBREFA on the Internet at 
our Web page, www.gov/avr/arm/
sbrefa.htm. If you have questions, send 
us an e-mail at 9-AWA-
SBREFA@faa.gov. 

Background 

Part 61 of Title 14 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (14 CFR part 61) 
details the certification requirements for 
pilots and flight instructors. Particular 
requirements for pilots and flight 
instructors in rotorcraft are found in 
Subparts C through G, and Appendix B 
of part 61. These requirements do not 
address any specific type or model of 
rotorcraft. However, in 1995 the Federal 
Aviation Administration (referred to as 
‘‘we’’) determined that specific training 
and experience requirements are 
necessary for the safe operation of 
Robinson R–22 and R–44 model 
helicopters. 

The R–22 is a 2-seat, reciprocating 
engine powered helicopter that is 
frequently used as a low-cost initial 
student training aircraft. The R–44 is a 
4-seat helicopter with operating 
characteristics and design features that 
are similar to the R–22. The R–22 is the 
smallest helicopter in its class and 
incorporates a unique cyclic control and 
rotor system. Certain aerodynamic and 
design features of the aircraft cause 
specific flight characteristics that 
require particular pilot awareness and 
responsiveness. 

We found that the R–22 met 14 CFR 
part 27 certification requirements and 
issued a type certificate in 1979. The 
small size and relatively low operating 
costs of this helicopter made it popular 
as a training or small utility aircraft. 
Thus, a significant number of the pilots 
operating R–22 helicopters were 
relatively inexperienced. Prior to 
issuance of SFAR 73, the Robinson R–
22 experienced a higher number of fatal 
accidents due to main rotor/airframe 
contact than other piston-powered 
helicopters. Many of these accidents 
were caused by low rotor revolutions 
per minute (RPM) or low ‘‘G’’ 
conditions that resulted in mast 
bumping or main rotor-airframe contact 
accidents. Aviation safety authorities 
attributed this to pilot error by 
inexperienced pilots. 

In our analysis of accident data, we 
found that apparently qualified pilots 
may not be properly prepared to safely 
operate the R–22 and R–44 helicopters 
in certain flight conditions. We 
determined that additional pilot 
training, originally established by SFAR 
73, as modified in SFAR 73–1, 
continues to be needed for the safe 
operation of these helicopters. 

Previous Regulatory Action 

To address the safety issues, on March 
1, 1995, we published SFAR 73 (60 FR 
11256). This SFAR required certain 
experience and training to perform 

pilot-in-command (PIC) and/or certified 
flight instructor (CFI) duties. SFAR 73 
was issued on an emergency basis, with 
an expiration date of December 31, 
1997. On November 21, 1997 (62 FR 
62486), we published an NPRM to 
extend SFAR 73 to December 31, 2002, 
with a minor amendment. The final rule 
extending SFAR 73 to December 31, 
2002 was published on January 7, 1998 
(63 FR 660). On November 14, 2002, we 
published an NPRM proposing to 
extend SFAR 73 an additional 5 years to 
December 31, 2007 (67 FR 69106). This 
final rule responds to the comments 
received on the most recent NPRM and 
extends SFAR 73 to March 31, 2008. 

FAA response to comments on the 
NPRM that proposed extension of SFAR 
73 

We received six comments in 
response to the NPRM that was 
published in the Federal Register on 
November 14, 2002. Two of the 
comments were from the Robinson 
Helicopter Company. The other four 
comments were from three individuals. 
Several of the commenters addressed 
similar issues. Our response to the 
comments follows.

1. Should We Exclude the Robinson R44 
Helicopter From the Requirements of 
SFAR 73? 

Mr. Frank Robinson, President of the 
Robinson Helicopter Company; Mr. 
Sherwood A. Bresler, Chief Accident 
Investigator for the Robinson Helicopter 
Company; Mr. Timothy C. Tucker, an 
FAA Designated Pilot Examiner for 
helicopters; and Mr. Martin E. Weaver 
requested the FAA to remove the R44 
helicopter from SFAR 73. The principal 
arguments in favor of removing the R44 
helicopter are: 

• The Robinson Helicopter Company 
has made significant changes to the R44 
helicopter since 1995 that reduce its 
vulnerability to low-G mast bumping 
and low-RPM rotor stall. 

