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President’s Message

A
s a fellow aviation business owner, like you, I 
understand our industry is a vast and interre-
lated eco-system. It’s critical that we not limit our 
relationships solely to our customers but also to 

cultivate a wider range of relationships that includes the 
airport, local government and the community as a whole. 
First and foremost, the success of our businesses relies on a 
prosperous and healthy airport. So we are using this edition 
of Aviation Business Journal to highlight the importance of 
the relationship between our businesses, our airports and 
the communities they serve.

Since taking the helm of NATA last fall, I have had the 
opportunity to interact with the leadership of the nation’s 
aviation associations. Two of the relationships I have come 
to value and enjoy most are with the heads of the lead-
ing organizations that represent airports, Kevin Burke, 
President of Airports Council International-North America 
and Todd Hauptli, President of the American Association of 
Airport Executives.  

All three of us recognize that while tenants and landlords 
will always be involved in business negotiations, more issues 
unite us than divide us. By sharing perspectives on issues 
confronting our firms and airports, we can strengthen the 
overall airport-tenant relationship and identify matters we 
can address together. I am delighted that Kevin and Todd 
feel so strongly about their relationship with NATA that they 
agreed to share their perspectives in this edition of ABJ. As 
you will see in Todd’s column, NATA partnered with AAAE 
to create an airport-tenant working group to foster this 
important communication process. 

In the current political and economic climate, our airport 
partners have challenges. If left unaddressed, these prob-
lems will directly impact our businesses. Of course, the 

biggest is funding. Federal airport funding remains flat, and 
though larger airports have the ability to secure additional 
money through Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs), those 
dollars now equate to half the spending power since last 
adjusted in 2007.

The latest survey of capital needs from Kevin’s organiza-
tion indicates airport needs over the next five years are three 
times the amount airports can currently expect to receive 
from Airport Improvement Program grants and PFC reve-
nues. This capital challenge is real at many of the general 
aviation and non-primary airports at which we operate, 
where airports are limited to $150,000 in entitlement fund-
ing per year. Solutions include more than just a commitment 
to increasing funding, but a review of FAA regulations that 
can increase the costs of airport projects and extend the 
timelines for completion.

On the opposite side of the coin, airports are seeing the 
evolution in our businesses. As leases come up for renewal, 
many communities are seeking greater levels of investment 
in order to create high-end gateway facilities to their com-
munities. The increasing efficiency of aircraft also impacts 
our business models. An FBO’s primary competitor may 
no longer be a competing operation on the same airport, 
but rather another airport nearby, or the airport where the 
plane came from or at its final destination. The retreat of the 
airlines from many communities, 50 alone in the past couple 
of years, has created opportunities for our Part 135 and Part 
91k members to restore important connectivity for these 
areas to the rest of our nation. Other changes in our industry 
that airports carefully monitor include the changing nature 
of the piston-powered community, FBO consolidation, 

Continued on page 6 

In It Together
By Martin H. Hiller
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President’s Message
Continued from page 5

nascent customer networks and the 
increasing number of airport-operated 
FBOs. 

I hope you have the opportunity 
to review our feature story this issue, 
highlighting the work of the Aeroplex/
Aerolease Group, which creates success 
through an emphasis on collaboration 
with other tenants, the airport and the 
community for the benefit of all.

After all, we’re in it together.  
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A Capitol View

Devil in the Details
By Bill Deere

T he challenge of writing political columns for quarterly 
journals like ours is the risk they will be overtaken by 
events before the ink is even dry. That should certainly 

be the case with a new Administration and Congress; but as we 
approach the 50-day mark, to date, there has been a lot of heat 
but not a lot of light. Let’s look at a few of the issues confronting 
the new Administration and Congress that pose potential risks 
and rewards for the aviation business community. The common 
theme in all of them—the devil is in the details.

Tax Reform—The United States has the highest corporate 
tax rate in the developed world. As a result, tax reform holds 
tremendous potential for our membership, particularly its 
central tenants, lowering the overall corporate tax rate and 
allowing companies to immediately deduct the cost of new 
investments. A tax reform bill would also serve as the vehicle 
for finally putting to rest the 2012 IRS Chief Counsel opinion 
applying the federal excise tax to aircraft management services. 
The trick is crafting comprehensive tax reform in a way that 
creates economic stimulus without exploding the size of the 
national debt. A centerpiece of the House proposal is offsetting 
some of the costs of tax reform through a “border adjustment 
tax,” a proposal requiring companies to pay income taxes to the 
U.S. on the value of their imports. Conversely, under the pro-
posal, companies would no longer be required to pay income 
taxes to the U.S. on their income from exports. The adjustment 
tax potentially impacts our nation’s aviation industry and any 
move in this direction will need to be carefully crafted to ensure 
one of the jewels of American exports is maintained.

Infrastructure Funding—One of the Trump 
Administration’s campaign promises was to leverage pub-
lic-private partnerships and private investments through tax 
incentives, to spur $1 trillion in infrastructure investment 
over ten years. As you read in Marty’s column, the airport 
sector alone has tremendous infrastructure needs if they are 
to keep pace with projected passenger growth and groundside 
needs created by the efficiencies resulting from the Federal 

Aviation Administration’s (FAA) NextGen modernization 
program. The President has returned to the need for infra-
structure investment several times since his inauguration, 
mentioning it most recently at his appearance before a joint 
session of Congress. But we continue to lack the details of his 
plan. At a February White House meeting with airline and 
airport leaders, President Trump did not signal his support for 
increasing the Airport Passenger Facility Charge—indicating 
he opposed tax increases, while telling airport executives they 
would nonetheless love his plan. Even the recently released 
“budget blueprint” contains no more detail, though it states 
the President has tapped a group of “infrastructure experts” to 
evaluate investment options.

Similar to tax reform, there are fundamental questions 
associated with this campaign proposal. While tax incentives 
are good, private investment requires a return on investment. 
Would there be support for a seemingly massive increase in 
the number of the nation’s toll roads and bridges? Of partic-
ular importance to our members is the difficulty in securing a 
return on infrastructure investment in rural areas. It will be 
challenging and begs the question as to whether infrastructure 
improvements from such a proposal will be spread evenly 
throughout the country.

Air Traffic Control Reform—Proponents of separating the 
nation’s air traffic control operation from its safety function 
no longer use terms like ATC “privatization,” or “corporatiza-
tion,” but rather “modernization.” As if disguising the inten-
tion somehow makes it more palatable to general aviation 
and rural America, the big losers under such a proposal. In 
a February meeting with leaders in the airport and airline 
industry, the President asked why modernization had been 
allowed to proceed to its current state. One airline CEO unin-
tentionally let slip the real airline agenda replying, “We’re not 
in control.” Lately, the airlines have added that allowing the 
FAA’s safety and air traffic operations to communicate is akin 

Continued on page 8
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Inside Washington
Continued from page 7

to mingling “church and state.” That sounds disturbing, unless 
of course you realize that important, constant communication 
between the safety offices and ATC operations has resulted in 
the world’s safest, busiest, and most complex system.

Consequently, we were disturbed when the President in-
cluded language in his March 16th budget blueprint suggesting 
a “multi-year reauthorization proposal to shift the air traffic 
control function of the Federal Aviation Administration to an 
independent, non-governmental organization.”

Like others in general aviation, NATA wants to work with 
the new Administration and Congress toward a more efficient 
FAA. The contract tower program demonstrates improvements 
can occur within the agency’s current structure. Separating 
air traffic control from the FAA simply poses too many leaps 
of faith for aviation business. The risks include: losing the 
momentum resulting from the current deployment of NextGen 
technology; building walls between the FAA’s safety functions 
and air traffic potentially undermining the system’s safety in-
tegrity; and, allowing airlines to establish the costs to operate in 
the system for aviation businesses like our air charter commu-
nity, potentially forcing general aviation out of the important 
airports and airways that our customers need. 

We hope in the coming days the Administration will move 
away from confrontation with general aviation and instead 

pursue the path of national dialogue and consensus that 
Transportation Secretary Chao called for during her confirma-
tion hearing.

Finally, recall a President’s budget proposal is just that—a 
proposal. Or as Senator Bill Nelson (D-FL) observed, “The 
President proposes, the Congress disposes.” Fortunately, 
joining Senator Nelson are other important voices in this de-
bate. The bipartisan leadership of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee wrote the Senate Commerce Committee opposing 
the development of legislation separating air traffic control 
from the FAA. These senior senators praised the results of 
NextGen initiatives noting that “the progress already being 
made to synchronize investment from government and indus-
try related to safety, equipage, training operational changes 
and overall integration would be lost.” Senate Appropriators 
also disputed the notion (advanced by airlines) that the 
current budget process cannot keep up with air traffic control 
funding needs—pointing out that, since 2008, Congress has 
funded air traffic functions at 99% of the requested amount.

The debate is no longer academic. There will be a heated 
policy battle in Congress over this proposal so we ask you 
to stand ready. Your voice at critical points in the upcoming 
debate may very well be the key to future of general aviation in 
this country.  
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NATA’s Path Forward:  
Value, Unity and Growth
By Timothy Obitts

W e, at NATA, have been 
running hard and fast. The 
energy has been intense, 

to say the least, and the opportunities 
the association sees for helping its 
members are growing. Having repre-
sented trade associations and other 
nonprofits in private legal practice 
for over 18 years, it is exciting for 
me to see this transformation occur 
and be part of it. NATA is taking 
full advantage of this opportunity to 
provide its members with products 
and services to contribute to their 
success, including effective repre-
sentation of aviation businesses at 
the local, state, and federal levels.  

The fruits of these efforts are 
paying dividends. Last year, NATA 
membership grew by more than 10 
percent. This is an important accom-
plishment in an era when overall 
membership in trade associations 
has been in decline. When NATA 
asked new members why they joined, 
responses included: approval of the 
direction NATA is taking under the 
leadership of Marty Hiller; support 
of the association’s advocacy efforts; 
participation in Safety 1st training 
and seminars; meeting NATA staff 
at various events; signing up for the 
new NATA Workers Compensation 
Insurance Program with Allianz; and, 
being recruited by a current member. 

The overarching theme in all these 
responses is that NATA members find 
value in being a member and feel like 
they are being heard. It is exciting 
to see this trend continue in 2017. 
As of March 1, 2017, I am pleased to 
report NATA membership has grown 
an additional six percent. This trend 
in membership growth is especially 
meaningful to the NATA staff as it 
represents a validation of our efforts 
and a vote of confidence in our work. 

We would like to continue to see 
current members referring new mem-
bers to the association. In a recent 
CEO Update article, a publication 
for trade associations, executives of 
several large associations discussed 
the importance of growing member-
ship through members. In line with 
this rationale, in the coming months 
NATA will reach out to its member-
ship to assist those who desire to help 
the association grow its membership 
base. As Bill notes in his column, 
general aviation businesses are in for 
a real political fight in 2017 with the 
airlines once again pushing forward 
their agenda of controlling the air 
traffic control system. This is the 
time for general aviation businesses 
to unite. An increase in membership 
helps NATA in its advocacy efforts 
on behalf of general aviation busi-
nesses. Together we are stronger. 

If the opportunity arises, we hope 
that you will recruit others to join 
NATA as it advocates for all of you. 

Recently, NATA unveiled 
several new products in con-
sultation with the NATA Air 
Charter Committee, including: 

■■ NATA Part 135/91 Training 
Center: standardized, easy-
to-use and economical online 
training for charter, corpo-
rate, and fractional opera-
tors (see Safety and Training 
Update column on page 73)

■■ NATA-Med, powered by 
AirDocs: a 24/7 emergency 
inflight support program, pro-
viding assistance and training 
pre, during, and post flight

■■ NATA Loss of Medical License 
Disability Insurance Program: 
providing benefits to Part 135, 
Part 125, Part 91k, and Part 
91 operators and their pilots

■■ LifeLine Response Platform: 
a global safety platform for 
aircraft operators and their 
pilots and passengers

■■ NATA Safety 1st Digital 
Emergency Response 
System that enhances and 
makes viable an operator’s 
Emergency Response Plan.

Perspectives

Continued on page 10
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Perspectives
Continued from page 9

Additional details on each product can be found 
at www.NATA.aero/Products-and-Services.aspx. 

NATA will continue to work with our committees to 
develop and offer new products that provide value. We 
hope that you take the time to consider these new offer-
ings and the NATA Workers Compensation Insurance 
Program, as all these products and programs are de-
signed to save you money and improve your business. 
As always, we are here to serve you. If you ever have 
any questions or concerns, please contact me directly 
at (202) 774-1504 or at TObitts@NATA.aero.  
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Guest Columnist

Mutual Success:  
The Art and Science of 
Balancing Relationships
By Kevin M. Burke, President and CEO,  
Airports Council International – North America 

A irports are complex enterprises with lots of moving 
parts. But even with their powerful ability to drive 
more than $1.1 trillion in annual economic activity 

around the United States each year, just one disruption to the 
daily sequence of necessary events and relationships can bring 
an airport’s operation to a standstill. To further complicate 
matters, a single disruption at one airport can send a wave of 
consequence throughout our entire aviation system.

That’s why I always hear such varied responses when I ask 
airport directors, “What keeps you up at night?” Just con-
sider all the internal and external pressures an airport faces 
each day. Whether it is the challenge of managing limited 
financial resources, revitalizing aging infrastructure, address-
ing ever-present security threats, dealing with burdensome 
regulations, or the uncertain economy—running a modern and 
competitive airport is no easy task. 

Perhaps the most challenging aspect of an airport director’s 
job is balancing the myriad relationships that must come to-
gether to ensure a successful and efficient airport. Continuous 
change in those well-established relationships makes this task 
even more difficult. 

Simply look to the unique relationship airports share with 
their fixed base operators. For many of our airports, a healthy 
general aviation business is an important part of a vibrant 
enterprise. The valuable relationships airports share with 
their fixed based operators and supporting businesses enable 
airport goals to be an economic driver for local communities. 

At the same time, each commercial service airport is unique 
and circumstances vary from airport to airport. As such, air-
port-tenant relationships vary from airport to airport. As I have 
quickly learned, a “one-size-fits-all” approach does not work.

To develop a fruitful relationship with your airport oper-
ator, it is important to stay focused on the airport’s overall 
mission, which is always rooted in three core principles. First, 
every airport exists to provide for the safe and secure move-
ment of passengers and goods. Second, an airport is an engine 
of economic growth for the community it serves. Finally, each 
airport prides itself on its ability to provide the most efficient 
and enjoyable customer experience possible.

Much of an airport’s ability to meet these essential goals 
and overcome challenges depends on building consensus 
with essential business partners and tenants. Cooperative and 
productive relationships with all stakeholders—including fixed 
base operators, airlines, general aviation users, government 
agencies, and concessionaires—contribute to the success of 
the entire airport operation. In fact, an airport’s success and 
the success of their business partners and tenants are inextri-
cably linked.

Airports are keenly aware that each partner and tenant op-
erating at an airport has its own business priorities. They also 
understand that all the activities of a thriving airport contrib-
ute to the economic vitality of its local community. That’s why 
airports strive to serve their customers, tenants, and passen-
gers through mutual respect and collaborative dialogue. 
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Guest Columnist

Partnership and 
Collaboration
Todd Hauptli, President and CEO,  
American Association of Airport Executives

W ith all of the noise and disruption in Washington 
and across the country on the political front and, 
with various factions within the aviation industry 

and on Capitol Hill at odds on key policy questions—from air 
traffic control modernization to airport infrastructure financ-
ing—partnership and collaboration are two words that don’t 
receive a great deal of attention these days.

