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determined that the approved class
accounts for less than 1 percent of the
total annual enplanements at Clinton
County Airport.

Brief Description of Projects Approved
for Collection and Use

Purchase runway sweeper.

Runways 1/19 and 14/32 crack repair.

Brief Description of Projects Approved
for Use
On-airport obstruction removal.
Transient apron rehabilitation.
Decision Date: September 26, 2001.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Robert Levine, New York Airports
District Office, (516) 227-3807.

Public Agency: Gillette-Campbell
County Airport Board, Gillette,
Wyoming.

Application Number: 01-03—C-00—
GCC.

Application Type: Impose and use a
PFC.

PFC Level: $4.50.

Total PFC Revenue Approved in This
Decision: $163,944.

Earliest Charge Effective Date:
December 1, 2001.

Estimated Charge Expiration Date:

June 1, 2004.

Classes of Air Carriers not Required to
Collect PFC’s: None.

Brief Description of Projects Approved

for Collection and Use

Design project (rehabilitate runway
16/34 shoulders, groove runway 3/21,

relocate taxiway C, and extend taxiway
Q).
Rehabilitate runway 16/34 shoulders
and construct blast pads.

Groove runway 3/21.

Relocate taxiway C.

Extended taxiway C to the runway 21
threshold.

Brief Description of Projects Approved
for Collection:

Construct new electrical vault.

Construct combined aircraft rescue
and firefighting/snow removal
equipment building.

Decision Date: September 28, 2001.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chris Schaffer, Denver Airports District
Office, (303) 342—1258.

Amendments to PFC Approvals

) Amendment ap- Original ap- Amended ap- Original esti- Amended esti-
Amendment No. city, state proved date proved net PFC | proved net PFC | mated charge mated charge
revenue revenue exp. date exp. date
95-03—C—-03-GPT Gulfport, MS ......cccccoiiiiriiiiinenn 05/07/01 $4,608,400 $4,763,478 02/01/02 08/01/01
98-02—C—-01-CRP Corpus Christi, TX .... 06/25/01 32,863,948 41,083,878 12/01/17 04/01/23
99-06—C-01-CLE Cleveland, OH ........... 08/31/01 182,207,915 100,101,915 03/01/08 10/01/04
01-12—C—-02—0ORD Chicago, IL .....ccccevviiiiiiiiiiienns 09/05/01 1,594,827,790 1,315,327,790 10/01/18 10/01/16
98-04—C—-02—-CRW Charleston, WV ........cccccccvevnenns 08/31/01 1,253,835 700,795 02/01/01 05/01/00
93-01-C—03-MSN Madison, WI .......cccceevveriiennennns 09/13/01 9,560,000 4,736,271 05/01/00 05/01/98
96—02—C—-01-MSN Madison, WI .......cccceeverriianinennns 09/13/01 NA NA 05/01/00 05/01/98
99-04—C—-01-MSN Madison, WI .......cccceevviriieninennns 09/13/01 9,716,667 5,396,747 12/01/06 11/01/01
*95-01-C—-01-EAU Eau Claire, Wl ......cccccceviiiennenns 09/14/01 755,028 757,028 09/01/05 01/01/06
98-02—C-01-RDM Redmond, OR .... 09/17/01 571,248 726,735 02/01/03 02/01/03
98-01-C-01-ROA Roanoke, VA ...... 09/18/01 7,237,454 6,548,454 03/01/06 06/01/05
*98—-01-C—02—ROA Roanoke, VA .......cccccovieniennene 09/20/01 6,548,454 6,463,183 06/01/05 05/01/04
00-10-C-01-BDL Windsor Locks, CT .....cccceeeveueenne 09/21/01 4,358,000 1,869,103 01/01/01 01/01/01
*98—04—I1-03—-STL St. Louis, MO .......ccceevvriiieniennenne 09/21/01 178,756,391 200,257,958 09/01/01 05/01/02
99-05-U-02-STL St. Louis, MO ......ccccceveivriiianieenns 09/21/01 NA NA 09/01/01 05/01/02
*93-01-C—02—-CAE Columbia, SC .......ccccevvvvvrvernenne 09/25/01 32,892,904 70,528,884 09/01/01 12/01/10
*92—01-C—-04—-HPN White Plains, NY .......ccccceevieenne 09/27/01 19,383,000 17,932,607 10/01/13 05/01/04
*98-05—-C—-01-MEI Meridian, MS 09/28/01 121,650 121,650 09/01/02 09/01/02
*99-06—-C-01-MEI Meridian, MS 09/28/01 148,000 148,000 05/01/04 05/01/04

Note: The amendments denoted by an asterisk (*) include a change to the PFS level charged from $3.00 per enplaned passenger to $4.50
per enplaned passenger. For Meridian, MS, St. Louis, MO, White Plains, NY, Columbia, SC, Roanoke, VA, and Eau Claire, WI, this change is ef-

fective on December 1, 2001.