• The flight and handling 
characteristics of the R44 are closer to 
the Bell 206 Jetranger helicopter than 
the smaller R22. 

• The FAA revised the Helicopter 
Practical Test Standards for private, 
commercial and flight instructor 
certificates to include ‘‘Low RPM 
Recovery’’ and ‘‘Low G’’ conditions. 

Response: Since the issuance of SFAR 
73, there has been a drop in the accident 
rate of Robinson helicopters associated 
with low ‘‘G’’ maneuvers (low rotor 
RPM) resulting in main rotor/tailboom 
contact. Between the publication of 
SFAR 73 in 1995 and the first extension 
of the SFAR in 1997 no accidents 
occurred in the R–22 or R–44 that were
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related to low rotor RPM and tailboom/
main rotor contact. There have been two 
accidents since the first extension in 
1997. Design changes in the R–44 have 
improved the aircraft performance and 
handling characteristics of recently 
manufactured R–44 helicopters but 
these changes were not applied to older 
R–44s. The Robinson R–44 helicopter is 
generally of the same design as the R–
22, and although larger uses a teetering 
rotor system with a high mounted tail 
rotor. These design characteristics make 
the rotorcraft susceptible to mast 
bumping and fuselage rolling tendencies 
under low-G conditions. Since the 
design characteristics of the R–44 are 
similar to the R–22, we believe that 
SFAR 73 should apply to both models. 
We further believe that SFAR 73 has 
been effective in improving the safe 
operation of these helicopters. SFAR 73 
will continue to apply to the R–22 and 
the R–44. 

2. Should We Modify SFAR 73 To Allow 
Flight Training for Student Pilots in the 
R–22 and R–44 Before Requiring the 
Specific Training Called for in SFAR 73? 

Mr. Martin E. Weaver asked us to 
change the wording in Section 2, 
paragraph (a)(1) from ‘‘* * * no person 
may manipulate the controls of a 
Robinson * * *’’ to ‘‘* * * no person 
may solo or perform duties as pilot-in-
command of a Robinson * * *’’ and 
paragraph (a)(2) from ‘‘* * * may not 
manipulate the controls of a Robinson 
* * *’’ to ‘‘ * * * may not solo or 
perform duties as pilot-in-command of a 
Robinson * * *’’. Mr. Weaver states 
that the current rule does not consider 
the effectiveness of providing the 
special training to someone with no 
experience in helicopters. He believes it 
would be better to wait until the student 
pilot has some flight experience with 
helicopter flight controls and basic 
understanding of aerodynamic 
principles before learning the specific 
limitations established in SFAR 73. 

Response: We reviewed this issue 
after the initial release of SFAR 73 and 
found that continuous awareness 
training was preferable to changing the 
fundamental requirement of the rule. 
Flight instructors who routinely provide 
initial flight training in the R–22 begin 
discussing mast bumping preventive 
procedures and hazards of low-G 
maneuvers early in the training 
program. Qualified instructors have 
found that continuing education 
throughout the training program 
reinforces the precautions that need to 
be learned. Early training on these skills 
and knowledge can begin on a very 
basic level and increase in detail and 
difficulty as the student develops the 

appropriate knowledge, skill, and 
experience. We will therefore continue 
to require continuous awareness 
training on mast bumping preventive 
procedures and hazards of low-G 
maneuvers. 

3. Should We Extend the Flight Review 
Requirements From 12 to 24 Months for 
the R22 and the R44? 

Mr. Weaver believes that extending 
the flight review required by paragraphs 
2(b)(1)(ii) and 2(b)(2)(ii) of the SFAR to 
24 months would not increase the 
accident rate. 