Rather than lament the state of politics in the nation’s 
capital or make a pitch for more flexibility to build infrastruc-
ture through an updated airport user fee, I want to utilize this 
space to celebrate some of the progress that airports and Fixed 
Base Operators (FBOs) and American Association of Airport 
Executives (AAAE) and NATA have made in recent years to 

better understand each other’s business perspectives and to 
become better partners and collaborators in the pursuit of our 
shared objective to serve our communities and customers. In 
the end, the success of both airports and FBOs are uniquely 
intertwined, and it is partially the responsibility of the indus-
tries’ associations to help facilitate that collaboration.

Almost two years ago, AAAE and NATA embarked on a 
new path of enhanced communication and collaboration. 
Recognizing the need to quell fables of pervasively tumultu-
ous relationships between airports and FBOs and to high-
light the vast majority of cases where strong and symbiotic 
partnerships have existed for years, the associations formed 
the NATA/AAAE Airport/FBO Working Group. This group 
has five members from each association and has met several 
times to work on opportunities for collaboration and industry 
innovation.

Among other things, the Working Group has tackled issues 
associated with municipal FBOs, minimum standards, and 
illegal charters and flight sharing. Some of the most enlighten-
ing revelations came after each association sent out a survey 
to their respective memberships regarding relationships 
between airports and FBOs. Two questions that struck us con-
cerned minimum standards. Both the airports and the FBOs 
were asked if they had minimum standards in place; and both 
were asked about the level of involvement from both sides in 
the development process. Surprisingly, the responses were 
drastically different among airports and FBOs.

While the vast majority of airports indicated that they did 
include FBOs in the minimum standards process, most of 
the FBO respondents claimed that they were not included 
in such discussions. Upon analysis of the survey results by 
the Working Group, they realized that the discrepancy was 

Continued on page 14
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Partnership and Collaboration
Continued from page 13

most likely caused by turnover in FBO management and 
infrequently-updated standards by airports. 

The experience on this issue highlighted the clear need 
for better communication and collaboration on both sides. 
Potentially negative sentiment was squashed by an analysis of 
the facts and an open discussion between airports and FBOs. 
In response, the Working Group has taken on the task of pro-
viding guidance on how often minimum standards documents 
should be updated and to what extent airport tenants should 
be involved in the process. The Group certainly has much 
work to do in the coming months and years, but I am encour-
aged by the progress that has been made in working together 
to address some of the critical issues for the industry.

Both AAAE and NATA have made significant efforts to 
collaborate in other key areas as well. Over the past two years, 

we have regularly attended each other’s meetings and con-
ferences, discussed training partnerships and have closely 
coordinated on major policy initiatives. Marty Hiller has been 
a great and open partner in his time as President; and we 
certainly enjoy our great relationship with NATA Executive 
Vice Presidents Bill Deere (who has been a friend of mine 
for a quarter of a century) and Tim Obitts, along with other 
NATA staff and the broad membership of what is a great 
organization.

While we have made good progress over the past few years 
through partnership and collaboration, I believe we are poised 
to make even greater strides as we look ahead. As Henry Ford 
once said, “Coming together is a beginning, staying together is 
progress, and working together is success.” AAAE is convinced 
that we are on the right path toward success.  
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N ATA’s Air Charter Committee, Aircraft Maintenance and Systems Technology 
Committee, Airport Business Committee, and Safety Committee provide 
critical industry insights and policy prescriptions utilized by the associa-

tion staff in their work with policymakers at the federal, state, and local levels. For 
an in-depth look at the work the Safety Committee has been doing, please turn to 
page 25 to read On the Horizon for Safety 1st. Give back to the industry by lend-
ing your expertise on aviation business issues by joining a NATA committee. Please 
contact Megan Eisenstein at MEisenstein@nata.aero if you are interested.

AIR CHARTER COMMITTEE 
NATA staff and Air Charter Committee members are continuing efforts to address 

illegal operations. Members met with key FAA personnel and provided concrete rec-
ommendations for guidance, specifically targeting the proliferation of sham leasing 
schemes. The FAA adopted all NATA recommendations in its recent Truth in Leasing 
Advisory Circular (AC 91-37B) which aims to identify sham leasing schemes and 
to educate owners and lessees of their obligations related to operational control.

Several committee members are active participants on the FAA’s Air Carrier 
& Contract Training Working Group (AC & CT WG), providing industry 
expertise and volunteering their time to improve pilot training and check-
ing. The committee is also instrumental in the development of the asso-
ciation’s legislative priorities, recommending actions that would improve 
the operational and regulatory environment for Part 135 operators.

NATA’s advocacy led to revised guidance and program improve-
ments for the Flight Standards Inspector Resource Program (Notice 
8900.385). As a result, operators who must rely upon FAA inspec-
tors for pilot checks should see improvement in communica-
tions and timeliness of scheduling national resources.

NATA quickly intervened on behalf of air charter operators conducting 
operations in European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) territories to resolve 
confusion about Safety Management System (SMS) program require-
ments. Many operators with EASA Third Country Operator (TCO) approval 
were incorrectly informed that, beginning in November 2016, participa-
tion in the FAA’s Voluntary SMS Program was required. Working with 

Continued on page 16
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Advocacy: NATA’s Member-Driven Committees
Continued from page 15

partners in EASA and the FAA, NATA was successful in 
ensuring that operators were not unnecessarily pushed 
to participate in the FAA’s Voluntary SMS Program. 

The EASA SMS issue is one example of a compliance 
concern raised by a committee member leading to action 
by NATA that had a positive impact throughout the indus-
try. Members frequently contact the association with their 
regulatory compliance questions, and that assistance is a 
key member benefit. Questions reflect both the diversity of 
air charter operations in the membership and the volume 
of regulations to which they are subject. The Air Charter 
Committee and NATA staff help members understand, for 
example, the rates and proper application of Federal Excise 
Taxes, how the FAA interprets and applies pilot flight, 
duty and rest rules, drug and alcohol program require-
ments, and myriad other topics throughout the year. 

AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE AND SYSTEMS 
TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

In addition to its work with the Consistency of Regulatory 
Interpretation Aviation Rulemaking Committee (CRI ARC), 
the committee also continues to support the FAA and indus-
try by reviewing proposed regulations, draft advisory cir-
culars, and other FAA policy. The Maintenance Committee 
worked with the FAA on an issue they submitted to the 
agency regarding whether the Type Data Certificate Sheets 
(TCDS) were regulatory and included as part of the Type 
Design. In their response, the FAA stated that in accordance 
with 14 CFR 21.41, the TCDS is part of the Type Certificate 
(TC). To promote the standardization regarding the TCDS 
and its notes, the FAA published Order 8110.121, Type 
Certificate Data Sheet (TCDS) Notes on October 15, 2015.

NATA committee members assisted the FAA in develop-
ing the proposed Advisory Circular on Approved Aircraft 
Inspection Programs (AIPs) (AC) 91-AIPRO. NATA 
members worked with the FAA to develop this AC pro-
viding guidance material to aircraft owners to have the 
flexibility to develop an inspection program that is cus-
tomized for the operation of the aircraft. The AC provides 

the information necessary to help aircraft owners and 
operators operate and maintain their aircraft safely.

Additionally, NATA submitted comments prepared by 
the committee to the FAA on AC 20-ICA and the latest revi-
sion to the FAA Order 8110.54B. NATA was very pleased to 
see the FAA codify legal interpretations and policy let-
ters into these documents. The definition and availability 
of Instructions for Continued Airworthiness (ICA) have 
plagued our members for a long time. This is a first step by 
the FAA to clarify and correct the long-standing practice 
of commercial restrictions to ICAs by manufacturers.

AIRPORT BUSINESS COMMITTEE
NATA staff and committee members are work-

ing on multiple initiatives to provide new products 
and services, events, and information for the general 
aviation community and fixed base operators (FBOs). 
Committee members have been invaluable in the asso-
ciation’s effort to improve airport-tenant relations. 

For 2017, NATA is hosting regional events throughout 
the country.  The committee created their first FBO Regional 
Town Hall for April in Denver, CO and have a second event 
planned in the Pacific Northwest this summer. We antici-
pate hosting more Town Halls in the fall and winter.

Additionally, the committee is working to cre-
ate a Certified FBO Professional Program that cov-
ers how to successfully manage an FBO. Members are 
conducting research on what is currently offered to 
aviation professionals and what professionals want to 
learn through such a program. The course topics and 
program format are currently being developed. 

NATA’s Regulatory Affairs staff is here to offer assis-
tance, advocate on your behalf, and provide input on 
any policy issues that may arise related to your avia-
tion business. As always, please do not hesitate to reach 
out if you need assistance with any issue related to your 
business, whether it is help getting in touch with key 
personnel at a local, state, or federal agencies, or obtain-
ing clarification on issues impacting your business. 
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WHO IS REALLY IN CONTROL?
A Quick Refresher on 
Operational Control, Part 
91 Owner Flights, Flight 
Department Companies, and 
the Occasional Inadvertent 
Straying into the Realm of 
“Part 134 1/2”

BY DAVID T. NORTON

© 2017 ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

W hen asked what had been 
keeping him busy re-
cently, an attorney in the 

Federal Aviation Administration’s 
(FAA) regional counsel’s office 
replied: ‘inappropriate cost sharing 
for flights.’ He noted that they would 
occasionally see—especially during 
times of economic stress—an increase 
in operators trying to mitigate their 
ownership and operating costs by 
cost sharing on flights in a way that 
ran afoul of the FAA’s rules govern-
ing commercial operations—that is, 
operators conducting flights under 
14 C.F.R. Part 91 (Part 91) when they 
should have been conducted under 14 
C.F.R. Part 135 (Part 135). This article 
provides a quick refresher—primar-
ily from an FAA rules perspective, 

but also with some Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) rules observations 
thrown in—on when an operator can 
fly under Part 91 or when that opera-
tor needs to conduct (or have con-
ducted) its flights under Part 135, so 
no one has to give painful answers to 
FAA questions regarding those flights.

Some Basic Definitions: 
When do “Persons” Become 
“Commercial Operators?”

The FAA defines the “operator” of 
an aircraft to be a person (meaning 
either an individual natural person 
or some kind of business entity) 
who uses or authorizes the use of an 
aircraft. And, for any given flight, the 
person who is the “operator” of the 
flight is the person who is exerting 

Continued on page 18



18 Aviation Business Journal  |  1st Quarter 2017

Who Is Really in Control?
Continued from page 17

“operational control” over that flight. 
The FAA further defines a “commer-
cial operator” as “a person who, for 
compensation or hire, engages in the 
carriage by aircraft and air commerce 
of persons or property…. Where it is 
doubtful that an operation is for ‘com-
pensation or hire,’ the test applies 
whether the carriage by air is merely 
incidental to the person’s other busi-
ness or is, in itself, a major enterprise 
for profit.” Stated another way: If the 
person who is exerting operational 
control over a flight is an “operator” 
carrying “persons or property” for 
“compensation or hire,” then that per-
son is acting as a “commercial opera-
tor.” But what does that really mean? 

When looking at who, exactly, the 
FAA considers to be the operator of 
a flight, the starting presumption is 
the registered owner of the aircraft. 
If it is not the registered owner, then 
it should be a person (again, be it a 
company or an individual) who has 
taken over possession and use of the 
aircraft from that registered owner 
through some form of lease or operat-
ing agreement (which must be in 
writing if you are dealing with what 
the FAA defines as a “large aircraft”). 
At least three misunderstandings 
commonly attach to the FAA’s defini-
tions regarding aircraft operators.

First, note that you can have mul-
tiple legal operators on any aircraft. 
This does not mean that you can 
have more than one operator con-
ducting a particular flight. What it 
does mean is that different operators 
can have access to a specific aircraft 
on different days or for different 
flight segments on any given day. 
Examples of this range from the pool 

of aircraft that are owned by flight 
schools and rented for the purpose 
of individual flight instruction all 
the way up to complex business 
aircraft held in leasing companies 
that are then “dry leased,” i.e., leased 
without crewmembers, to differ-
ent operators on different days.

Second, pilots are generally not 
operators in a business aviation 
setting. A pilot can be an operator if 
that pilot owns or leases the aircraft 
for his or her own purposes. But, 
when the pilot is hired solely as a 
professional to serve as the pilot-
in-command for someone else, or 
when an aircraft manager is engaged 
solely to provide those individual 
pilots for someone else, that does 
not mean—even though the pilot is 
responsible for insuring the flight is 
conducted safely—that the pilot or the 
manager is the legal “operator” of the 
aircraft (i.e., the person who gets to 
say where that airplane is going on a 
given day). That right still rests with 
the registered owner or a dry lessee. 

Finally, there is a very big differ-
ence between the FAA’s rules and 
the IRS’s rules regarding the status 
of aircraft operators. While the IRS 
recognizes the concept of “disre-
garded” or “pass through” entities in 
certain limited circumstances dealing 
with income tax reporting, the FAA 
does not. Under the FAA’s rules (and 
in most, if not all, other areas of the 
law), just because a person (referred 
to here as “Ms. A” for the purpose 
of illustration) owns a disregarded-
entity limited liability company 
(referred to as “AirplaneCo, LLC” or 
simply “AirplaneCo”); and AirplaneCo 
in turn owns an airplane, that does 

not mean that Ms. A owns an air-
plane—she owns AirplaneCo, and 
AirplaneCo owns the airplane, and 
those are very bright and solid lines 
of separation under the FAA’s rules.

Once you have identified who 
the operator of the aircraft is on a 
particular flight, the next question is 
whether or not that operator is car-
rying “persons or property.” Here the 
person that the FAA is talking about 
is basically any individual person 
other than a required crew member 
(and in a similar vein, the property 
component is anything of value other 
than something belonging to that 
crewmember) that is being moved 
from point to point with the aircraft. 
And, just like the concept of individu-
als who are owners or members of 
companies that in turn own airplanes, 
if Ms. A gets on board the aircraft 
owned by AirplaneCo as a passenger, 
then Ms. A is no different than any 
other passenger and this separate 
“person” element of the commercial 
operator definition has been met. 

Finally, the last element of this 
“commercial operator” definition is 
the “compensation or hire” element. 
One of the big problems in this area 
is that most people commonly think 
of the “or hire” element—where 
someone is holding out to the public 
and making the aircraft available 
to anyone who wants to pay for the 
flight—as the only commercial opera-
tor circumstance. While that is clearly 
one kind of commercial operation, 
what many people miss is that the 
definition is not “compensation and 
hire,” it is “compensation or hire,” 
and that simply paying some amount 
of compensation to the operator—in 
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any form, and in any amount (a 
profit motive is not required!)—can 
also constitute, in and of itself, a 
commercial operation of the aircraft.