Issued in Washington, DC. on October 31,
2001.

Eric Gabler,

Manager, passenger Facility Charge Branch.
[FR Doc. 01-27996 Filed 11-6—01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

[Policy Statement Number ACE-01—-
23.1093(b)]

Issuance of Policy Statement,
Compliance with Induction System
Icing Protection for Part 23 Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of policy statement.

SUMMARY: This document announces an
FAA general statement of policy
applicable to turbine powered, normal,
utility, acrobatic, and commuter
category airplanes. This document
advises the public, in particular small
airplane owners and modifiers, of
information related to compliance with
the engine induction system icing
protection requirements applicable to
turbine powered, part 23, normal,
utility, acrobatic, and commuter
category airplanes. This notice is
necessary to tell the public of FAA
policy.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Paul
Pellicano, Federal Aviation
Administration, Small Airplane
Directorate, Regulations and Policy
Branch, ACE-111, 901 Locust, Room
301, Kansas City, Missouri 64106;

telephone (770) 703-6064; fax (770)
703-6097.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

This notice announces the following
policy statement, ACE-01-23.1093(b).
The purpose of this statement is to
address compliance with the engine
induction system icing protection
requirements applicable to turbine
powered, part 23, normal, utility,
acrobatic, and commuter category
airplanes.

What is the general effect of this policy?

The FAA is presenting this
information as a set of guidelines
suitable for use. However, we do not
intend that this policy set up a binding
norm; it does not form a new regulation,
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and the FAA would not apply or rely on
it as a regulation.

The FAA Aircraft Certification Offices
(ACO’s) and Flight Standards District
Offices (FSDO’s) that certify changes in
type design and approve alterations in
normal, utility, acrobatic, and commuter
category airplanes should try to follow
this policy when appropriate.
Applicants should expect the
certificating officials would consider
this information when making findings
of compliance relevant to compliance
with the engine induction system icing
protection requirements applicable to
turbine powered, part 23, normal,
utility, acrobatic, and commuter
category airplanes.

As with all advisory material, this
statement of policy identifies one way,
but not the only way, of compliance.

General Discussion of Comments

Has FAA taken any action to this
point?

We issued a notice of policy
statement, request for comments. This
proposed policy appeared in the
Federal Register on August 1, 2001 (66
FR 39815) and the public comment
period closed August 31, 2001.

Was the public invited to comment?

The FAA encouraged interested
people to join in making this proposed
policy. We received comments from two
airplane manufacturers.

The comments were related to
similarity of part 25 guidance, the
severity and subjectivity of the falling
and blowing snow criteria, applicability
of auxiliary power units (APU), policy
differences between inlet styles, an ice
shedding example in the policy which
contradicts operational regulations, and
making the policy into an Advisory
Circular. The comments on the
subjectivity of the falling and blowing
snow criteria and the ice shedding
example resulted in revisions to the
policy.

The proposed policy was coordinated
with the appropriate technical
specialists at the Transport Airplane
Directorate and the Engine and
Propeller Directorate and it does not
contradict any part 25 policy.

The V4 mile visibility criteria for
falling and blowing snow comes from
the definition of heavy snow in the FAA
Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM)
and agrees with transport and rotorcraft
directorate policy. The policy states that
other criteria may be applicable, such as
that provided in Advisory Circular 29—
2C. Another resource is FAA Report
DOT/FAA/AR-97/66, “Snow and Ice
Particle Sizes and Mass Concentrations

at Altitudes Up to 9 km (30,000 ft.)”” and
this is added to the policy.

The proposed policy states that all
turbine installations, regardless of inlet
type, should have a design analysis
performed and if no accumulation sites
of concern exist, then the analysis may
be sufficient. A typical part 23
turbopropeller installation has
accumulation sites of concern that may
not exist for a typical turbojet or
turbofan installation with a pitot style
inlet. Also, the policy does not
distinguish between inlet styles in the
applicability of service history.