Response: We believe requiring an 
annual flight review improves the safe 
operation of these helicopters. The 
requirements for the flight review in the 
R–22 helicopter were established by the 
R–22 Flight Standardization Board 
(FSB) Report dated February 15, 1995. 
This report states in paragraph 8.2, ‘‘All 
pilots who wish to act as pilot in 
command of a Robinson R–22 aircraft 
should complete a flight review as 
required by FAR part 61.56 in a 
Robinson R–22 model helicopter.’’ We 
believe that an annual review of the 
areas addressed by SFAR 73 is 
necessary. 

4. Should We Reduce the Required 
Hours in Helicopters From 200 to 150? 

Mr. Martin Thysell believes that 200 
hours of helicopter experience required 
by paragraph 2(b)(1)(i) of the SFAR may 
not be required if a substantial part of 
the flying has been in the Robinson R–
22. He recommends changing the 
language that states ‘‘* * * has had at 
least 200 flight hours in helicopters, at 
least 50 flight hours of which were in 
the Robinson R–22 * * *’’ to ‘‘ * * * 
has had at least 200 flight hours in 
helicopters, at least 50 flight hours of 
which were in the Robinson R–22 or at 
least 150 hours in helicopters, at least 
100 flight hours of which were in the 
Robinson R–22 * * *’’ 

Response: The recommended change, 
if adopted, would reduce the total 
number of required flight hours for a 
qualified R–22 flight instructor from 200 
flight hours to 150 flight hours if 100 
hours were acquired in a Robinson R–
22. The commenter does not state any 
safety benefit that would result from the 
proposed change. We believe a clear 
relationship exists between pilot 
inexperience in helicopters and main 
rotor to airframe contact accidents. In 23 
of the 30 fatal accidents originally 
investigated that led to the 
implementation of SFAR 73, the pilots 
apparently manipulating the controls 
had less than 200 flight hours in 
helicopters. We have determined that 

200 flight hours are needed for the safe 
operation of either helicopter. 

5. Should We Reduce the Extension of 
SFAR 73 From 5 years to 2 years? 

Mr. Sherwood A. Bresler of the 
Robinson Helicopter Company believes 
that 2 years is sufficient time to 
permanently address regulations and 
policies about helicopter pilot and flight 
instructor training and experience 
requirements.

Response: We are working on 
regulations and policies to govern pilot 
and certified flight instructor training 
and experience, based on experience 
gained from SFAR 73. We intend to 
implement these in 2007 or before. 
Considering the time needed to 
complete the public rulemaking process, 
other agency priorities and available 
resources, we believe the 5-year 
extension to coincide with new rules is 
appropriate. Also, we are adding 3 
months so the expiration of the SFAR 
does not coincide with the end of the 
year. 

6. Should Helicopter Pilots and Flight 
Instructors Be Allowed to Use Fixed 
Wing Time in Meeting Requirements for 
Helicopter Ratings? 

Mr. Bresler believes we should 
harmonize our rules with international 
standards that do not allow fixed wing 
time in meeting requirements for 
helicopter ratings. He believes this 
change would eliminate the need for 
SFAR 73. 

Response: Mr. Bresler’s suggestion 
would require a substantial change to 
FAA qualification standards for all 
helicopter training. Such a suggestion is 
beyond the scope of this rulemaking. As 
discussed above, we are working on a 
separate project dealing with the 
regulations and policies governing pilot 
and certified flight instructor training 
and experience. We will evaluate Mr. 
Bresler’s comment in that project. 