Common Problem—“Flight 
Department Companies”

These definitions lead to what is, 
arguably, one of the most common 
regulatory violations in the realm of 
charter and business/personal-use 
aircraft operations—the use of what 
the FAA calls “flight department com-
panies” to act as Part 91 non-commer-
cial aircraft operators. To understand 
the problems created by the use of 
flight department companies, it is im-
portant to first know when a person 
can legally operate solely under Part 
91 in general. Keeping in mind the 
basic rule that a “commercial opera-
tor” is defined as an operator carrying 
persons or property for compensation 
or hire, where an operator is an indi-
vidual person who is paying 100% of 
the flight costs out of his or her own 
pocket (whether or not passengers are 
on board), that operator is not a com-
mercial operator because he or she 
is not receiving any compensation. 
Likewise, if the operator is a company 
that is a business generating enough 
money to fly the airplane incidental 
to its business activity without having 
to get money from someplace else to 
cover flight expenses (again whether 
or not passengers are on board), then 
it is still not a commercial operator 
because that company is not receiv-
ing any compensation. In this second 
case, let’s call, for example, such 
an operator a “WidgetCo,” refer-
ring to a company whose primary 
business (and therefore cash flow) 

comes from widget manufacturing 
and that is using the aircraft inci-
dental to and within the scope of its 
widget manufacturing activities.

Conversely, where that natural 
person operator is splitting costs 
with passengers (setting aside the 
separate issue of private pilots be-
ing able to split fuel costs in limited 
circumstances without having to get 
a commercial pilot certificate), or 
where a WidgetCo operator is getting 
funds from someplace else—either 
from other companies or even from 
its own underlying owners, em-
ployees, or guests—to help cover its 
flight costs, that operator has now 
become a commercial operator.

Now consider the example intro-
duced above where Ms. A creates 
AirplaneCo to buy an airplane. If 
Ms. A does not cause AirplaneCo, 

whose sole business activity is to 
hold title to an airplane, to then lease 
that airplane to some other person 
(which could be to Ms. A herself, 
or perhaps to a certificated charter 
operator that will then fly the aircraft 
under Part 135), but instead treats 
AirplaneCo as the person who is the 
actual operator of the aircraft and she 
simply makes either capital contribu-
tions or payments to AirplaneCo to 
cover the flight costs, then AirplaneCo 
has become a commercial operator. 
AirplaneCo is the separate “person” 
who is the “operator;” and, as the 
operator, it is carrying other persons 
(even if it’s only Ms. A) for “compen-
sation” (in the form of the capital con-
tributions or cost reimbursements) 
for the flight. Another common 
variant of this is a company that has 
been set up as a Part 91 management 

Continued on page 21
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Continued from page 19

company to provide pilot and man-
agement services, either to its under-
lying owners or to separate aircraft 
owners, as its main or sole source of 
business activity, and that assumes 
operational control of the aircraft for 
the benefit of those owners or cus-
tomers. In either event, these types 
of companies—mere holding or mere 
management companies whose sole 
purpose is to fly passengers around 
and be reimbursed by other persons 
or companies to do it—are called 
flight department companies by the 
FAA, and the FAA considers them 
to be per se commercial operators.

In summary, if you are an in-
dividual or a company that oper-
ates and pays for your own flights 
out of your own pocket, then you 
are a non-commercial operator. 
Conversely, if you are a person or a 
company that receives any amount 
of compensation, in any form or 
fashion, to help cover the costs of 
a passenger-carrying flight, then 
you are a commercial operator. 

So You Are a Commercial 
Operator—Now What?

Now that you have a grasp of what 
the FAA considers to be a commercial 
operator, you can start the analysis 
of which operational rules you can 
fly under—just Part 91, or does the 
flight need to be operated under Part 
135 instead? Keep in mind that this 
analysis needs to be conducted on 
a flight-by-flight basis, and, again, 
starts with the simple test: Who is 
the “operator” of the flight, and is 
that operator carrying “persons or 
property” for “compensation or hire?” 
If you are a person or a company, 

such as the WidgetCo, using the 
aircraft for your own personal or 
business use and paying all of the 
flight costs out your own pocket, 
then the answer to the question 
is ‘No,’ you are not a commercial 
operator and can fly under Part 91.

If the answer is that you are 
usually a non-commercial opera-
tor, but you would like to do a little 
cost sharing on occasion, then the 
next question is whether or not you 
can fit into one of the exemptions 
crafted by the FAA to allow for some 
limited reimbursement arising from 
the use of the aircraft when you are 
not doing so as a way to indirectly 
hold out to the general public. These 
exemptions are primarily found at 
14 C.F.R. Section 91.501, and include 
concepts such as time sharing agree-
ments, demonstration flights, joint-
registered ownership agreements, 
and interchange agreements. All of 
these exemptions are actually quite 
narrow and can be very tricky to do 
properly (and a further discussion 
of them is well beyond the scope of 
this article); but the main point here 
is that these exemptions cannot, on 
their face, be used by operators that 
are certificated charter companies or 
that are flight department companies. 
In both of those instances, the FAA 
has made it very clear for some 40 
years that such operators are per se 
commercial in nature and must have 
Part 135 certification—and oper-
ate each flight under Part 135—in 
order to conduct passenger flights.

Stated another way, if you are a 
flight department company and you 
want to carry passengers and get 
reimbursed for it, then you must 

obtain your own Part 135 certificate. 
If you don’t want to do that, then 
your only option becomes leasing 
or transferring operational control 
of the aircraft to some person who 
is a legal Part 91 operator as set out 
above, or to someone else who holds 
a Part 135 air carrier certificate. 
And, if you are a company whose 
primary business is holding such 
an air carrier certificate to get paid 
to carry passengers around, then 
you can only operate (i.e., assume 
and exercise operational control 
over) such passenger flights under 
Part 135—a key to the next common 
problem facing charter operators.

Other Common Problems  
for Charter Operators— 
“Part 91 Owner Flights”  
and Part 91 Authorizations

Many charter operators lease 
aircraft from registered owners on a 
non-exclusive basis, with the un-
derstanding that when the charter 
operator is conducting third-party 
charter flights, those flights will be 
conducted under Part 135, and when 
the charter operator has the aircraft 
owners, members, employees or their 
guests on board, those flights will 
be conducted as non-commercial 
operations under Part 91—commonly 
referred to as “Part 91 owner flights.” 
What is really going on here is that 
when the flights have charter pas-
sengers on board, then the lease acts 
to transfer operational control of the 
aircraft to the charter operator, who 
then has the certification to act as the 
commercial operator of those flights 
and be paid to do so. Conversely, 
when the aircraft owner wants to 

Continued on page 22
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conduct its own flights under Part 
91, then the owner retains opera-
tional control of the aircraft and the 
charter company becomes a “mere 
Part 91 management company” that 
is no longer exerting operational 
control over the aircraft but instead 
is simply assisting the aircraft owner 
in its own operation of the aircraft 
(keeping in mind that a certificated 
air carrier can basically never retain 
operational control of an aircraft and 
carry passengers under Part 91).

This concept works great where 
the registered owner of the aircraft is 
a legal Part 91 operator as described 
above, e.g., a natural person operating 
the aircraft for his own purposes and 
at his own expense, or a WidgetCo 
using the airplane incidental to 
its widget manufacturing. But big 
problems arise when such an aircraft 
owner is a flight department com-
pany. As noted above, flight depart-
ment companies cannot conduct their 
own Part 91 flights because the FAA 
considers them to be per se com-
mercial operators. What does this all 
mean? It means that if the charter 
operator views itself as the “operator” 
and is carrying passengers around 
on those flights—regardless of how 
those individuals are related to the 
flight department company that is 
the lessor of the aircraft—then those 
flights must be conducted under 
Part 135, not Part 91. Conversely, 
if the charter operator does under-
stand that operational control rests 
with the flight department company 
instead of it during such flights, then 
this means that the flight depart-
ment company is now acting as an 

uncertificated, and therefore illegal, 
commercial operator. In short, when 
an aircraft owner and lessor ask a 
certificate holder to assist in conduct-
ing Part 91 flights for that lessor’s 
benefit, it really behooves the certifi-
cate holder to make absolutely sure 
that the lessor is not a flight depart-
ment company, but instead is a legal 
Part 91 operator in its own right.

Another problem that commonly 
arises with respect to Part 91 owner 
flights deals with the various Part 
91 letters of authorization (LOAs) 
that are required for those flights.  It 
is entirely possible and permitted 
under the FAA’s rules for there to 
be multiple permitted operators for 
a given aircraft for different flights. 
It is critical to understand that Part 
91 LOAs are just that — specific 
authorizations that are issued to 
specific Part 91 operators for the 
conduct of certain specific types of 
operations by those operators. 

Using Reduced Vertical Separation 
Minima (RVSM) operations as an 
example, the rules are very clear 

that each individual operator of an 
aircraft must have its own authoriza-
tion to conduct operations in RVSM 
airspace. That authorization for Part 
135 air carriers comes in the form of 
Part 135 operations specifications or 
OpSpecs. Just because the Part 135 
operator has its own RVSM OpSpecs 
authorization does not mean that 
a different Part 91 operator of that 
aircraft can use the charter opera-
tor’s authorization. A Part 91 flight 
conducted by a different operator—
maybe WidgetCo or another lessee of 
the aircraft—cannot simply use the 
charter operator’s RVSM OpSpecs 
authorization, but each must instead 
obtain its own authorization in the 
form of separate RVSM LOAs. And 
this same concept applies to any 
other special authorization that is 
issued in the name of the operator. 

Ramifications?
So what are the possible results 

that arise from all of these confus-
ing issues? In short, if the proposed 
operator is a flight department 

Who Is Really in Control?
Continued from page 21

These rules can admittedly be very 
confusing, and noncompliance 
is rampant, but the fact that 
noncompliance is common won’t 
save you if you are the operator that 
has come to the FAA’s attention.
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company, then that company may 
become subject to significant civil 
penalties for conducting its per se 
commercial flights under Part 91. If 
a certificated air carrier is conduct-
ing operations for that flight depart-
ment company and agrees to fly the 
aircraft under Part 91, then it may 
be subject to an FAA action against 
its own certificate. If operators are 
conducting flights that require special 
authorizations they don’t individually 
hold, then that can lead to civil penal-
ties as well. And all of these issues 
don’t touch on separate certificate 
actions the FAA could take against 
the pilots individually, as well as 
significant denial-of-coverage issues 
that could arise with respect to the 
operator’s insurance. Finally, it is also 
important to note: if you are conduct-
ing, what the FAA considers to be, 
a commercial operation (even when 
you don’t realize it), then you very 
likely may be conducting an operation 
the IRS considers to be commercial 
in nature as well, and therefore could 
be subject to federal excise taxes for 
that flight—but that is an issue for 
another article on a different day. 

Conclusion
These rules can admittedly be 

very confusing, and noncompliance 
is rampant, but the fact that non-
compliance is common won’t save 
you if you are the operator that has 
come to the FAA’s attention. So what 
is someone to do? The short answer 
is that for each, separate flight of 
an aircraft, the parties need to go 
through the following analysis:

First, identify who is the opera-
tor of the aircraft. Is it the registered 
owner, or is it a party such as an 
individual or an air carrier that 
has assumed operational control 
of the aircraft under a dry lease?

Second, ask if that operator is 
receiving any form of reimburse-
ment compensation or value in 
exchange for conducting the flight.

If the answer is no—the operator 
is an individual covering the costs 
herself, or is a company using the 
airplane incidental to its underlying 
business with no reimbursements 
being sought or paid in either case—
then go forth and fly under Part 91.

If the answer is yes and the opera-
tor is the certificate holder who is 
being paid to carry passengers under 
Part 135, then that analysis is easy—
go conduct the flight as permitted 
under its Part 135 certificate. If it is 
a company that is using the aircraft 
incidental for its business use, then 
further analyze the situation to see if 
any of the 91.501 exemptions ap-
ply. If they don’t, then either don’t 
accept any reimbursements or find 
a way to have the flight conducted 
under Part 135. And finally, if the 
proposed operator is a flight depart-
ment company—don’t do it! Don’t 
become an operator under “Part 134 
½”. Either have the flight conducted 
under Part 135 by the air carrier or 
look at some other option, such as dry 
leasing the aircraft to parties that can 
act as their own Part 91 operators.  
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On the Horizon for Safety 1st

NATA is rolling out big improvements to its signature 
education outreach and training product in 2018

R andy Bisgard, Senior Vice 
President at Airport Business 
Solutions and NATA Safety 

Committee member, first began 
developing the professional line 
training program now known as 
Safety 1st way back in the early 
1970s, when he worked as Training 
Director for the Combs Gates FBO 
at Denver’s Stapleton International 
Airport. For its original iteration, 
Bisgard put together a Kodak 
Ektagraphic slideshow of the internal 
safety training presentation he had 
created, combining photos and an 
audio track, to use at Stapleton 
and the two other Combs Gates 
Aviation locations he oversaw.

“There was no formal, industry-
wide training at all at that time,” 
Bisgard said. “We used it internally 
for a few years before someone in 
the organization suggested we try 
selling it to the rest of the industry. 
We made some significant revisions 
to it and, around 1980, partnered 
with Phillips 66 to start selling the 
slideshow program to FBOs around 
the country. A few years later, we 
converted the whole thing to a 

video tape presentation and, as 
you know, around 2000, sold it to 
NATA and began moving towards 
the online version that is its cur-
rent iteration. I like to think of it 
as my baby. I’m really proud of 
what it’s become and thankful that 
NATA has let me be a continuing 
part of its ongoing development.”

A lot has changed in those inter-
vening years. The old Stapleton 
International Airport, where Bisgard 
started his career in general aviation, 
is now a residential infill neighbor-
hood with a new bar and restaurant 
going in where the old control tower 
still stands. And Safety 1st is now the 
industry standard for safety training 
in general aviation: a fully online, 
interactive, and comprehensive 
suite of digital products covering 
Professional Line Service Training 
(PLST), Supervisor Training, Deicing, 
and a Customer Service, Safety & 
Security training package—all aligned 
with OSHA standards, Federal 
Aviation Administration Regulations, 
and the International Standard for 
Business Aircraft Handling (IS-BAH). 

It’s used across the country and, 
increasingly, around the world.

This year, the Safety 1st online 
training is in the process of tran-
sitioning to a new subscription 
model that NATA members have 
been clamoring for; and the NATA 
Safety Committee is hard at work 
developing the fifth iteration of the 
program based on member feedback. 
Safety 1st is now the national gold 
standard in safety training for ground 
handlers, and is well on its way to 
becoming the international standard. 
Among other changes currently in 
progress, the training content is 
being updated to comply with the 
most recent IS-BAH standards.

“The Safety 1st program has been 
really successful and people are 
really happy with it, but there is a 
lot of opportunity for us to improve 
it, break into smaller modules 
so that training programs can be 
more customizable, and expand it 
to serve the needs of a larger and 
more international customer base,” 
Bisgard said. “It’s evolving and it 
always will be, which is why it’s still 

Continued on page 26
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the best program out there and still 
the industry standard. I think it 
always will be, because there are a lot 
of good people committed to con-
stantly improving and updating it.”

Bob Schick, Director of Safety & 
Risk Management for TAC Air and 
NATA Safety Committee Chairman, 
noted the future of Safety 1st is about 
simplifying the content, adding new 
modules to meet specific niche needs, 
and restructuring certification pro-
grams to accommodate task specific 
ratings to help shape career paths and 
growth opportunities for employees 
on the line. Schick is leading the 
team that will overhaul the Safety 
1st training in the coming year.