The policy will be incorporated into
the next revision to Advisory Circular
23-16 and in the interim will be posted
on the Internet to provide a wide
circulation.

The Policy

The purpose of this policy statement
is to provide compliance guidance for
the engine induction system ice
protection requirements contained in 14
CFR, part 23, § 23.1093(b), which is
applicable to part 23 turbine powered
airplanes. Except for the information
contained in Advisory Circulars (AC’s)
20-73 and 23.1419-2A, this guidance
cancels and supersedes previous
guidance on § 23.1093(b) compliance for
part 23 normal, utility, acrobatic, and
commuter category airplanes.

The guidance contained in AC 20-73
and AC 23.1419-2A, relevant to
§23.1093(b) compliance, is still
applicable.

Applicants and FAA Aircraft
Certification Offices (ACQO’s) involved
with certification of small airplanes
should generally follow this policy.
Applicants should expect that the ACO
would consider this information when
making findings of compliance.
However, in determining compliance
with certification standards, each ACO
has the discretion to deviate from these
guidelines when the applicant
demonstrates a suitable need. To ensure
standardization, the ACO should
coordinate deviation from this policy
with the Small Airplane Directorate.

References

FAA Aeronautical Information Manual
(AIM).

FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/66, Snow
and Ice Particle Sizes and Mass
Concentrations at Altitudes Up to 9 km
(30,000 ft.).

AG 23.1419-2A, Certification of Part 23
Airplanes for Flight in Icing Conditions.

AC 20-73, Aircraft Ice Protection.

AG 29-2C, Certification of Transport
Category Rotorcraft.

Considerations Regarding Approval for
Flight in Known Icing

It is important to know that
compliance with § 23.1093(b) for
induction system icing protection, the
initial requirement being incorporated
by Amendment 23-7, is independent of
approval for flight into icing conditions
(§ 23.1419 compliance). Propulsion
system items that were intended to be
certificated for approval for flight into
icing conditions are addressed under
§23.929, initially adopted by
Amendment 23—-14. Service experience
has shown that airplanes encounter
icing conditions even if the airplane is
not approved for flight into icing
conditions. This is particularly true
with turbine powered airplanes, which
typically have an expanded operating
flight envelope as compared to
reciprocating engine powered airplanes.
To provide a minimum level of ice
protection for all for part 23 normal,
utility, acrobatic, and commuter
category airplanes, compliance with all
the requirements contained in § 23.1093
must be demonstrated even if the
aircraft is not approved for flight into
icing conditions. Therefore, for turbine
powered airplanes, compliance with
§ 23.1093(b) is required even if approval
for flight into icing conditions is not
sought.

Use of Similarity and Service
Experience

The use of similarity and service
experience is appropriate to lessen the
design risk associated with an
installation. Once an applicant has
developed data on an installation, then
the applicant may use this data, when
suitable, for substantiation on later
projects with similar installations. It is
common and proper for an applicant to
base analytical methods and test point
definitions on experience and testing of
previous, similar certification programs
performed by the applicant. However,
since certification data helps define the
type design of an airplane, for one
applicant to use data from another
applicant’s certification program as
substantiation, access to the specific
design and test considerations used by
the second applicant would be required.
Therefore, the proper use of similarity
data by an applicant to support
analytical methods and testing
requirements would be difficult if the
data was not based on the applicant’s
past projects or if the project is not
being performed in cooperation with
another applicant.

Even if previous experience and data
are used, each inlet/engine installation
and the associated operating
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characteristics can be different and
should be considered individually.
Therefore, it is not appropriate to use
similarity or service experience by itself
for the purpose of demonstrating
compliance to the § 23.1093(b)
requirement. Rather, such means as
similarity or service experience should
be supplemented with either analysis,
even if only basic design analysis to
substantiate similarity, or testing, or a
combination of both.

Use of Tunnel Test Data

An area where there has been much
discussion has been the use of tunnel
test data instead of full-scale, airplane
flight test data for showing compliance
with § 23.1093(b). The use of tunnel test
data is a common, appropriate, and
often efficient means to reduce the
amount of testing required by the
applicant for showing compliance.
However, the extent that this data can
be used for compliance is dependent
upon how representative the test article
and test conditions are to the
installation and airplane operating
conditions.