Regulatory Evaluation Summary 
Changes to Federal regulations must 

undergo several economic analyses. 
First, Executive Order 12866 directs that 
a Federal agency may propose or adopt 
a regulation only upon a reasoned 
determination that the benefits of the 
intended regulation justify its costs. 
Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the 
economic impact of regulatory changes 
on small entities. Third, the Trade 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 2531–2533) 
prohibits agencies from setting 
standards that create unnecessary 
obstacles to the foreign commerce of the 
United States. In developing U.S. 
standards, this Trade Act requires
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agencies to consider international 
standards and, where appropriate, that 
they be the basis for U.S. standards. 
Fourth, the Unfunded Mandates Reform 
Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104–4) requires 
agencies to prepare a written assessment 
of the costs, benefits, and other effects 
of proposed or final rules that include 
a Federal mandate likely to result in the 
expenditure by State, local, or tribal 
governments, in the aggregate, or by the 
private sector, of $100 million or more 
annually (adjusted for inflation). 

In conducting these analyses, FAA 
has determined this final rule: (1) Will 
generate benefits that exceed costs, is 
not a ‘‘significant regulatory action’’ as 
defined in section 3(f) of Executive 
Order 12866, and is not ‘‘significant’’ as 
defined in DOT’s Regulatory Policies 
and Procedures; (2) will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities; (3) 
will not constitute a barrier to 
international trade; and does not impose 
an unfunded mandate on state, local, or 
tribal governments, or on the private 
sector. 

This final rule will extend the 
requirements of SFAR 73–1, which will 
expire on December 31, 2002, for an 
additional 5 years. It will impose costs 
on those receiving instruction in 
Robinson model R–22 and R–44 
helicopters. Affected individuals will be 
required to receive additional model-
specific training and experience for each 
model of Robinson helicopter before 
they can be certificated. The individuals 
affected include flight instructors and 
students seeking to be certified to 
operate Robinson model helicopters. 
These individuals can avoid the costs of 
this final rule by receiving their 
instruction in a helicopter other than a 
Robinson model. However, they will not 
be certificated for Robinson model 
helicopters. 

Regarding benefits, this final rule will 
continue the observed reduction in the 
number of fatal accidents that occur in 
Robinson helicopters associated with 
low ‘‘G’’ maneuvers that can result in 
main rotor contact with the airframe. 
Prior to the issuance of SFAR 73 there 
were 15 accidents and 24 fatalities due 
to main rotor contact with the airframe. 
Since the SFAR was issued in 1995, 
however, there have been only two 
accidents and only one fatality 
involving R–22 or R–44 aircraft 
associated with low ‘‘G’’ operations and 
main rotor contact with the airframe. 

Even though two accidents involving 
low ‘‘G’’ operations have occurred since 
SFAR 73 was extended in 1997, we find 
that the potential safety benefits still 
exceed costs and justify the adoption of 
this final rule. 

Regulatory Flexibility Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RFA) establishes ‘‘as a principle of 
regulatory issuance that agencies shall 
endeavor, consistent with the objective 
of the rule and of applicable statutes, to 
fit regulatory and informational 
requirements to the scale of the 
business, organizations, and 
governmental jurisdictions subject to 
regulation.’’ To achieve that principle, 
the RFA requires agencies to solicit and 
consider flexible regulatory proposals 
and to explain the rationale for their 
actions. The RFA covers a wide-range of 
small entities, including small 
businesses, not-for-profit organizations 
and small governmental jurisdictions. 

Agencies must perform a review to 
determine whether a proposed or final 
rule will have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. If the agency determines that it 
will, the agency must prepare a 
regulatory flexibility analysis as 
described in the RFA. 

However, if an agency determines that 
a proposed or final rule is not expected 
to have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities, section 605(b) of the RFA 
provides that the head of the agency 
may so certify and a regulatory 
flexibility analysis is not required. The 
certification must include a statement 
providing the factual basis for this 
determination, and the reasoning should 
be clear. 

This final rule will require students 
and rated pilots seeking to conduct 
student instructions or flight reviews in 
a Robinson helicopter to incur added 
costs. Thus, the requirements of the 
SFAR impact individuals rather than 
entities. For these reasons, the FAA 
certifies that the rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small operators.