“We’re updating the content, 
making it more interactive, engaging 
and accessible, simplifying things 
where we can, and breaking every-
thing up into more manageable 
chunks so that you’ll have more a la 
carte courses that are 10 to 15 minutes 
instead of hours,” Shick said. “And 
they’re all going to be geared towards 
building a career path. It used to 
be that you received your PSLT 
certificate, and that was as high as it 
goes: you’d either completed it or you 
hadn’t. With the new approach—we 
liken it to a merit badge approach— 
we’ll start by getting you your basic 
journeyman safety rating and what-
ever specific safety training you need 
for your specific job. For a guy who 
is going to be doing nothing other 
than fueling airplanes, we’ll get him 
accredited for that. Then, if he’s inter-
ested in learning more and moving 
around to different responsibilities, 
we’ll help him work through other 
modules that will certify him for other 
jobs and ultimately bring him up to 

an overall mastery level as he earns 
different ratings, similar to the way 
a pilot earns different ratings on the 
way to full mastery and licensure.”

Schick thinks the planned changes 
will help FBOs of all sizes train and 
retain employees, and could also 
create an opportunity for employers 
to develop pay-for-skills programs 
aligned with the accreditation 
levels being built into Safety 1st.

“If we can keep our employees 
engaged and show them a training 
path for advancement within 
the company, with more pay for 
increased skills and responsibilities 
backed up by additional training 
and safety ratings, maybe we can 
keep them for five years instead 
of two,” Shick said. “Maybe we 
can keep them indefinitely. We’ve 
got to cultivate those folks.”

NATA members are already 
beginning to enjoy some of the 
benefits of the planned updates to 
Safety 1st, with the roll-out of the 
new subscription model already 
underway, replacing the previous per-
person, license-based sales model.

“The biggest problem with the 
previous sales model was you’d pay 
for training an employee, have that 
person get through some or all of 
the training, then leave the company 
before you could realize the full 
benefit of those costs, and then you’d 
have to go and buy another seat 
for the next guy and all of a sudden 
your training budget numbers are 
thrown off,” Schick explained. “The 
new subscription model is already 
allowing us to decide how many 
training seats we need for the year, 
pay for that amount at a fixed sub-
scription rate we can budget and plan 

for, and get unlimited access to all 
the content so we can really tailor the 
training appropriately. If we lose an 
employee, we’ll just slot the next guy 
into that same training seat we’ve 
already paid for under our subscrip-
tion. And then, if an employee has 
been through the relevant training 
program and keeps having issues, we 
can go back and re-train using the 
necessary modules without having 
to do the whole training again. Or 
if they’re ready to move on to other 
content modules, then we don’t have 
to make a budget call to see if we 
can afford it because they’re already 
included in the subscription.”

The new subscription model was 
soft-launched in November 2016, 
and many NATA members have 
already made the switch or plan to 
do so in the new fiscal year. Michael 
France, NATA’s Managing Director 
of Safety & Training, hopes the new 
sales model will encourage users 
to take full advantage of additional 
Safety 1st training modules beyond 
the PLST, like the OSHA, Hazardous 
Materials and Regulated Garbage 
training packages that were previ-
ously sold as optional add-ons.

“Candidly, under the previous 
sales model we realized a lot of people 
were steering clear of some of those 
additional training packages, that 
the license-based sales model was 
actually providing a disincentive to 
doing additional training,” France 
stated. “The new model allows 
companies to accurately budget their 
training costs and gain unlimited 
access to everything Safety 1st offers.”

France is similarly excited about 
modernizing every aspect of the 
program.



Aviation Business Journal  |  1st Quarter 2017 27

“Our industry has evolved signifi-
cantly since the early days of Safety 
1st, and one thing we’d started to 
hear most frequently was that some 
of the training was starting to show 
a bit of age,” France admitted, with 
a laugh. “We transitioned from the 
old VHS tapes and their mid-1990s 
glory to the online version in 2008, 
but even that’s coming up on 10 
years now. There are some videos 
interspersed throughout the current 
program where you’ll see an airport 
ramp and it looks like something 
out of Nick at Nite, something from 
an old television show. Like, ‘Oh, 
hey, you don’t see many JetStars 
and Lear 24s on the ramp anymore!’ 
So, for starters we’re updating the 
look and feel of the program; and, 
in the process, we’ll also be making 
more substantial updates.”

Among other improvements, the 
new version will be friendlier to cross-
platform devices, meaning it will be 

as accessible by phone or tablet as 
by computer. France said it should 
also be intuitive to users accustomed 
to using modern mobile apps. 

“With the new training model 
and learning management system 
we’re developing, we’ll break up the 
training into functional, task-based 
pieces and you’ll add a rating as 
you complete each module,” France 
added. “So you can earn your rating 
in towing, or aircraft marshaling, 
whatever is needed at the moment. 
As an employee accumulates addi-
tional ratings, they can earn higher 
certification levels and, if they get 
enough ratings, they can ‘level up’ to 
new responsibilities and maybe a new 
pay grade. We’re building in notifica-
tions, the ability to track different 
training goals and accomplishments, 
and new ways to approach recur-
rent training, add online webinars, 
and otherwise make use of some big 
advancements in technology. It will 

incentivize people to keep training 
up, and allow the trainer flexibility 
to instruct each person on what 
they need right now, and then for 
that person to receive some kind of 
recognition—in the form of a rating or 
certification—that they’ve completed 
that section. The overall effect is 
that it becomes a living, breathing 
training record that shows where each 
employee is in the training process.”

Another overarching goal of the 
project, to update and overhaul 
Safety 1st, is the quest to globalize the 
content. France hopes to make the 
Safety 1st product more appealing 
and applicable to a global audience, 
starting with NATA members who 
already have an international pres-
ence. That will include making sure 
the new Safety 1st modules align with 
the new IS-BAH standards and audit 
checklists, offering the training mod-
ules in multiple language formats and 
streamlining the translation process 
to add other languages in the future, 
and working with international avia-
tion groups, government regulators, 
and airport authorities to make sure 
the program meets all requirements.

“SO YOU CAN EARN YOUR 

RATING IN TOWING, OR 

AIRCRAFT MARSHALING, 

WHATEVER IS NEEDED 

AT THE MOMENT.”

Mike France,  

Managing Director of  

Safety & Training, NATA

Continued on page 28
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“We’re heading toward a much 
more flexible, comprehensive 
and feature-rich solution for our 
members that is going to allow each 
business to utilize the training in 
the way that works best for their 
users,” France said. “As always, 
advancing safety throughout 
the industry is the end goal.”

Vic Gregg, Director of Safety 
Standards & Audit at Universal 
Weather & Aviation, Inc. (and NATA 
Safety Committee Vice Chairman), 
said he believes tweaking Safety 
1st to better meet international 
needs will result in a stronger 
domestic product in the bargain.

“At Universal, we’re now using 
Safety 1st training in over 20 coun-
tries, including regions in Latin 
America, the Caribbean, Europe, the 
Middle East, Africa, Asia and the 
Asia-Pacific,” Gregg said. “We think, 
obviously, that the Safety 1st training 
products are in the best place we’ve 
ever seen them and certainly the best 
product on the market. It’s really an 
extraordinary program, and it allows 
small, large, or mid-size operators 
to take someone from the street to 
supervised work on the line to unsu-
pervised roles in about six months. 
It’s really that good! It’s fantastic! 
With that being said, there are some 
major differences in the ground 
handling world between the U.S. and 
Canada and the rest of the world. 
Some of it is terminology and seman-
tics that are easy to fix, some of it is 
language and translation barriers that 
can also be easily fixed, with the right 
people and resources, and some of it 
is that there really are some signifi-
cant differences in rules and regula-
tions around the world, and even 
in what an FBO is and isn’t allowed 
to do in different countries. As one 
example, the NATA Safety 1st PLST is 
heavy on fueling, fueling equipment, 
fuel quality control, fuel farms...
and in most cases, internationally, 
fueling is something that the FBO is 
absolutely not allowed to do, at all. 
Mexico and Ireland are the only two 

of our international locations where 
we even have a fuel truck, because 
outside of the U.S.—almost without 
exception—you’re at the mercy of the 
fueler that has the blessed authority 
on the airport. So having a training 
package that is broken up into smaller 
modules, where you can decide to 
skip some or all of that portion of 
the training when it isn’t applicable, 
becomes absolutely key in the 
international world. What we want, 
and what other international cus-
tomers will want, is to be able to draw 
clear lines in our training records to 
the matching items on the IS-BAH 
checklists, and on the external 
auditor’s checklists, to be able to 
say, with authority, ‘Yep, we’ve got 
everything covered.’ Smaller domestic 
FBOs want the same thing, by the 
way: if you can meet the IS-BAH 
standards and stand up to their 
auditors, you’re going to be above 
and beyond anything else that is ever 
being asked of you here in the U.S.”

Gregg said it’s a lesson Universal 
learned the hard way, when it began 
expanding into international markets.

“Twenty years ago, we thought it 
would get easier once we got outside 
of the U.S. and away from all the 
regulations here, but it hasn’t gotten 
easier: it’s gotten more complicated, 
with more layers of regulation than 
we ever would think possible here 
in the U.S.,” Gregg said. “I just can’t 
stress enough how important it is 
to realize that it is not the U.S. FBO 
market when you get outside these 
borders and you want to be recog-
nized as a reliable and quality source 
for training by the airport authorities, 
the civil aviation authorities, and 
the various national governments. 

“I JUST CAN’T STRESS 

ENOUGH HOW IMPORTANT 

IT IS TO REALIZE THAT IT IS 

NOT THE U.S. FBO MARKET 

WHEN YOU GET OUTSIDE 

THESE BORDERS AND YOU 

WANT TO BE RECOGNIZED 

AS A RELIABLE AND 

QUALITY SOURCE FOR 

TRAINING BY THE AIRPORT 

AUTHORITIES, THE CIVIL 

AVIATION AUTHORITIES, 

AND THE VARIOUS 

NATIONAL GOVERNMENTS. 

YOU HAVE TO DEAL WITH 

THEM A LOT MORE, IN A 

REGULATORY SENSE, THAN 

YOU EVER DO IN THE U.S. 

IT’S REALLY A DIFFERENT 

WORLD OUT THERE.” 

Vic Gregg,  

Director of Safety  

Standards & Audit,  

Universal Weather 

& Aviation, Inc. 
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You have to deal with them a lot 
more, in a regulatory sense, than 
you ever do in the U.S. It’s really 
a different world out there.” 

Seeing the Safety 1st program 
translated into other languages 
by experts in the field is one 
of Gregg’s top priorities.

“I desperately need it, in at least 
three or four languages for starters, 
and it’s going to be the first thing any 
potential international customer is 
going to ask,” Gregg explained. “For 
one thing, to be completely honest, 
I can’t afford to have bilingual ramp 
people at our international loca-
tions. If you’re bilingual, we’ve got 
other jobs for you, but you’re not 
working on the ramp. So we have 
to have the safety training available 
for these employees in the language 
they speak and fully understand 
because this is safety we’re talking 
about, the absolute most important 
thing. And for another thing, in 
most of these countries we’re in, it 
is required by law. France is a good 

example: if you’re going to give your 
employees in France safety training, 
they expect it to be in French. It 
has to be in French. NATA did a 
first-round French translation of the 
program, and I think they learned 
a lot from it. Let’s just say we’ve 
learned that there can be a lot lost in 
translation! If you’re going to have a 
technical program translated, you’re 
going to have to have a technical 
person from the field translate it 
appropriately. And then, of course, 
having the training available in 
other languages opens up new hiring 
opportunities domestically, as well.”

In 2016, NATA celebrated its 
75th anniversary as the Voice of 
Aviation Business, providing 
ample opportunity to reflect on 
both the history and future of the 
general aviation industry. Michael 
France said the discussions around 
that legacy have informed some 
of the direction of where the 
Safety 1st program is headed.

“We have around 2,300 members 
now, our association is stronger 
than it’s ever been, and the level and 
quality of safety and service across 
our industry is as high as it’s ever 
been,” France said. “Some of those 
achievements are really a testament 
to the work of our board and the 
NATA Safety Committee, and to 
the commitment of our members 
to get it right in an industry where 
getting it wrong can be absolutely 
catastrophic. Safety 1st is one of those 
areas where we know we’ve really 
been getting it right. It’s also one of 
those areas, as we look to the future, 
we also know that there is always 
going to be room for great improve-
ment. So we’re always striving, 
always asking, ‘How can we make 
this even better?’ The future of our 
industry truly depends on it.” 

“WE HAVE TO HAVE 

THE SAFETY TRAINING 

AVAILABLE FOR THESE 

EMPLOYEES IN THE 

LANGUAGE THEY SPEAK 

AND FULLY UNDERSTAND 

BECAUSE THIS IS SAFETY 

WE’RE TALKING ABOUT, 

THE ABSOLUTE MOST 

IMPORTANT THING.”

Vic Gregg,  

Director of Safety  

Standards & Audit,  

Universal Weather 

& Aviation, Inc. 
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W hen the Aeroplex/
Aerolease Group celebrates 
its 40th anniversary this 

year, not many may recall that the 
company got its start because Milton 
Widelitz, a pilot and well-known Los 
Angeles-based construction entrepre-
neur, needed a hangar for his private 
aircraft. He went on to found what is 
now a prominent Southern California 
aviation property development, 
management and consulting firm.

In 1977, Widelitz founded the com-
pany as Aerolease Associates as a sole 
proprietorship at Van Nuys Airport 
(VNY), with the purchase of a build-
ing originally used by the Ted Smith 
Aircraft Company as a manufacturing 

facility for the Piper Aerostar, as 
Curt Castagna, President and CEO of 
Aeroplex/Aerolease Group, explained. 
The leasehold was situated on the 
original site where VNY was founded 
in 1928 and included nine acres of 
ramp space, of which three were 
redeveloped by Widelitz to house 
35 T-hangars for tenant aircraft.

From there, the business expanded 
with the addition of another 180,000 
square feet of corporate aircraft stor-
age hangars, and more T-hangars, on 
10 acres situated on the west side of 
VNY, which Widelitz had acquired 
from the Los Angeles Department of 
Airports (later renamed Los Angeles 
World Airports). That project, 

which commenced in 1978 and was 
completed in 1982, was carried out 
under the auspices of Aerolease 
West, a newly-formed partnership 
between Widelitz and Los Angeles 
area businessman George Arkin.

But the partners were already 
looking beyond Van Nuys. “They saw 
an opportunity at Long Beach Airport 
(LGB) on a 14-acre site which had 
been vacated by the California Air 
National Guard,” Castagna noted. 
Widelitz and Arkin were awarded a 
lease for the property in 1983 and 
established a new entity—Aerolease 
Long Beach—to develop it, initially as 
a luxury FBO for the original Dupont 
family-owned Atlantic Aviation chain. 

Photo By: Bob Beresh



Aviation Business Journal  |  1st Quarter 2017 31

When Atlantic Aviation decided 
to close the LGB location in 1991, 
Aerolease Long Beach immediately 
stepped in to continue the FBO 
under the Aeroplex Aviation name. 
That company would retain the FBO 
business until 1996, when neigh-
boring FBO Million Air closed its 
LGB location and moved its opera-
tion into the Aeroplex facility.