It is not uncommon for tunnel testing
to be performed on a prototype or test
inlet that often has design differences
from the production inlet used by an
installer. When using tunnel test data,
or any test data for that matter, as a basis
for testing or certification, the applicant
must address the differences and the
impact of the differences. Three areas of
difference usually addressed are:

(1) Heated versus non-heated inlets;

(2) inlets with movable or variable
internal devices (for example, movable
vanes used to select bypass modes on a
number of turbopropeller inlets) versus
fixed inlets; and

(3) differences in geometry even if the
inlet type (fixed versus variable) is the
same.

As an example, if tunnel testing is
performed with a heated inlet and an
applicant incorporates a non-heated
inlet, ice runback/refreeze may be
reduced, but items such as ice accretion
characteristics will be different.

Also, it must be ensured that the
tunnel tests were performed at the
critical points. Advisory Circular 20-73,
Aircraft Ice Protection, provides
guidance on critical points
determination.

14 CFR Part 33 Engine Certification

An applicant seeking airplane
certification should coordinate the
installation of an engine with the engine
manufacturer. The engine manufacturer
should be able to identify critical points,
conditions, and operational
requirements that may need to be

addressed when showing compliance
with the installation requirements.
However, it is inappropriate to assume
that any part 33 engine certification
program would fully address all the part
23 engine installation requirements.

It should be emphasized that it is the
responsibility of the airplane applicant
and not the engine manufacturer to
show compliance with the part 23
induction system ice protection
requirements. Items such as use of an
inlet system recommended by the
engine manufacturer would still require
installation substantiation to show
compliance with part 23 requirements.

It is appropriate to use engine type
certification data as the basis for
reducing design risk, analysis, testing,
and so forth; however, when showing
compliance with § 23.1093(b) it is still
the responsibility of the installer to
evaluate this data and demonstrate how
the data is applicable to the particular
application. Therefore, close
coordination of the engine and airplane
applicant can ease certification burdens
and enhance the safety of a particular
engine installation.

Falling and Blowing Snow Requirement

The requirement contained in
§23.1093(b)(1)(ii), incorporated initially
by Amendment 23-15, is to evaluate the
installed powerplant system to ensure
no hazardous effects are encountered
when operating in falling and blowing
snow. A hazardous effect could be in
the form of unacceptable engine
operating characteristics (for example,
adverse power loss, surges, and so forth)
due to inlet blockage or engine damage
resulting from conditions such as snow,
which may accumulate, melt, refreeze,
shed, and then be ingested by the
engine. The requirement was
incorporated separately from icing and
water ingestion requirements due to the
unique characteristics of snow.
Therefore, it is inappropriate to assume
that compliance with engine induction
system icing requirements means that
compliance with snow requirements
have been met.

Service experience has demonstrated
that engine damage can occur as a result
of prolonged ground operations in
falling and blowing snow. Also, in-flight
service experience has shown that
snow, which has melted and refrozen,
can shed from engine, inlet, or airplane
accumulation sites, resulting in adverse
engine operability or engine damage.
Therefore, the effect of ingesting snow
during ground operations and critical
in-flight operations should be evaluated.
The snow environment that has been
seen to be critical is a “wet, sticky
snow,” which accumulates on unheated

exterior and interior surfaces subject to
impingement.

When showing compliance with
§23.1093(b)(1)(ii), review of the
installation should be performed to
identify potential inlet, engine, and
airframe sites where snow accumulation
and shedding is possible. Also, review
of the airplane operation should be
performed to determine critical
conditions that should be addressed.

Although all turbine engine
installations should be evaluated,
turbopropeller installations generally
have different areas of concern than
turbofan/jet installations. Typical
turbopropeller installations have inlets
that incorporate complex geometry with
features such as particle separators,
plenum chambers, screens, oil coolers,
and so forth, where hazardous snow
accumulations may occur. Typical
turbofan/jet installations, using simple
pitot (straight duct) inlets, have
minimal, if any, areas for snow
accumulation. For these inlets, in-flight
icing tests have been generally been
found to be more critical than snow
tests. Therefore, a turbofan/jet
installation may be found acceptable by
inlet design and airplane operation
analysis, while turbopropeller
installations will normally require
testing in operationally representative
conditions.