Trade Impact Assessment 

The Trade Agreement Act of 1979 
prohibits Federal agencies from 
establishing any standards or engaging 
in related activities that create 
unnecessary obstacles to the foreign 
commerce of the United States. 
Legitimate domestic objectives, such as 
safety, are not considered unnecessary 
obstacles. The statute also requires 
consideration of international standards 
and, where appropriate, that they be the 
basis for U.S. standards. 

The final rule imposes costs on those 
receiving instruction on Robinson 
helicopters. These costs have been in 
effect for almost 7 years and apparently 
have not affected sales of the aircraft. 
The FAA has assessed the potential 

effect of the final rule and determined 
that it will have a neutral impact on 
foreign trade and, therefore, create no 
obstacles to the foreign commerce of the 
United States. 

Unfunded Mandates Assessment 

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (the Act) is intended, among 
other things, to curb the practice of 
imposing unfunded Federal mandates 
on State, local, and tribal governments. 
Title II of the Act requires each Federal 
agency to prepare a written statement 
assessing the effects of any Federal 
mandate in a proposed or final agency 
rule that may result in an expenditure 
of $100 million or more (adjusted 
annually for inflation) in any one year 
by State, local, and tribal governments, 
in the aggregate, or by the private sector; 
such a mandate is deemed to be a 
‘‘significant regulatory action.’’ 

This final rule does not contain such 
a mandate. The requirements of Title II 
do not apply. 

Federalism Implications 

This final rule will not have 
substantial direct effects on the states, 
on the relationship between the Federal 
government and the states, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. Therefore, in 
accordance with Executive Order 12866, 
it is determined that this final rule does 
not have sufficient federalism 
implications to warrant the preparation 
of a Federalism Assessment. 

International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) and Joint Aviation 
Regulations 

In keeping with U.S. obligations 
under the Convention on International 
Civil Aviation, it is FAA policy to 
comply with ICAO Standards and 
Recommended Practices to the 
maximum extent practicable. The FAA 
has determined that this final rule does 
not conflict with any international 
agreement of the United States. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The OMB control number assigned to 
the collection of information for this 
final rule is 2120–0021. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons previously discussed 
in the preamble, the FAA has 
determined that this SFAR is not 
significant under Executive Order 
12866. Based on the findings in the 
Regulatory Flexibility Determination 
and the International Trade Impact 
Analysis, the FAA certifies that this 
final rule will not have a significant
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economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. This SFAR is not 
considered significant under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26, 1979). 

Plain Language 

In response to the June 1, 1998 
Presidential Memorandum regarding the 
use of plain language, the FAA re-
examined the writing style currently 
used in the development of regulations. 
The memorandum requires federal 
agencies to communicate clearly with 
the public. We are interested in your 
comments on whether the style of this 
document is clear, and in any other 
suggestions you might have to improve 
the clarity of FAA communications that 
affect you. You can get more 
information about the Presidential 
memorandum and the plain language 
initiative at 
http:www.plainlanguage.gov.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 61 

Aircraft, Aircraft pilots, Airmen, 
Airplanes, Air safety, Air transportation, 
Aviation safety, Balloons, Helicopters, 
Rotorcraft, Students.

The Final Rule 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
amends part 61 of Title 14 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations (14 CFR part 61) 
as follows:

PART 61—CERTIFICATION: PILOTS, 
FLIGHT INSTRUCTORS, AND GROUND 
INSTRUCTORS 

1. The authority citation for part 61 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701–
44703, 44707, 44709–44711, 45102–45103, 
45301–45302.

2. Revise section 3 of SFAR No. 73 to 
read as follows:

Special Federal Aviation Regulations

* * * * *

Special Federal Aviation Regulation No. 
73—Robinson R–22/R–44 Special Training 
and Experience Requirements

* * * * *
3. Expiration date. This SFAR 

terminates on March 31, 2008, unless 
sooner superceded or rescinded.