“At that time, there were three 
FBOs on the field—AirFlite, Million 
Air, and Aeroplex—all competing for 
a dwindling client base,” Castagna 
pointed out. “We saw that it would 
be in the best interest of a healthier 
airport if we consolidated our opera-
tions with Million Air at LGB, where 

there just wasn’t enough demand to 
successfully sustain three FBOs.”

Under new ownership, the FBO, 
doing business as Million Air at 
Aeroplex, continued to provide 
based tenant, airline and itinerant 
fueling services. Then, in 2006, the 
Million Air operator sold its interest 
at LGB to Signature Flight Support, 
which still operates that location.

“The Signature network is vital 
to both the airport and our tenants, 
and the fact that we can combine 
our development and leasing ex-
perience to support its operations 
maximizes our mutual interest. It’s 
a truly synergistic, win-win-win 
situation for Aerolease, Signature 

and the Long Beach and Van 
Nuys Airports,” said Castagna.

Sadly, both Widelitz and Arkin are 
deceased; but the organization, which 
sprang from a small operation at VNY 
40 years ago, flourishes and its origi-
nal foundations continue to support 
Aerolease’s strategic vision. Today, 
what is now known as the Aeroplex/
Aerolease Group is headquartered at 
LGB and is comprised of six entities. 
They include Aerolease Associates 
LLC, Aerolease West LLC, Aerolease 
Long Beach dba Aeroplex Aviation 
a general partnership, Aerolease 
Bonseph LLC, Aeroplex Group 

BY PAUL SEIDENMAN & DAVID J. SPANOVICH

Continued on page 32
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Partners LLC (the group’s consult-
ing arm), and Widark Corporation.

Still a major presence at LGB, 
Aerolease Long Beach currently 
manages more than 50,000 square 
feet of office space and 25 hangars, 
encompassing 151,000 square feet 
for corporate and privately owned 
aircraft. At VNY, where the company 
developed and manages over 267,000 
square feet of aviation-related facili-
ties, a new project in the form of a 
$7.5 million, 50,000 square-foot 
clear-span hangar, office, shop and 
terminal facility is slated for comple-
tion in April 2017. The development, 
noted Castagna, is a project of the 
Aerolease Bonseph joint venture.

Interestingly, the new hangar is 
being constructed on the original 
T-hangar site which Widelitz estab-
lished in 1977. “Prior to demolish-
ing the site to make room for the 
new facility, we relocated all of the 
existing T-hangars to other VNY 
propeller aircraft facilities to make 

room for the design and construction 
of new accommodations for larger 
Gulfstream, Bombardier and other 
new business jets,” Castagna said.

Castagna, who served as General 
Manager of the former Atlantic 
Aviation LGB FBO, has been with 
the Aerolease/Aeroplex Group since 
1991. He pointed out that Widelitz 
built the business through strict 
adherence to a model that could 
have been unique for the time, at 
least in an airport business context.

“Milton’s philosophy was that if 
you have a business on an airport, 
you don’t manage it in a vacuum,” 
said Castagna. “Working collabora-
tively with the airport authority and 
other tenants provides the founda-
tion for a healthy business environ-
ment. As a result, the Aeroplex/
Aerolease Group has become very 
engaged in providing leadership to 
the airport business community.”

Along this line, in 1982, Widelitz 
and Clay Lacy, a prominent pilot and 

private jet operator at VNY, founded 
the Van Nuys Airport Association 
(VNAA), which Castagna termed “the 
model for collaborative operations 
and relationships at airports.” He 
currently serves as president of the 
association, which represents over 
100 businesses, employing 5,291 at 
the airport. “Although many airport 
businesses compete with each other, 
by partnering on a collaborative basis, 
they are able to find common ground 
on issues, and work with each other 
and government to achieve mutual 
goals,” explained Castagna. The Long 
Beach Airport Association (LBAA), 
for which he also serves as president, 
has been pursuing an identical mis-
sion since 1947. Today, it is the voice 
of 200 businesses, employing 18,000.

Collaborative efforts, Castagna 
stressed, are essential, consider-
ing some of the challenges con-
fronting airports today, such 
as obtaining federal financing 
for capital improvements.
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“That has been especially chal-
lenging, mainly over the last five to 
ten years as airports seek shrinking 
Airport Improvement Program funds 

and confront the ever-challenging 
FAA reauthorization budget pro-
cess” he said. “Today, it is critical 
for airport businesses to work with 

airport authorities, in private/pub-
lic partnerships, in order to best 
assure and preserve the longevity 
and sustainability of the airport 
within the national air transporta-
tion system. That includes search-
ing out and finding new revenue 
sources and relationships at a time 
when so many entities are compet-
ing for a limited number of dollars.”

Castagna also feels that there 
is a need for airport operators and 
businesses to work with the various 
local, state and federal regulatory 
agencies to “maintain consistency 
with regulatory application.” That, 
he stated, is a “very important 
public policy issue” right now. It is 
equally important to establish ongo-
ing dialogue with elected officials, 
especially when there are changes in 
leadership, so that they have guid-
ance to make decisions impacting 
airport operations and businesses. 

Strong and ongoing collabora-
tion between airport stakeholders 
has proven successful in address-
ing critical tenant issues. In that 
regard, Castagna cited the work of 
the VNAA, which brings together 
airport management, aviation and 
non-aviation businesses, as well as 
educational, economic development, 
and community organizations.

“Airport tenants, airport users, 
elected officials, airport officials and 
area businesses have come together 
to make VNY the main economic 
driver in the San Fernando Valley,” 
he said. “It really tells a success story 
about how tenants working together—
even though we compete with one 
another—can create positive change 

Continued on page 35



Corporate Angel Network arranges free flights to 
treatment for cancer patients in the empty seats 
on corporate jets.

Since 1981, Corporate Angel Network, a not-for-
profit organization, has worked with over 560 
major corporations including half the Fortune 100, 
to fly nearly 50,000 cancer patients to specialized 
treatment and currently transports 225 patients 
each month. The process is simple. Corporate Angel 
Network does all the work. All you have to do is offer 
an empty seat to a cancer patient on your next flight.

(914) 328-1313 
www.corpangelnetwork.org

Corporate Angel Network
Bringing cancer patients 

closer to their cure.

Give a 
cancer patient a lift 
on your next flight.

Fill an empty seat with hope.
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and cultivate an airport environment 
that supports economic growth in 
partnership with the community.”

In addition to securing VNY’s 
position as a positive economic 
force in Southern California, airport 
stakeholders spearheaded efforts 
to save the airport’s leading air-
frame and powerplant school from 
closure by successfully negotiating 
an annual one dollar per year lease 
rate. They also negotiated a plan to 
rehabilitate the main runway with 
minimal impact to operations and, 
under the federal user-fee airport 
program, returned U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection clearance 
services to the airport through 
a public-private partnership.

The LBAA, with a membership 
representing private flight schools, 
two FBOs, commercial airline termi-
nals, industrial facilities and aviation-
related manufacturing centers such as 
Gulfstream, has a strong record of ac-
complishment through collaboration 

with airport stakeholders, including 
the formation of a committee com-
posed of airlines, aircraft opera-
tors and owners, as well as the FBO 
representatives to address community 
noise concerns. Another achievement 
was the “selection of a preferred al-
ternative” in an airport-funded study 
to permanently close two under-
utilized runways, in order to enhance 
airport operations and safety.

“The association,” Castagna said, 
“also ensures consistent applica-
tion and enforcement of minimum 
operational standards in order for 
existing and new tenants to com-
pete on a level playing field.”

Another example of collaboration 
among airport businesses involves 
security at VNY. “We are aligning 
the security protocol of all of the 
businesses at Van Nuys Airport to 
come up with a standard program, 
which has been very successful,” 
he noted. “We are now working to 
implement a similar program at 

Long Beach Airport. It all comes 
down to self-assessing and address-
ing potential security weaknesses 
and working together to correct 
them, without looking for an out-
side regulatory authority to do so.”

But, as Castagna warns, any 
collaborative efforts must include out-
reach to—and involvement of—those 
outside the airport’s perimeter fence.

“There is no question that the suc-
cess of any airport starts by linking 
the economic benefits of the airport 
with the community,” he stated. 
“Chambers of Commerce, conven-
tion and visitor bureaus, educational 
institutions and other civic groups 
are vital players that must under-
stand the airport’s value, and must 
assist in demonstrating those values 
to residents and elected officials. 
Our success over the last decade 
would not have been possible with-
out the supporting role and vision 
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of those off-airport businesses. They 
quickly realized how the airport 
can be a valuable asset to support 
economic development opportuni-
ties in the region and community.”

At the same time, airport operators 
are listening to community members 
and working with airport staff to help 
address their concerns with practical 
solutions. “To be successful, airport 
staff, tenants and elected officials 
must embrace a culture of collabora-
tion and work together to identify 
balanced solutions and not just 
problems,” he said. “Collaboration 
is never-ending, since every airport 
faces multiple challenges in terms 
of the needs of that community, as 
well as maintaining steady revenue, 
marketing, capital improvements 
and environmental priorities—all of 
which must be managed together.”

Collaborative approaches to is-
sues confronting airport businesses 
have also become more evident at 
NATA, according to Castagna, who 
serves on the association’s board.

“Over the last couple of years, 
NATA has evolved with the es-
tablishment of a very diverse, yet 
unified, board which speaks with 
one voice,” he said. “The appoint-
ment of Marty Hiller as president 
has made a significant impact since 
he brings a wealth of industry and 
business experience. We are defi-
nitely speaking from the top with a 
consistent message addressing our 
members’ concerns—specifically 
about the value of the collaborative 
airport business relationship.”  

“To be successful, airport staff, tenants and 
elected officials must embrace a culture of 
collaboration and work together to identify 
balanced solutions and not just problems.”

Curt Castagna 
President and CEO,  Aeroplex/Aerolease Group
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Safety  
Management 

Systems  
at Airports

A s an industry, we’ve known 
that Safety Management 
Systems (SMS) requirements 

are expected for airports sometime 
soon. Despite the relatively long 
fuse leading up to rulemaking, many 
airports, and the businesses that 
operate in the airport environment, 
are unprepared for the regulatory 
requirements for SMS. A decade ago, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) started work on both internal 
and external initiatives for imple-
mentation of SMS, and it released 
the first Advisory Circular introduc-
ing SMS for Airport Operators in 
February of 2007. The first Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
for Part 139 was released in 2010 
as an effort to harmonize FAA 
regulations with International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO) Annex 
14 Standards and Recommended 
Practices at airports. Incorporating 
comments from industry on the 
original document, the NPRM 
was subsequently revised, and a 

supplemental version (known as 
SNPRM) was published in 2016. 

Although comments were lodged 
by a variety of stakeholders, airports 
and airport industry groups gener-
ally focused on scoping the proposed 
rule to include fewer airports. Also 
highlighted by the many comments 
to the FAA were the proposed 
implementation period and training 
requirements. In the original NPRM, 
the FAA proposed training on SMS 
for all employees and tenants with 
access to the movement (runways 
and taxiways) and non-movement 
(ramp and bag handling) areas of the 
airport—a tall order for most airports 
to meet. At the time of this article’s 
writing, the SNPRM proposes SMS 
requirements for the following:

■■ Airports classified as a small, 
medium, or large hub airport in 
the National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems (NPIAS)

■■ International airports
■■ Airports with more than 

100,000 total annual operation

Training, rather than being broadly 
required for all employees and ten-
ants, is now proposed to include:

■■ Comprehensive SMS train-
ing tailored to an individual’s 
specific role for implement-
ing and maintaining SMS

■■ Hazard awareness and re-
porting awareness orienta-
tion for all other individuals 
with access to the movement 
and non-movement areas

The SNPRM estimates that the 
training burden is reduced with this 
change to reflect a narrower scope for 
safety training, meaning that “…on 
average, 10 employees or managers 
would need this training at large air-
ports and three employees or manag-
ers would require it at small airports.”

After the changes to the origi-
nal NPRM, the FAA now estimates 
that system-wide benefits of the 
forthcoming total approximately 
$370.9 million, while the total costs 

Continued on page 40
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associated with implementation are 
estimated at $238.9 million. These 
estimates do not include the cost of 
mitigations that may be required as 
part of the implementation process. 
Airports covered by the proposed 
legislation would have up to two 
years to implement an SMS after 
the effective date of the final rule, 
reflecting the need for additional 
time that many commenters to the 
NPRM identified as necessary to 
meet the requirements of the rule.

Notably, the SNPRM does not 
require tenants of an airport to have 
a separate SMS. However, from a 
practical perspective, airport manag-
ers must ensure that the airport SMS 
applies to any safety issues includ-
ing employee safety, ground safety, 
vehicle safety, and passenger safety to 
the extent that they are related to air-
craft operations. At a functional level, 
this requires that airports work in 
concert with tenants to ensure either 
that the tenant is working within its 
own SMS or is included in the airport 
SMS as a stakeholder and participant. 
The SNPRM provides some flexibility 
to airports in how general aviation 
operations are treated as well, allow-
ing the certificate holder to scale their 
implementation to meet the unique 
operational needs of each airport.

While the timing of the final rule 
may vary, we can be assured that 
regulated SMS for airports is a near-
term reality. Though new regulations 
always produce some growing pains 
as the industry adjusts, this step by 
the FAA will be a good one for the 
airport industry, as it provides a 
systematic method for: improving 
communication, reducing opera-
tional costs, improving operational 

processes, prioritizing safety needs, 
and better utilizing resources. Still, 
there are obstacles to address to 
conform to the proposed regulation.

Airport Challenges
Airports certainly have their 

share of hurdles to overcome on the 
way to successful SMS implementa-
tion and maturation. Diverse city, 
county, state, and airport author-
ity management structures are only 
one issue that airports face that is 
unique in comparison with other 
types of aviation operators. The 
variations in airport governance and 
management structures can make 
efficient communication difficult to 
plan for, let alone execute. Likewise, 
determining the proper placement 
of safety personnel within that 
structure, and ensuring appropri-
ate reporting channels are in place 
may require some experimentation. 

Consistent growth, projected to 
result in passenger enplanements 
increasing by roughly five percent per 
year, is another factor that airports 
must consider. Coupled with the 

fact that many airports face extreme 
geographic and layout constraints, 
growth has the capacity for exacer-
bating a number of existing issues.

Stakeholder diversity can also 
create challenges, especially in risk 
management, where a variety of user 
groups, both internal and external, 
may view the components of risk very 
differently. These disparate perspec-
tives mean that local expertise—not 
just at the airport, but within in-
dividual work units—is critical to 
ensuring risk is evaluated in context, 
and that mitigations are considered 
with the full breadth of downstream 
effects they may create. Creating 
training solutions that are scaled 
appropriately to the airport and 
to differing operations groups was 
identified as a key challenge during 
the FAA SMS 31-airport pilot project.

Because the line airports often 
walk between governmental im-
munity and exposures to ordinary 
tort law, safety management efforts 
can raise concerns about the liability 
associated with safety risk manage-
ment practices. As underscored by 
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several comments on the SMS NPRM, 
airports worry about exposures to 
negligence claims as a result of risk 
evaluation and potential acceptance, 
especially where sovereign immunity 
may not apply. At present, SMS data 
is not protected, as in operational 
voluntary reporting programs such 
as those found at airlines. Because of 
this, airports have expressed con-
cern about discoverability. Without 
minimizing these concerns, the bulk 
of SMS experience across numer-
ous industries has proven these 
concerns to be largely unwarranted. 
Nevertheless, ensuring SMS is used 
to reduce liability effectively will be 
the result of a collaborative effort.