However, it needs to be reemphasized
that the installation should be evaluated
to decide on the required level of
substantiation. For example, aft
mounted turbofan/jet installations may
have concerns with accumulation and
in-flight snow shed from wing surfaces
after take-off. Also, there are turbofan
installations with S-type inlet ducts that
would have many of the same concerns
as turbopropeller installations.
Additionally, part 33 engine
certification does not address snow
ingestion and some turbofan/jet engines,
in addition to turbopropeller engines,
may have internal accumulation sites
that may allow snow to melt, refreeze,
and shed causing internal engine
damage. Therefore, all turbine engines
should be evaluated with close
coordination with the engine
manufacturers.

When evaluating the conditions for
showing compliance, the following
airplane operations should be
considered:

1. Static operation with the engine at
idle for 30 minutes, with the ability to
attain take-off power. This condition is
considered critical due to the
operational consideration of idling an
engine on the ground with minimal
ability for de-ice/anti-ice. The primary
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concern is the loss of power at take-off
roll.

If found acceptable, the engine may be
able to be run up at higher power
settings during the 30 minute period for
the purposes of ice/snow shed. If run-
ups are performed during compliance
demonstration, these procedures should
be incorporated as limitations in the
Flight Manual.

Before run-ups are accepted, the
practicality of the procedures should be
evaluated. For example, if an engine
must be run at a high power setting that
may allow the airplane to slide or create
hazards to other airplanes, then the
procedures may not be acceptable.

2. Higher power settings, which could
result in increased snow ingestion,
associated with taxi/hold ground
operations.

3. For airplanes with identified sites
of possible hazardous snow
accumulation and all inlets with bypass
ducts (for example, typical
turbopropeller inlets), a take-off run to
take-off speed. This condition is
considered critical since

(a) accumulated snow may liberate at
this dynamic condition; and

(b) the static, idle point will not
provide the ram effects that create
bypass flow for bypass ducts.

4. For airplanes with identified sites
of possible hazardous snow
accumulation, take-off climb. This
condition is considered critical since
accumulated snow may liberate at this
dynamic condition.

5. Extended in-flight operations such
as hold patterns.

6. Operation when engine rotor
speeds are low, such as during descent
from high altitudes. An engine is highly
susceptible to snow/ice accretion during
this condition.

It should be noted that the preceding
conditions are operational
considerations and not meant to require
flight test at all the conditions. As
mentioned earlier, each installation may
have different critical operational
considerations and only the critical
conditions may need further
substantiation than just analysis.

Also, when appropriately
substantiated by the applicant, some of
the conditions can be, and have been,
simulated and accepted by the FAA. For
example, for a turbopropeller engine
that incorporates an inlet screen that
precludes the ingestion of hazardous
quantities of materials, the critical
concern to be addressed may only be the
effect of snow accumulation and release
from the inlet and screen. In this case,
the inlet, bypass duct, inlet screen, and
so forth, could be blocked to simulate
snow accumulation on an identified

area of concern. Since accumulation
during dynamic operation would be
simulated, the effects of snow ingestion
could be determined through ground
tests (for example, effects of operability
on items such as reverse flow). Such
methodologies need to be substantiated
by means such as design analysis,
operational review, tunnel tests, icing
tests, and so forth, and coordinated
early with the FAA.

When testing in “falling and blowing
snow” the actual snow amount is often
difficult to quantify. The FAA
Aeronautical Information Manual
(AIM), an official FAA guide to basic
flight information and air traffic control
procedures, may be used as guidance for
what constitutes falling and blowing
snow. Per the AIM, paragraph 7-1-18,
heavy snow, which is representative of
what may be expected in operation, is
defined as visibility of % mile or less as
limited by snow (not snow and fog).
These conditions are usually indicative
of the wet snow environment desired for
test. When using the % mile or less
visibility for test, including flight tests,
this value can be determined using
ground conditions. Useful information
on snow characterization can also be
found in FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/
66, Snow and Ice Particle Sizes and
Mass Concentrations at Altitudes Up to
9 km (30,000 ft.). Advisory Circular 29—
2C (Certification of Transport Category
Rotorcraft), section AC 29-1093,
paragraph c(4)(iv) also provides
information on snow quantification
including desired snow concentration,
which is acceptable for use on part 23
airplanes. However, whatever method is
used to characterize the snow, as
mentioned earlier, the design
consideration that has been found to be
critical is snow that accumulates on
surfaces subject impingement.
Therefore, the applicant should address
this consideration when choosing the
appropriate snow environment.

