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BREAKFAST CLUB FINALLY Jt1EETS 

As predicted (with fingers crossed) in this publication over a week before 
the second try for a meeting in George
town, the day dawned bright, clear and 
warm on Sunday, December 22. 

Thirty planes brought sixty-eight 
eager Breakfast Clubbers to the George
town Airport where they were greeted 
by Edward Eaddy, Superintendent of the 
Georgetown Schools and host to the Club 
on this occasion. 

Whisked to the Gator Restaurant 
across from the International Paper Co. 
which was closed for the holidays, the 
spirited group was fed a lavish break
fast and an even more lavish talk by 
President Collum. 

Many prizes were awarded members 
of the club by Mr. Eaddy for such out
standing performances as coming the 
farthest distance, last to solo, young
est pilot, most dangerous pilot and 
roughest landing. 

After careful and deliberate voting 
in the democratic way it was decided 
to hold the next meeting at Timmons
ville on January 5, 1958. A card will 
be sent to members to insure proper 
notice. 

Edward Eaddy, Georgetown Host, greets 
President and ltfrs. Homer Collum on 
their arrival. 

The meeting of January 19 will be 
at Florence and it is expected to be a 

North Carolina Aero Club. Mr. Marion F. McDonald of 
invited to address the gathering on "What the Flying 

joint meeting with the 
Apopka, Florida will be 
Farmers have to Offer". 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD RELEASES PROPOSED TRAFFIC RULES 

DRAFT RELEASE NO. 57-27 CONTAINS HIDD~~ JOKERS 

Couched in platitudes intended to placate general aviation such as, "In 
deciding this issue we are acutely aware of the obligation to continue to de
velop rules which maintain a sound balance between the public right of freedom 
of transit in air commerce through the navigable air-space of the United States 
and the duty to regulate air commerce in such manner as to best promote its 
safety," the CAB proposes some radical changes in air traffic rules. 

Some of these rules, sound in principal, could backfire to the detriment 
of all who fly. It must be remembered as we comment on some of the proposals 
that they are not yet law and will not become law until sometime late in the 
Spring of the year. Comments concerning the changes will be heard until 
February 28, 1958. These comments must be sent in duplicate, and while the 
board cannot answer each comment, they assure us (in draft release 57-27) that 
each will receive consideration. 



1. It is proposed that certain contro l zones containing airports be designated 
by the Administrator as "High Density Zones". VFR minimum,s in these high densi
ty zones will be raised to 1500 feet and five miles visibility. A VFR pilot~ 
however, may enter these zones with minimums.down to one mile (neve~ below) pro
vided he can stay clear of the clouds, and provided he call the tower from out
side the zone and receive a clearance into the zone which in most cases will 
specify his route. 
Our Comment: We think that in a great many cases this would be a good thing. 
~ith faster planes and a great many of them a pilot needs to see better in areas 
like Chicago Midway, Washington and New York, but designation of these areas is 
left to the Administrator. fie would like to know what criteria he intends to use 
in setting them up. Could he, for instance, name Columbia as a high density 
area? If number of landings and take-offs are to be his criteria, Charleston 
would most certainly be named, but in approaches to Charleston we are convinced 
that the present 1000 feet and three miles is plenty. We believe that the number 
of instrument approaches and terrain should be the deciding factors and that 
these should be fixed and not left to the discretion of the Administrator. We 
also believe that it will be much more difficult for the VFR pilot to determine 
whether he has five miles visibility than it was for him to determine three. He 
will nearly always be forced to call the tower from ten miles out to get ceiling 
and visibility or face a violation when he gets in close. 

2. Outside controlled air space~ They propose to le ave this much as it is. 
One mile visibility and when flying below 700 feet, stay clear of all clouds. 
When above 700 feet, maintain 500 below all clouds, 1000 on top and 2000 horizon
tally. As a concession to those who have advocated that a 3000 foot floor be 
placed on instrument flight plans so as to allow VFR operations up to that alti
tude with a mile visibility, again the Administrator may at his discretion des
ignate certain areas of the United States where this may be done. His criteria 
for this is to be where navigation aids are so far apart or terrain is so rough 
that it would not be feasable to have minimum enroute instrument altitudes that 
low anyway • 

. Our Comment~ There are not over three or four areas in the United States that 
would meet this criteria and South Carolina certainly is not one of them. If 
this rule stands, and remember they invite comment (in duplicate), general avia
tion will still be down among the television towers sweating its way along. 
Also, if by chance some areas should be designated in this manner, a pilot would 
have to be aware of where they are and their exact boundries or again face vio
lation. In our opinion this is no concession at all to general aviation. 

3. Do away with the quadrangle rule for altitude at cruise and use a semi
circular rule. All VFR flying 0° through 179° odG thousands plus 500 feet; all 
VFR flying from 180° through 3590 even thousands plus 500 feet. All instrument 
flying would be at odd or even thousands depending on a heading of east or west. 
Our Comment: We go along with this; it is a simplification of current altitude 
control and much easier to remember. 

There are several other proposed changes involving the continental control 
area above 29,000 feet and instrument Gontrol procedures (such as when an in
strument approach may be abandoned and a contact approach made) that as yet do not 
vitally concern general aviation. The proposals that we have outlined, however, 
do concern you and will be something you must face in the near future. The 
comments printed here are the position to be taken by the Aeronautics Cow~ission. 
They do not necessarily have to reflect your own views, but whatever position you 
take, if you fail to make your views known (in duplicate) to the CAB before 
February 28th, the air traffic rules will be yours to live with. This may be 
your only chance for years to come to have a voice in a policy that can make or 
break general aviation. Comments should be sent to Oscar Bakke, Director, 
Bureau of Safety, Civil Aeronautics Board, Washington~ D. C. 
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