A Focus on Interface
Safety management in a flight de-

partment relies on interfaces between 
other organizations, departments, 
equipment, and personnel to be ef-
fective. At an airport, where there are 
many more dimensions of governance 
and organizational structure, assur-
ing effective interface between the 
various elements of the system can 

make or break the SMS. Used here, 
what we really mean by interface is 
communication, and as SMS under-
standing matures, expect to see more 
mention of interface. ICAO’s Safety 
Management Manual (Document 
9859) points out that in cases where 
a service provider—in this case, the 
airport—has responsibility for the 
performance of tenants or contrac-
tors who are not separately required 
to have an SMS, the airport also has 
responsibility for the safety perfor-
mance of those entities. The interface 
between those entities must be a chief 
management concern because it is 
the conduit for identifying hazards, 
assessing risk, and developing and 
implementing mitigations as needed. 
Airports should focus on ensuring:

■■ there is a clear policy, establish-
ing a safety accountability and 
authority flow between the air-
port and the tenant or contractor

■■ the subcontractor has a 
safety reporting system com-
mensurate with its size and 
complexity that facilitates the 

early identification of haz-
ards and systemic failures 
of concern to the airport

■■ the airport’s safety review 
board includes tenant or 
contractor representation, 
where appropriate

■■ safety/quality indicators are 
developed, when appropri-
ate, to monitor tenant or 
contractor performance

■■ the airport’s safety promotion 
process ensures subcontrac-
tor employees are provided 
with the organization’s appli-
cable safety communications

■■ any subcontractor roles, 
responsibilities and func-
tions—relevant to the airport’s 
emergency response plan—are 
developed and tested (adapted 
from ICAO, 2013, p. 5-9)

Innovation, not Imposition
One of the biggest challenges 

to any industry is balancing self-
regulation with external regulation. 
In the airport world, the technical 
aspects of our operations have been 
carefully regulated for years. Our 
safety management efforts, however, 
have been generally left to industry 
to sort out. This is well and good, but 
as the many comments to the original 
NPRM on Airports SMS reinforce, the 
success of any SMS efforts in the air-
port community rely on minimizing 
gaps in understanding how airports 
actually function. For that reason, 
self-regulation to the extent possible 
prior to regulation sets a standard for 
performance, and has the potential to 
ease the transition to regulate SMS. 

Continued on page 43
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One tool available to assist in this 
process is the IS-BAH standard. The 
IS-BAH standard was developed 
through a collaborative effort between 
NATA and the International Business 
Aviation Council (IBAC); and its stan-
dards and recommended practices are 
the result of industry input to create 
a framework for aircraft handlers. 
While IS-BAH may not apply directly 
to airports, it provides an excellent 
means of validating the safety man-
agement effectiveness of operators 
who are registered to the standard. 
Even as a means of accessing best 
practices, the SMS-centric approach 
to IS-BAH can be a useful tool for air-
ports and their diverse stakeholders 
as a practical structure for operators 
to examine, review, and continually 
improve any business unit. An opera-
tor would be wise to question the use 
of an external standard when Federal 
regulation is looming, but the final 
benefit to the IS-BAH standard is that 
it is developed and reviewed annu-
ally in conformity to ICAO Annex 
19 Standards and Recommended 
Practices, which assures that IS-BAH 
references the same international 
guidance as the FAA SNPRM.

Next Steps
Developing, implementing, 

and maturing an SMS within the 
airport industry is undoubtedly 
a substantial project. So where 
should an airport team start?

■■ Commitment: Before begin-
ning SMS development, the 
airport has to educate senior 
leadership, governance bod-
ies, and stakeholder leadership 
about the benefits of systematic, 
business-based approaches to 
safety management. Without 
management support, financial 
and otherwise, implementation 
of SMS is unlikely to succeed. 
Commitment must also focus 
on grassroots education about 
the purpose of SMS and the 
key role all members of the 
airport team play in providing 
feedback within the system.

■■ Training: Training helps estab-
lish safety as a core value within 
the organizational culture. 

■■ Gap Analysis: An honest and 
thorough gap analysis helps 
establish a baseline for safety 
performance to chart a course 
to desired safety goals. The 
gap analysis also helps iden-
tify key safety performance 
indicators to monitor progress 
throughout implementation. 
Airports can conduct a gap 
analysis internally, or may 
choose to turn to an outside 
contractor to offer a fresh 
look at processes for safety.

■■ Program Development: There 
are a number of ways to develop 
the necessary components of 

the SMS, but for most airports, 
the most logical is to approach 
the task as an evolutionary, 
phased process. Here again, a 
consulting firm may be useful to 
reduce development time and 
assist with initial training and 
start-up. NATA has a num-
ber of excellent training and 
support solutions to ease the 
development process as well.

Using the many available resources 
in the aviation community can help 
jump start SMS development; and 
airports must remain cognizant of 
the many unique challenges from one 
airport to the next. No one solution 
will apply to all airports, but care-
ful planning, and working to stay in 
front of legislation, will help airports 
prepare for the transition to a safety 
management system that will enable 
systematic safety management, even 
as the industry continues its rapid 
growth in volume and complexity.  
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N ATA’s Regulatory Affairs staff 
had an active 2016, advo-
cating for our members on 

key policy issues impacting aviation 
businesses as well as participating 
in a variety of industry/government 
working groups. The Air Carrier & 
Contract Training Working Group 
(AC & CT WG) is supporting the 
Federal Aviation Administration’s 
(FAA) efforts to improve Part 135 
operator training and checking. The 
NATA team is working on the replace-
ment fuel(s) for 100LL as part of the 
Piston Aviation Fuel Initiative (PAFI), 
and making cross border operations 
easier through the U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection General Aviation 
Working Group (CBP GA WG). The 
Regulatory Affairs staff and Aircraft 
Maintenance and Systems Technology 
Committee members are also heavily 
involved in implementing recom-
mendations from the Consistency of 
Regulatory Interpretation Aviation 
Rulemaking Committee (CRI ARC). 

Air Carrier & Contract Training 
Working Group (AC & CT WG)

Since May 2014, NATA’s Director 
of Regulatory Affairs John McGraw 
has led the FAA’s Air Carrier & 
Contract Training Working Group 
(AC & CT WG), a subgroup of the Air 
Carrier Training Aviation Rulemaking 
Committee (ACT ARC). The work-
ing group is tasked to address issues 
occurring when contract training 
centers, operating under Part 142, 

execute training programs for air 
carriers operating under Part 135. 

The AC & CT WG is tasked with: 
(1) considering strategies to improve 
Part 135 operator training and check-
ing, including training/checking 
conducted by Part 142 centers; (2) 
identifying and eliminating inef-
ficiencies in air carrier training, 
checking, and qualification; and (3) 
developing innovative strategies to 
integrate evidence and scenario-
based approaches into the training, 
checking, and qualification modules 
of operator training programs.

Over the past two years, the AC & 
CT WG has been developing rec-
ommendations for a standardized 
training program and Scenario-
Enhanced Recurrent (SER) train-
ing and checking. An optional, 
nationally-approved standardized 
training curriculum will allow opera-
tors to avoid delays associated with 
securing local approval of a training 
program, create consistency among 
operators and providing the FAA 
with feedback data on training for 
continuous program improvement.

Over the past year, the AC & CT 
WG was tasked to: conduct the proof-
of-concept for Scenario-Enhanced 
(SER) Training & Checking, con-
duct the proof-of-concept for the 
Training Standards Board (TSB) in 
order to beta test the Standardized 
Curriculum, and outline the content 
that should be checked during the 
135.299 line-check, including who 

can conduct the line check and where 
the line check can be conducted. 

“This has been an intense effort 
with great input from both the Part 
135 and 142 communities,” said 
McGraw. “We are really encour-
aged by the priority the FAA has 
given this activity and expect to 
see significant new policies imple-
mented beginning later this year.”

As soon as the draft documents 
are released for public comment, 
NATA members will be invited to a 
webinar, hosted by McGraw, with 
participation from the AC & CT 
WG members and the FAA to dis-
cuss the changes and provide an 
opportunity for a Q & A session. 

Piston Aviation Fuel Initiative
The Piston Aviation Fuel Initiative 

(PAFI), a government-industry col-
laborative partnership, aims to iden-
tify viable unleaded fuel replacements 
for 100LL with the least impact on 
the existing general aviation piston-
engine fleet. In late March 2016, the 
FAA announced that fuel formula-
tions from Shell and Swift Fuels 
were selected for Phase II engine and 
aircraft testing. The FAA noted: “Test 
data will help the companies obtain 
an ASTM International Production 
Specification for their fuels and 
allow the FAA to authorize the exist-
ing GA fleet to use the unleaded 
replacement fuels. The testing will 
begin this summer and conclude 
in 2018.” For those who have been 

Continued on page 47
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keeping a close eye on the progress 
of the program, this announcement 
was a significant development in 
meeting the mission of the PAFI. 

The FAA initially began the 
process in July 2014 with 17 formu-
lations from six companies. Four of 
these formulations were accepted 
into the PAFI Phase I test program. 
Phase I was completed in December 
2015 and incorporated all aspects of 
fuel testing, including fuel property 
lab testing, fit-for-purpose rig test-
ing, materials compatibility testing, 
engine detonation, performance 
and emissions testing, and engine 
out emissions-testing and ecological 
assessments. In June 2016, Phase 
II commenced and consists of an 
extensive engine and aircraft testing 
program. The FAA has been coordi-
nating with producers to manage fuel 
deliveries and with industry stake-
holders to support Phase II activities. 

NATA, along with other indus-
try partners, also participates in a 
new deployment group formed by 
the PAFI Steering Group, to iden-
tify issues and formulate actions 
for a safe deployment. NATA 
continues to address potential 
airport-related deployment issues 
pertaining to the distribution chain, 
i.e. fuel distributors, airports and 
fixed base operators as the lead on 
the “Airport Deployment Action 
Plan.” During these working group 
meetings, attendees will discuss 
issues, including tankage/fueling 
system compatibility, airport fuel-
ing infrastructure hardware, fuel-
ing handling procedures, signage, 

personnel training, equipment, 
quality control, taxation and safety. 
NATA will continue to keep the 
membership apprised of important 
PAFI program developments. 

Additional information and the lat-
est program news can be found on the 
FAA’s Avgas website at  
http://www.faa.gov/about/
initiatives/avgas.

Customs and Border Protection 
General Aviation Working 
Group (CBP GA WG)

In early 2016, NATA joined the 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
General Aviation Working Group, 
which focuses on issues impacting the 
general aviation community. NATA 
members interface with CBP on a 
daily basis—from filing eAPIS reports, 
to participating in the Visa Waiver 
program and utilizing Customs clear-
ance facilities nationwide. NATA’s 
FBO members are key partners 
with CBP and often house or closely 
coordinate with Customs offices, 
particularly at user-fee airports. 

This past year, the Working Group 
focused on producing a draft of the 
CBP General Aviation Operators’ 
Guide, a replacement for the Private 
Flyers Guide. In the coming year, 
the Working Group will continue to 
streamline procedures for the GA 
community and recommend strate-
gies to improve the efficiency of CBP 
policies and requirements. In addi-
tion to NATA staff participation, the 
Working Group has called on NATA’s 
Air Charter Committee as a resource 
for feedback on various initiatives. 

Members will have an opportunity 
to discuss general aviation customs 
regulations, requirements, and poli-
cies with CBP personnel during a gen-
eral session at our upcoming Aviation 
Business Conference (ABC) in June. 

Consistency of Regulatory 
Interpretation Aviation Rulemaking 
Committee (CRI ARC)

NATA staff and Aircraft 
Maintenance and Systems Technology 
Committee members are continu-
ing efforts to monitor the progress 
and status of CRI ARC recommen-
dations. Association staff members 
participate in quarterly briefings 
from the FAA on the status of the 
recommendations from the ARC, co-
chaired by NATA and supported by 
the Committee. The NATA team had 
direct input to the FAA’s Regulatory 
Consistency Communication Board 
(RCCB) FAA Order AFS 8000.RCCB. 
With the Order close to release, the 
association applauds the FAA for 
implementing the RCCB, which will 
ensure standardization and consis-
tency across the agency. Finally, the 
association will continue its work 
toward the CRI ARC’s final recom-
mendation, development of the 
Dynamic Regulatory System (DRS). 

This past year, the committee 
developed a draft aircraft conformity 
inspection checklist for FAA inspec-
tors and industry to use when adding 
aircraft to Part 135 operations. It 
was presented to FAA for review and 
publication. This will result in a great 
step toward consistency for adding 
aircraft to an operating certificate.  
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NOW is the Time  
for ADS-B Compliance

T he aviation industry has been talking about Automatic 
Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast (ADS-B) for the 
past decade. For the last four years, Duncan Aviation 

and other service centers and avionics manufacturers have 
been working hard to educate aircraft owners and opera-
tors about the upcoming NextGen mandates and initia-
tives, including ADS-B, Future Air Navigation System 
(FANS), and Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS). 

In 2017, there has been much discussion about the num-
bers involved in ensuring that aircraft have completed the 
necessary upgrades and are compliant with the mandates. 
The January 1, 2020 ADS-B mandate deadline is coming 
fast. It is now time for aircraft owners and operators, who 
want to avoid inconvenient circumstances, to finalize their 
ADS-B compliance plans. And the service centers, manage-
ment companies, and consultants, who are responsible 
for advising aircraft owners and operators, need to help 
clients mitigate the potential risks of waiting to comply. 

To properly serve the avionics industry in the wake of 
the upcoming ADS-B compliance crunch, industry repre-
sentatives should understand the NextGen initiatives and 
properly communicate the urgency to clients. This article 
outlines some of the items to discuss with customers, while 
encouraging them to contact their trusted service provider 
and to complete their ADS-B Out equipment installation. 

What is ADS-B Out?
ADS-B Out is a relatively new technology that 

lets properly-equipped aircraft broadcast their pre-
cise location to Air Traffic Control (ATC) as well 
as to other aircraft equipped with ADS-B In. 

Pinpointing an aircraft’s precise position isn’t possible 
with the 80-year-old, land-based radar tracking systems cur-
rently in use because radar cannot accurately gauge separa-
tion above and below and on either side of an aircraft. At 
the urging of Congress, the FAA began updating the aircraft 
monitoring infrastructure throughout the United States, 
transitioning from analog radar to today’s digital system that 
uses a mix of satellite- and land-based equipment. The new 
digital infrastructure is more precise and reliable because 
it isn’t affected by weather. It also covers more airspace, in-
cluding areas where land-based radar was previously sparse 
or non-existent, such as in the Gulf of Mexico and Alaska.

In addition, more precise and accurate aircraft position-
ing allows ATC to safely fit more aircraft into smaller air 
spaces. This allows aircraft to fly more direct routes, which 
saves time, reduces fuel consumption, and lowers the risk 
of runway incursions since pilots and ATC can see the exact 
location of other aircraft and vehicles on the ground.

What is the ADS-B Out Mandate?
The ADS-B Out mandate was established by the FAA—

requiring all aircraft operating in United States airspace 
to have a certified GPS position source as well as a tran-
sponder capable of transmitting data from the aircraft 
without prompting from the pilot or request from ATC.