The primary consideration is to
demonstrate operability in a snow
environment that is critical as far as
snow accumulation on exterior and
interior areas of impingement (for
example, wet, sticky snow). However,
for a snow environment indicative of a
representative concentration expected
for the airplane, temperature is also an
important consideration. The applicant
is responsible for defining the critical
ambient temperatures for snow tests.

Typically, in natural conditions, a
temperature range between 25 and 34
degrees Fahrenheit has been found
conducive to the heavy snow
environment. However, colder
temperatures may be critical to some
configurations. For example, in some

installations, colder exterior surfaces
may be bypassed, with snow crystals
sticking to partially heated interior inlet
surfaces, leading to melting and
refreeze. In all cases, the applicant must
identify and evaluate the critical
temperature for the configuration
proposed. Company developmental tests
or experience with similar induction
systems may be used to determine
critical conditions.

It should be emphasized that the
purpose of the requirement is to
evaluate the engine’s induction system
ice protection capability in snow
environments that can be expected
during the operational life of the
airplane. Addressing the snow
environment, detailed in resource
materials such as the AIM, at critical
operational conditions for a particular
airplane, provides a good gauge to
evaluate the system’s capability. Most
configurations will not require flight test
in all operational conditions.

Snow concentration corresponding to
the visibility prescribed is often
extremely difficult to locate naturally.
Furthermore, it is often difficult to
maintain the desired concentrations for
the duration of testing. Because of these
testing realities, it is very likely that
exact target test conditions will not be
achieved for all possible test conditions.
Therefore, those involved in
certification must exercise reasonable
engineering judgement in accepting
critical test conditions and alternate
approaches, with early coordination
between the applicant and the FAA
addressing these realities.

Artificially produced snow is an
excellent developmental tool and has
been used successfully to show
potential problem areas and critical test
points. When the desired natural snow
concentration is not found, artificial
means may be used to supplement the
snow amount. However, when snow
testing is required, the use of simulated
snow is normally not used as the sole
means of compliance. The desired
heavy snow environment produces
“wet, sticky snow,” which accumulates
on unheated exterior and interior
surfaces subject to impingement. Most
artificial means (for example snow
blowers) produce snow pellets that are
dissimilar to the snowflakes associated
with “wet, sticky snow.” Also,
simulated snow produced indoors does
not accumulate moisture from snow fall
as seen in naturally created snow, with
critical temperatures for simulated snow
varying significantly from natural snow.
Therefore, quantification of artificially
produced snow for critical conditions
can be very difficult and subjective. If
artificial means is proposed as a means
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of compliance, the applicant should
provide data and substantiation on how
the artificial means will effectively
simulate the critical, desired operational
consideration.

The concentration of snow entering
the inlet in blowing snow will normally
exceed the amount in falling snow;
hence, the need to address “blowing
snow.” Therefore, the location of the
inlets should be considered to
determine critical directions of blowing
snow in relation to snow accumulation
on impingement surfaces. Snow
blowing in excess of 15 knots is the
desired compliance condition. Means
such as use of another airplane’s
propeller, taxiing the airplane in excess
of 15 knots, and so forth, may be used
to simulate blowing.

An additional area of emphasis for
§23.1093(b)(1)(ii) compliance is the
words in the regulation “. . .within the
limitations established for the airplane
for such operation.” As with all
environmental considerations, such as
rain, ice, hail, lightning, and so forth,
operation in snow is considered an
unavoidable, meteorological hazard that
must be addressed. The only plausible
Flight Manual limitation that may be
acceptable would be prohibitions for
ground operations such as taxi, take-off,
engine runs, and so forth. However, the
case of flying into snow after
deployment must be considered.

Ice Fog

The basic requirement contained in
§23.1093(b)(2), also incorporated by
Amendment 23-15, addresses the
condition of idling the engine on the
ground to ensure no adverse ice build-
up (for example, no surges, adverse
power loss, and so forth), commonly
referred to as “ice fog.” A way to view
the § 23.1093(b)(2) requirement is as an
extension upon the 14 CFR part 25,
Appendix C icing envelope addressed in
§§23.1093(b)(1)(i) and 23.1419.
Therefore, the methodologies and
analysis used for compliance with
§23.1093(b)(1)(i) can be extended for
§23.1093(b)(2) compliance.