Issued in Washington, DC on December 27, 
2002. 
Marion C. Blakey, 
Administrator.
[FR Doc. 02–33143 Filed 12–30–02; 1:47 pm] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 71 

[Docket No. FAA–2002–14076; Airspace 
Docket No. 02–AAL–6] 

Revision of Class E Airspace; Point 
Hope, AK

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action revises Class E 
airspace extending upward from 1,200 
feet above the surface at Point Hope, 
AK. The FAA has developed two new 
Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures (SIAP) for the Point Hope 
Airport. Class E airspace upward from 
1,200 feet above the surface is necessary 
to ensure that Instrument Flight Rules 
(IFR) operations remain within 
controlled airspace when executing the 
new SIAPs. The current Class E airspace 
is not sufficient to contain the two new 
SIAPs. The intended effect of this rule 
is to create additional controlled Class 
E airspace necessary to contain the new 
SIAPs.
EFFECTIVE DATE: 0901 UTC, March 20, 
2003.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Derril Bergt, AAL–538, Federal Aviation 
Administration, 222 West 7th Avenue, 
Box 14, Anchorage, AK 99513–7587; 
telephone number (907) 271–2796; fax: 
(907) 271–2850; email: 
Derril.CTR.Bergt@faa.gov. Internet 
address: http://www.alaska.faa.gov/at or 
at address http://162.58.28.41/at.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

History 
On September 27, 2002, a proposal to 

revise part 71 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR part 71) to revise 
Class E airspace at Point Hope, AK, was 
published in the Federal Register (67 
FR 61046–61047). The proposal was 
necessary because two new SIAPs have 
been developed to the Point Hope 
Airport and current Class E airspace is 
not sufficient to contain the new SIAPs. 
The new SIAPs are the Area Navigation 
(Global Positioning System) (RNAV/
GPS) Runway 1 and the RNAV (GPS) 
Runway 19 approaches. This action will 
extend Class E airspace, upward from 
1,200 feet above the surface, to contain 
the new SIAPs. Interested parties were 
invited to participate in this rulemaking 
proceeding by submitting written 
comments on the proposal to the FAA. 
No public comments have been 
received, thus, the rule is adopted as 
written. 

The area will be depicted on 
aeronautical charts for pilot reference. 
The coordinates for this airspace docket 
are based on North American Datum 83. 
The Class E airspace areas designated as 
700/1200 foot transition areas are 
published in paragraph 6005 of FAA 
Order 7400.9K, Airspace Designations 
and Reporting Points, dated August 30, 
2002, and effective September 16, 2002, 
which is incorporated by reference in 14 
CFR 71.1. The Class E airspace 
designation listed in this document will 
be revised subsequently in the Order. 

The Rule 

This revision to 14 CFR part 71 adds 
additional Class E airspace upward from 
1,200 feet above the surface at Point 
Hope, Alaska. Additional Class E 
airspace is being created to contain 
aircraft executing two new SIAPs and 
will be depicted on aeronautical charts 
for pilot reference. The intended effect 
of this rule is to provide adequate 
controlled airspace for IFR operations at 
Point Hope Airport, Point Hope, Alaska. 

The FAA has determined that this 
regulation only involves an established 
body of technical regulations for which 
frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally 
current. It, therefore’(1) is not a 
‘‘significant regulatory action’’ under 
Executive Order 12866; (2) is not a 
‘‘significant rule’’ under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3) 
does not warrant preparation of a 
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated 
impact is so minimal. Since this a 
routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic procedures and air navigation, it 
is certified that this rule will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 

Airspace, Incorporation by reference, 
Navigation (air).

Adoption of the Amendment 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
amends 14 CFR part 71 as follows:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF CLASS A, 
CLASS B, CLASS C, CLASS D, AND 
CLASS E AIRSPACE AREAS; 
AIRWAYS; ROUTES; AND REPORTING 
POINTS 

1. The authority citation for 14 CFR 
part 71 continues to read as follows:

Authority : 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40103, 40113, 
40120; E.O. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959–
1963 Comp., p. 389.
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