To comply with the ADS-B Out mandate, aircraft need 
a 1090-MHz Mode S Extended squitter transponder com-
bined with a certified GPS navigation source such as WAAS 
GPS. The aircraft must be able to transmit or broadcast the 
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We took a hard look at the upcoming ADS-B mandate and 

its potential effect on business aviation if operators don’t 

work to mitigate their risk. But ADS-B is just one part of 

the FAA’s NextGen Initiative. Let’s look at the others. 

What About Other NextGen Initiatives?

The FAA’s NextGen initiatives include more than 

ADS-B, and operators sometimes get the various tech-

nologies and terms confused. In the FAA’s NextGen 

Implementation Plan Document (dated March 2011), 

the FAA outlines not only ADS-B, but WAAS with LPV 

(Localizer Performance with Vertical Guidance) approach 

procedures and FANS / CPDLC—Future Air Navigation 

System and Controller Pilot Data Link Communications. 

Operators may ask about these initiatives. Here 

is a brief explanation of what they are. 

What Is WAAS?

In 2007, the FAA completed and certified a significant up-

grade to the GPS system. This new Wide Area Augmentation 

System (WAAS) uses a network of more than 25 precision 

ground stations to provide corrections to the GPS naviga-

tion signal. The stations are strategically positioned across 

North America, including Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Canada 

and Mexico, to collect GPS satellite data. Using this col-

lected error information, a message is developed to correct 

any signal errors. The correction messages are then broad-

cast through communication satellites to the airborne GPS 

receiver in the aircraft using the same frequency as GPS.

appropriate data, including position, altitude, velocity, and 
aircraft identification, from the minute the aircraft takes off.

What if an Operator Misses the Deadline?
If an aircraft is not ADS-B compliant by January 

1, 2020, it will be grounded, unless it flies below 
10,000 feet and avoids Class A, B, and C airspace.

Post-mandate, and on a case-by-case basis, ATC may 
give permission to relocate the aircraft to have it modified 
for compliance with the mandate. The operator will then 
be notified that the aircraft is grounded until it complies. 

The Myths of ADS-B
Obviously, having an aircraft that doesn’t comply with 

the ADS-B Out mandate by the deadline will have serious 
ramifications for a business aircraft operator. Grounded 
aircraft are useless assets that don’t generate profit for a 
company and don’t help a business meet its mission and 
goals. In an effort to help businesses mitigate these risks, 
Duncan Aviation is pushing early ADS-B compliance. 

After analyzing the number of aircraft that have yet 
to comply, we have serious concerns. Nearly 9,000 busi-
ness aircraft need ADS-B. Roughly one-third of them 

are in compliance, so 6,000 more need to upgrade. 
With the deadline roughly 33 months away, more than 
180 aircraft will need to be upgraded each month. Yet, 
many operators are waiting. Those who continue to wait 
will face scheduling pressure, lack of hangar and labor 
resources to complete the installations, and higher in-
stallation costs. Yet, many unfortunately believe sev-
eral myths currently circulating in the industry:

■■ There is plenty of time. 
Those in the industry need only think back to 2005 
and the RVSM mandate. Capable avionics installation 
facilities were at full capacity 24 months before the 
mandate and for an additional 12 months AFTER the 
mandate even though fewer than 1,000 aircraft were 
impacted. ADS-B installations are similar to RVSM 
(Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum) installs in 
complexity and downtime. Aircraft awaiting RVSM 
modifications could still fly below 29,000 feet and 
RVSM didn’t affect any piston aircraft and only some 
turboprops. ADS-B will affect them all, which greatly 
compounds the capacity issue. Make no mistake. There 
simply isn’t enough hangar capacity and avionics 

NextGen: More Than ADS-B
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WAAS is designed to provide the accuracy, availability and 

integrity necessary to allow flight crews to rely on GPS for 

all phases of flight, from en route through GPS precision 

approach for all qualified airports within the WAAS cover-

age area. This provides a capability for the development of 

more standardized precision approaches, missed approaches, 

and departure guidance for approximately 4,100 runways 

and hundreds of heliport/helipads in the U.S. airspace.

At this time, there are more than twice as many WAAS/

LPV (Localizer Performance with Vertical Guidance) ap-

proaches than ILS (Instrument Landing System) ap-

proaches in the U.S. LPV approaches are the most 

desirable. WAAS will also provide increased accuracy 

in position reporting, allowing for more uniform and 

high-quality worldwide air traffic management.

WAAS is a critical part of the FAA’s NextGen program be-

cause the precise navigation information the onboard re-

ceivers process is used by ADS-B and FANS-1/A solutions. 

What are the advantages of WAAS?

The current advantages of WAAS are that it permits the use 

of more fuel efficient flight planning and approaches that 

have reduced minimums. WAAS-approved units also incorpo-

rate navigation procedures to take advantage of preferential 

flight routing such as PBR (Performance Based Routing).

technician labor in the industry to dedicate to these 
installations during the next 35 months. We estimate 
that there will be more than 2,000 business aircraft 
sitting and waiting for modifications after January 1, 
2020, based on recent monthly installation rates.

■■ The deadline will be extended. 
It is our opinion that the deadline will not be extended. 
FAA Administrator Michael Huerta and other FAA 
and industry leaders have consistently said, in pub-
lic addresses, that the mandate deadline will remain 
January 1, 2020. While Administrator Huerta’s 
term expires in 2018, the new Administrator will 
be coming under the same pressure from Congress 
to implement the NextGen System. Since ADS-B is 
the backbone of NextGen, it is difficult to imagine 
that the new Administrator will extend the current 
deadline of January 1, 2020, because doing so would 
delay the implementation of NextGen technology.

■■ The prices will drop.
Installation shops and aircraft manufactur-
ers have collaborated, and owners now enjoy a 

wide array of choices and price points for equip-
ping to meet the mandate. With the supply and 
demand for equipment and labor, prices will only 
increase as the mandate deadline moves closer. 

■■ The aircraft will be sold. 
For most models, the preowned business aircraft 
market is still very buyer-oriented. If an aircraft 
owner doesn’t make sure an aircraft complies with the 
ADS-B Out mandate before the sale, then the asking 
price will be significantly less than if it had ADS-B. 

Looking Out for Clients
The ADS-B market is beginning to heat up, and this 

trend needs to continue. As leaders in the business aviation 
industry, I believe Duncan Aviation (and companies like us) 
have a responsibility to inform our clients about the up-
coming ADS-B crunch. We remember the RVSM days well, 
when we fielded lots of calls from operators who wanted 
to schedule upgrades immediately and with our labor 
booked, we were unable to help them on their schedules. 
Owners and operators need to understand the risks they 
take by not having an ADS-B compliance plan–NOW.  
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WHEN YOU’RE FLYING 
TO BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON,
ENJOY THE MARTIN STATE 
APPROACH...

FROM THE AIR. 
TO THE GROUND.

701 Wilson Point Road
Baltimore, MD 21220
410.682.8810
MartinStateAirport.com

Whether you’re visiting the Baltimore-Washington 
area or simply refueling, Martin State Airport offers 
a clear, no-problem overwater approach. Plus a runway 
longer than Ronald Reagan National Airport and 
wider than BWI. On the ground, our approach to pilot 
comfort includes good food and enhanced facilities. 
Just 10 nautical miles from the airport to the heart 
of downtown Baltimore, Martin State Airport has 
it all... for pilots and the people they serve.

Aircraft de-icing and anti-icing

6997 x 180 ft. lighted Rwy. 15-33

LDA/DME 110.7 Rwy. 33

LOC 110.7 Rwy. 15

Martin TWR 121.3

Martin GRD 121.8

0700 -2300 daily - 
24 hour service upon request

Quick turn service

Martin Unicom 122.95

50,000 sq. ft. aircraft parking ramp

Authorized FAA repair station, 
minor maintenance facility

FAA 141/61 curriculum with college
degree program available

Rental cars onsite

CUSTOMS AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST

(800) 77-EXCEL   •   WWW.EXCELAIRE.COM   •   SALES@EXCELAIRE.COM

• Largest charter fleet of Embraer Legacy aircraft in the world

• Recognized pioneer & safety leader in the aircraft charter industry

• First class crewmembers, supported by 150 aviation professionals

• Luxurious & flexible; on-demand travel for up to 18 passengers

• Heavy aircraft specialists for corporate, entertainment & leisure

• World-class, personalized service... on the ground & in the air

OFFERING A COMPREHENSIVE MIX OF
LATE MODEL AIRCRAFT IN THE TRI-STATE AREA

LEGACY • FALCONS • GULFSTREAMS

A Great Approach
for St. Louis Business

Close, Convenient, Connected
Learn more at StLouisDowntownAirport.com

• Aviation services provided by industry leaders – Jet   
   Aviation & Ideal Aviation 

• Third busiest airport in Illinois – an impact of more 
    than half a billion dollars a year to the St. Louis  
    regional economy

• 20 minutes from anywhere in the St. Louis metro  

   region
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What is involved in a WAAS Upgrade?

To upgrade to GPS WAAS, certified equipment ap-

propriate to the aircraft must be installed and prop-

erly approved by the FAA or its designee. 

The GPS-based flight management system will require 

modification or replacement. There will likely be some 

relatively minor wiring modifications involved. Depending 

on the avionics platform in the aircraft, there may be 

some factory modification to the display or flight con-

trol systems. The GPS antenna(s) will require replace-

ment with an upgraded version, which may have a 

different footprint requiring structural modification.  

What is FANS?

FANS (Future Air Navigation Systems) is a datalink sys-

tem that lets pilots and ATC (air traffic control) communi-

cate directly, using digital text transmissions that appear 

on the CDU (Control Display Unit). Developed by ICAO 

(International Civil Aviation Organization), Boeing, Airbus, 

Honeywell, and others. FANS was an early datalink standard. 

Data Comm/CPDLC/FANS are components of the FAA’s NextGen 

plans to upgrade the nation’s aging aviation infrastructure. 

Data Comm is the FAA’s phrase for digital, text-based mes-

saging, and it may eventually replace voice communication 

between ATC and pilots. The goal is to automate routine 

tasks that currently require multiple voice/radio exchanges. 

Eventually, pilots and ATC will be able to exchange reports, 

instructions, and flight requests in a digital, text-based 

format instead of relying on voice communications. 

Voice communications can pose significant problems due 

to indecipherable accents, language barriers, and poor-

quality RF connections. If the information isn’t perfectly 

clear, both parties repeat requests and information, wast-

ing time and causing delays. Text-based messages are 

clear and concise, eliminating the need for repetition and 

clarification. An added benefit is that the entire flight 

crew can review text messages and instructions from ATC. 

Benefits extend beyond the cockpit, too, saving time and 

fuel and increasing safety by giving ATC a more accurate 

view of where aircraft are in relation to one another. 

What is Data Comm via Satcom 
or Iridium (a.k.a. FANS)?

FANS 1/A is a later standard that was developed to the AFN 

(ATC Facilities Notification) protocol, and it has two com-

ponents: CPDLC and ADS-C. Commercial airlines have used 

FANS 1/A for more than four decades for oceanic surveillance 

and text-based communications between pilots and ATC.

• CPDLC (Controller Pilot Data Link Communication) 

is the text-messaging component of FANS 1/A, and 

it allows two-way, digital communication between 

ATC and pilots when the aircraft is out of range of 

the analog-based VHF (very high frequency) or HF 

(high frequency) voice-radio communications.

• ADS-C (Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Contract) 

sends information (aircraft position, altitude, speed, 

and meteorological data) automatically to ATC from 

the aircraft when ATC has requested it. Pilots do not 

interact with ADS-C at all, nor can they disable the 

reporting function. If the flight crew sends a Mayday 

message, ADS-C automatically triggers a report to ATC 

with time, position information, altitude, and airspeed.

What Equipment is Needed for Data Comm/FANS?

The equipment needed varies, depending on the current 

configuration of avionics in the cockpit. At minimum, a FMS 

(flight management system), a datalink unit, and Satcom are 

needed. 

Making Progress

NextGen is important for the safety and future of aviation 

as a whole. We all have the responsibility to understand the 

various initiatives and to help educate clients about how 

the regulations will affect their business aircraft operations. 
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NATA FAA Medical 
Certification Services

Group services available for a flat monthly fee.
• Receive expedited Certification reviews, notices and approvals.

• Work directly with the FAA Medical Certification Institute in Oklahoma City, 
Federal Flight Surgeon in Washington DC, and Regional Flight Surgeons.

• Proactive AeroMedical guidance reduces time away from the cockpit.

• Respond quickly to FAA requests on behalf of pilots.

Harvey Watt & Co. is uniquely qualified to advise pilots & leaders, reduce 
liability, help airmen avoid certification groundings, and get pilots cleared 
to return to work as quickly as possible. Since 1951, we have represented 
pilots, unions, and airline/corporate flight departments. Every year, 15% of 
pilots who have access to our group certification services call us for help 
with the FAA. Today, we represent over 65,000 pilots.

P.O.Box 20787  |  Atlanta, GA 30320  |  (800) 241-6103 Toll Free  |  (404) 767-7501 Main  |  (404) 761-8326 Fax  |  harveywatt.com

Contact us today to enroll!

info@harveywatt.com
(800) 241-6103

The Aviation Medical Bulletin 

is provided electronically to 

all members of the airline or 

association and delivers brief 

summaries of the latest health 

research and studies.

Don’t hesitate to call or email. 

Our doctors can help pilots and 

their treating physicians evaluate 

treatment options approved by  

the FAA.

We know FAA requirements, 

when to take action, and how to 

avoid unnecessary grounding and 

certification delays.

Confidential assistance from 

our doctors and nurses led by 

Dr. Fred Tilton, former Federal 

Flight Surgeon. We submit cases, 

expedite approval, interface with 

the FAA on the pilot’s behalf, 

handle appeals, and confidentially 

advocate for airmen.

SPECIAL EDITION
DOS AND DON’TS OF GETTING YOUR 
FAA MEDICAL EXAM 

We suggest you print and file this with your 
medical file to review before every physical.

We frequently get questions regarding how to 
prepare for the FAA Flight Physical.  These 
questions typically address common concerns 
that we would like to address in a DO and 
DON’T format to assist in your next visit your 
Aviation Medical Examiner (AME).

DO go for your Flight Physical when you are 
in good health.  This seems obvious, but 
usually because of scheduling factors, many a 
Pilot have reported for their medical exam in 
the midst of suffering a cold, or worse (with a 
cast on their arm, walking with a cane 
following back or leg surgery, etc.).   Such 
issues can compromise the Pilot’s ability to 
meet medical standards.  Further the AME is 
completely within their right to deny or defer 
your exam to the FAA Office of Aerospace 
medicine.  Go for you exam when you are at 
your best.

DO take medical records.  If, since your last 
exam, you’ve been treated for a medical or 
dental condition, bring records to verify it.  For
a majority of medical conditions ask your 
treating healthcare provider to compose a 
concise summary letter (signed, dated, and on 
letterhead – not prescription pad notes) that 
addresses the following:

• Diagnosis (diagnoses), (Example: Left Rotator cuff
tear; GI reflux disease),

• Treatment with any ongoing therapy, (Ex. Surgical 
repair on 2/1/2011, followed with 14 weeks 
Physical therapy; dietary modifications and Prilosec 
20mg a day),

• Response to treatment and full release statement 
(“Fully recovered and released without restrictions 
on 6/15/2011).