It is often difficult to encounter all the
ambient conditions required by
§ 23.1093(b)(2); therefore, when testing,
one or more of the conditions is
typically simulated. For example, a
common and acceptable method of
compliance is using water spray devices
to simulate the water conditions
required, while testing at the required
ambient temperature conditions. Other
manufacturers have used thermal
analysis combined with dry air tests
using ice shapes/simulated blockage to
demonstrate compliance, which is also
acceptable if properly substantiated.

The rule allows an engine run-up
periodically to higher power settings to
shed ice. As with snow testing, if run-
ups are performed during compliance
demonstration, then these procedures
should be incorporated as limitations in
the Flight Manual. Also, before run-ups
are accepted, the practicality of the
procedures should be evaluated.

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on
October 23, 2001.

Michael Gallagher,

Manager, Small Airplane Directorate, Aircraft
Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 01-28000 Filed 11-6—01; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Surface Transportation Board

[STB Finance Docket No. 34116]

Union Pacific Railroad Company—
Trackage Rights Exemption—Chicago,
Central & Pacific Railroad Company

Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP)
and Chicago, Central & Pacific Railroad
Company (CCP) have agreed to modify
the compensation terms of an existing
trackage rights agreement, dated July 6,
1887, as supplemented and amended,
covering trackage rights CCP previously
granted to UP over its rail line between
CCP milepost 484.9 near LeMars, IA,
and CCP milepost 509.0 near Sioux City,
IA.

The transaction was scheduled to
become effective on October 30, 2001.

As a condition to this exemption, any
employees affected by the transaction
will be protected by the conditions
imposed in Norfolk and Western Ry.
Co.—Trackage Rights—BN, 354 1.C.C.
605 (1978), as modified in Mendocino
Coast Ry., Inc.—Lease and Operate, 360
I.C.C. 653 (1980).

This notice is filed under 49 CFR
1180.2(d)(7). If it contains false or
misleading information, the exemption
is void ab initio. Petitions to revoke the
exemption under 49 U.S.C. 10502(d)
may be filed at any time. The filing of
a petition to revoke will not
automatically stay the transaction.

An original and 10 copies of all
pleadings, referring to STB Finance
Docket No. 34116, must be filed with
the Surface Transportation Board, Office
of the Secretary, Case Control Unit, 1925
K Street, NW., Washington, DC 20423—
0001. In addition, one copy of each
pleading must be served on Robert T.
Opal, General Commerce Counsel, 1416
Dodge Street, Room 830, Omaha, NE
68179.

Board decisions and notices are
available on our website at
“WWW.STB.DOT.GOV.”

Decided: October 31, 2001.

By the Board, David M. Konschnik,
Director, Office of Proceedings.

Vernon A. Williams,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 01-27824 Filed 11-6—-01; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4915-00—P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Surface Transportation Board
[Finance Docket No. 27590 (Sub-No. 2)]
TTX Company, et al.—Application for

Approval of the Pooling of Car Service
With Respect to Flat Cars

AGENCY: Surface Transportation Board.
ACTION: Decision.

SUMMARY: In 1994, the Interstate
Commerce Commission (ICC), the
predecessor to the Surface
Transportation Board (Board), granted
TTX Company (TTX) a 10-year
extension of its authority to pool rail
cars, subject to the ICC’s continuing
monitoring during the term of TTX’s
extension. In July 2001, the Board
invited comments from interested
parties on whether any of TTX’s
activities require oversight action by the
Board. Because no comments were filed,
the Board is taking no further action and
is discontinuing its monitoring during
the remainder of TTX’s 10-year term.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This decision will be
effective on its date of service.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Melvin F. Clemens, Jr., (202) 565-1573.
[TDD for the hearing impaired: 1-800—
877—8339.]

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 1989,
after reviewing anticompetitive
concerns by the United States
Department of Justice and other parties,
the ICC granted the request by TTX for
an extension of its pooling authority,
but for only a 5-year term.? In its
decision, the ICC also subjected TTX to
a number of new operating restrictions
and imposed a monitoring and annual
reporting requirement on the pool. In
1994, prior to the expiration of the 5-
year term, the ICC granted TTX a 10-
year extension of its pooling authority,
approved TTX’s request for limited
authority to assign rail cars, and
continued monitoring by requiring the
ICC’s Office of Compliance and

1This extension of pooling authority was
approved in Trailer Train Co., Et AlL—Pooling—Car
Service, 5 1.C.C.2d 552 (1989).
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