For conditions that are more complicated and/or may 
require a Special Issuance Authorization (SIA or 
“waiver”) from the FAA, contact your AME or other 
aeromedical consultants ahead of your flight physical.

DO bring the “Applicant Copy” of your previous FAA 
flight physical exam as well as any correspondences 
from the FAA (ex. SIA).  Never assume that your AME 
will readily provide a copy of this for you.  You should 
always ask for a copy of the “Applicant Copy”, along 
with your new medical certificate from your AME, at 
the conclusion of your exam.  This is your copy of this 
regulated exam and can be helpful in completing future 
exams or responding to inquires from the FAA about 
past medical exams.  Keep them in a file with other 
important records.

DO carefully read your new medical certificate before 
your sign it. Even minor typos can cause problems for 
you down line, and the use of white-out on medical 
certificates is not appreciated by the FAA.  If there is an
error problem on the certificate, ask the AME to correct 
it.  It is a legal document and needs to be treated as 
such.

one 
Education

two 
Preventative Medical

three 
FAA Recertification

THREE LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE

A NATA Member 
Benefit Program

FAA Certification Experts represent and advocate for you during every step.  
Do not risk your career or company by not properly disclosing a medical issue.



Aviation Business Journal  |  1st Quarter 2017 55

A irport owners/operators 
(airport sponsors) and Fixed 
Base Operators (FBOs) have 

a similar objective when it comes to 
meeting the needs of the aeronautical 
users of the airport—to ensure that 
commercial aeronautical products, 
services and facilities (FBO services) 
are readily available to the users of 
the airport. However, the approaches 

airport sponsors and FBOs use to 
accomplish this undertaking have 
historically been very different, but 
complementary. It is important to 
note that in the context of this article, 
an FBO is considered an entity 
that at a minimum is commercially 
providing aviation fueling services.

Operator Primary Roles
Airport Owners/Operators 

(Sponsors) In the past and, for the 
most part, today airport sponsors 
are primarily focused on develop-
ing, managing, and operating the 
airfield (e.g., runways, taxiways, and 
associated infrastructure) associated 

Continued on page 57

CHANGING LANDSCAPE  
OF FBO SERVICES
BY JEFF KOHLMAN, AVIATION MANAGEMENT CONSULTING GROUP



What 2016 Aviation Business Conference 
Attendees had to say: 

"The NATA Business Aviation Conference provided a 
great opportunity to connect with industry colleagues in 
a nice, quaint environment. Having the conference in 
Washington, D.C. provided a great backdrop and 
exposed us to some of the challenges and opportunities 
our elected officials are working on for us!" - Jon Boyle, 
Avfuel, Director of Contract Fuel 

"Very informative." - Chuck Lawson, Jacksonville Jetport, 
President 

"NATA's conference truly provided value through their 
excellent sessions on a variety of topics." - John Hill, 
EasyFBO, Founder 

"Industry networking and being close to our legislators 
is invaluable."
- Andi Montgomery, Montgomery Aviation, Former Owner

"Excellent sessions." - Steve Loyd, Bakersfield Jet Center 
by Loyd's Aviation, CEO 

"The wealth of information from knowledgeable sources 
was excellent." - Josh Jones, EasyFBO, CTO 

"Unmatched opportunity to discuss, clarify, and provide 
solutions to industry concerns." 

"The Congressional Fly-In was fabulous." 

"The value of the high level FAA representatives is 
fantastic." 

"Good interaction between speakers and audience." 
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CHANGING LANDSCAPE OF FBO SERVICES
Continued from page 55

with the aeronautical use of the 
airport. In addition, airport sponsors 
develop the landside infrastructure 
(e.g., utilities, improved land par-
cels and roadways) associated with 
the development of improvements 
(e.g., terminals, hangars, office, 
shop, aprons and vehicle parking) 
by private enterprises to facilitate 
the provision of FBO services. This 
ensures that the aeronautical users 
of the airport have the necessary 
infrastructure for: 1) aircraft to safely 
arrive and depart from the airport 
and access from the airside improve-
ments associated with the provision 
of FBO services; and, 2) vehicles and 
pedestrians to access from the land-
side to these same improvements. 

This primary focus is encour-
aged and facilitated by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) and 
associated state government agen-
cies that provide grants and loans 
through a variety of airport capital 
improvement funding mechanisms 
(e.g., the FAA’s Airport Improvement 

Program) for the development of 
airport land and infrastructure. 
These funds, in most situations, 
are not eligible to be used for the 
development of improvements for 
the provision of FBO services, such 
as general aviation terminals, han-
gars, office space, shop space, vehicle 
parking and fuel storage facilities.

On occasion, an airport spon-
sor will make investments in land 
and infrastructure (e.g., utilities, 
land parcels, roadways, etc.) to 
facilitate the development of FBO 
improvements. However, FBO 
improvements are most commonly 
developed by, and through, private 
enterprises. When airport spon-
sors are unable or unwilling to 
provide private enterprises suf-
ficient lease term to amortize the 
investment in FBO improvements, 
or the demand for FBO services 
does not support such an invest-
ment, an airport sponsor may choose 
to develop and then lease these 

improvements to private enterprises 
for the provision of FBO services.

Airport Fixed Base Operators/
Private Enterprises (FBOs) 

While the airport sponsor’s pri-
mary role, ensuring the availability 
of FBO services, is accomplished 
through the development, manage-
ment and operation of the airport’s 
airside and landside real estate and 
infrastructure—the private enter-
prises’ (e.g., FBOs) primary role is the 
actual provision of the commercial 
aeronautical products, services, and 
facilities. This is consistent with FAA 
guidance in FAA Advisory Circular 
(AC) 150/5190-6, Exclusive Rights 
at Federally-Obligated Airports, 
dated January 4, 2007, which states: 
“As a practical matter, most airport 
sponsors recognize that aeronauti-
cal services are best provided by 
profit-motivated, private enter-
prises.” This premise is based on 
the notion that private enterprises, 
in comparison to airport sponsors, 
are typically more nimble, flex-
ible, and creative in finding ways to 
meet customer demand as it relates 
to the provision of FBO services.

FBOs typically enter long-term 
land lease agreements (e.g., 30 years 
or longer) with airport sponsors in 
return for making substantial invest-
ments in FBO improvements (e.g., 
terminal, hangar, office, shop, apron, 
vehicle parking, etc.) associated 
with the provision of commercial 
aeronautical products, services, and 
facilities. During the term of the 
lease, the FBO remains responsible 

Continued on page 59
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Our Award Winning Full Service FBO is based on the island of St Croix, USVI. Best fuel 
prices, a 10,000 ft runway, luxury crew and passenger facilities and concierge service, 
fast Customs pre clearance.

www.bohlke.com 

 
 
SERVING THE CARIBBEAN  
 AND BEYOND

BOHLKE INTERNATIONAL AIRWAYS
PRIVATE AIR CHARTER

1.800.582.3641 | www.aerojetservices.com

Phone: 242.367.1900

WWW.CHEROKEEAIR.COM

Marsh Harbour International Airport (MYAM)

P.O. Box AB20485

Marsh Harbour • ABACO, Bahamas

SOME OF THE AMENITIES THAT WE OFFER ARE:

• FULL LINE SERVICES • BAGGAGE HANDLING

•FUEL (100LL/JET A1) LAV CART • PARKING 

• TIE DOWNS  • CUSTOMS

• LINE AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE PILOT LOUNGE

• PASSENGER WAITING AREA• FLIGHT PLANNING 

ROOM WITH REAL TIME WEATHER

• IMMIGRATION AND GROUND SUPPORT SERVICES

Million Air Albany
16 Jetway Drive
Albany, NY 12211
518-242-2444
518-242-2488 fax
518-378-4876 cell
rheitz@millionair.com

KALB

Robert J. Heitz
General Manager

R. Dean Anderson
Senior Vice President

National Practice Leader, Aviation

Wells Fargo Insurance Services USA, Inc.
3475 Piedmont Road, Suite 800 • Atlanta, GA 30305

Tel: 404-923-3665 •Fax: 877-362-9069
Toll Free: 800-241-6633

Dean.anderson1@wellsfargo.com

Closest GA airport to the Orlando/Orange County Convention Center

407.847.4600 | www.kissimmeeairport.com 

Luxury. Privacy. Experience.
855.319.4436  •  www.WhiteCloudCharter.com

Vance W. Amory International Airport
Newcastle
Nevis
West Indies
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for the maintenance and upkeep 
of these FBO improvements. 

Many times, to meet the airport 
sponsor’s minimum standards and/
or the demands of airport users, 
private enterprises will invest in and 
provide an expanded list of commer-
cial aeronautical products, services, 
and facilities that may be considered 
marginal profit centers or “loss lead-
ers,” such as aircraft maintenance, 
aircraft rental, flight instruction, and 
aircraft charter. However; these ser-
vices can be essential in the support 
of existing customers (airport users) 
and or development of new custom-
ers that (or will) utilize the primary 
profit centers of an FBO (e.g., aviation 
fueling services and aircraft storage). 

Airport Sponsor-Owned 
and-Operated FBOs

Over the last 20 years, airport 
sponsors have expanded their role 
in providing FBO services as more 
and more are either voluntarily or 
being forced into the ownership and 
operation of the airport’s FBO. In 
1995, approximately 817 FBOs (or 
25% of the 3,298 public-use airports 
with a 3,000-foot paved runway 
or greater) were owned and oper-
ated by an airport sponsor. By 2015, 
this number grew significantly to 
1,312 FBOs (or 37% of the 3,534 
public-use airports with a 3,000-foot 

paved runway or greater). This 
could include an airport-owned 
and-operated FBO that only pro-
vides commercial self-service Avgas 
fueling services (e.g., Byron Airport 
in Byron, California) to an airport-
owned and-operated FBO providing a 
broad range of commercial aeronauti-
cal products, services and facilities, 
including full-service aviation fueling 
services (Jet A and Avgas), aircraft 
ground handling services, passen-
ger and crew services, and aircraft 
storage (e.g., Fort Wayne Aero 
Center, Fort Wayne International 
Airport in Fort Wayne, Indiana). 

Most of these airport sponsors are 
exercising a unique right—granted 
by the FAA to airport sponsors 
of public-use, federally-obligated 
airports—to provide these FBO 
services exclusively. This “propri-
etary exclusive right” is provided for 
in AC 150/5190-6. In essence, while 
an airport sponsor may not grant 
private enterprises an exclusive right 
to provide commercial aeronautical 
products, services or facilities, the 
airport sponsor may elect to do so 
itself—however, it must utilize its own 
employees and resources; and, must 
meet applicable minimum standards 
adopted by the airport sponsor, even 
if the airport sponsor has exercised 
their “proprietary exclusive right.” 
If an airport sponsor elects to hire 

a third-party to manage the provi-
sion of FBO services (in essence, 
not utilizing the airport sponsor’s 
employees or resources), then the 
airport sponsor may not exercise 
their “proprietary exclusive right.” 

There are a variety of reasons 
that airport sponsors begin provid-
ing FBO services. As discussed in AC 
150/5190-6, airport sponsors may 
find that the “the revenue poten-
tial [associated with the provision 
of FBO services] is insufficient to 
attract private enterprises” or “the 
revenue potential [associated with 
the provision of FBO services] is so 
significant that the airport sponsor 
chooses to perform the aeronauti-
cal activity itself in order to become 
more financially self-sustaining.”

Other reasons airport sponsors 
own and operate the airport’s FBO 
include: 1) the default of an FBO 
agreement; 2) the settlement of litiga-
tion between the airport sponsor and 
the FBO; 3) the lack of interest by 
private enterprises in the provision 
of and/or investment in certain FBO 
services due to lack of demand or 
availability of attractive lease terms 
and conditions; and/or 4) the airport 
sponsor’s ownership and operation 
of an FBO at another airport within 
the airport sponsor’s airport system.

As previously mentioned, there 
are a variety of reasons that private 
enterprises will invest in and pro-
vide an expanded list of commercial 
aeronautical products, services and 
facilities, in addition to the provi-
sion of aviation fueling services 
and aircraft storage. However, a 

Continued on page 61

Over the last 20 years, airport sponsors 

have expanded their role in providing 

FBO services.
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significant majority of airport spon-
sors that are engaged in the provi-
sion of aviation fueling services and 
aircraft storage do not (and will not) 
provide additional FBO services 
(e.g., aircraft maintenance, aircraft 
rental, flight training, aircraft char-
ter, etc.) as the airport sponsor does 
not have the necessary experience 
and qualifications, and is not com-
fortable with the additional risk and 
liability associated with these types 
of aeronautical activities. Therefore, 
airports with airport sponsor-owned 
and-operated FBOs typically have 
less ability to attract investment 
from private enterprises in the broad 
range of FBO services commonly 
desired by users of an airport.

Case Study: DuPage Airport 
In 1988, the DuPage Airport 

Authority (DPA) purchased and began 
operating Planemaster Services, an 
FBO on the DuPage Airport (West 
Chicago, Illinois) that provided a full 
range of FBO services, including avia-
tion fueling, aircraft ground handling, 
aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance, 
aircraft management, aircraft charter, 
flight training and aircraft rental. One 
of the goals of the DPA’s purchase of 
Planemaster Services was to expand 
the availability of aviation fueling 
services to 24 hours per day to meet 
the full demands of the airport’s 
users. However, one of the challenges 
faced by the DPA was that some of the 
FBO services offered were in direct 
competition with a privately-owned 
and operated FBO on the airport. 

In the early 1990s, the DPA devel-
oped a new general aviation terminal 
(known as the Flight Center) and 

apron area, where both Planemaster 
Services and the privately-owned FBO 
were originally supposed to relocate 
fueling and ground handling services 
upon completion. However, the FBOs 
remained in their respective facili-
ties and the Flight Center sat idle. 
In an effort to eliminate the public/
private competition and maximize 
the utilization of the Flight Center, 
the DPA successfully negotiated the 
purchase of the private FBO’s avia-
tion fueling rights in 1995 in return 
for the divestiture of Planemaster 
Services’ aircraft maintenance, 
aircraft management, aircraft char-
ter, flight training and aircraft rental 
to the privately-owned FBO.

The acquisition of the fueling 
rights and divestiture of the other 
FBO services facilitated the reloca-
tion of aviation fueling and ground 
handling services to the Flight Center 
and eliminated a complicated, public/
private competitive environment.

Unlike many airport sponsor-
owned and-operated FBOs, DPA 
operates the DuPage Flight Center 
independently from airport opera-
tions. In essence, the FBO has 
dedicated staff, vehicles, and Ground 
Support Equipment (GSE) for the 
provision of aircraft fueling ser-
vices, ground handling services, and 
aircraft storage. This facilitates a 
customer-centric focus with a high 
customer service level at the FBO.

The DPA has invested millions 
in the airport’s land, infrastruc-
ture, improvements, and services to 
enhance the overall level of airport 
services to the based and transient 
users of the airport. David Bird, 
Executive Director of the DPA stated, 

“Without the additional revenues 
generated by the FBO, the DPA 
would not be in a position to offer 
the enhanced airport services avail-
able at the DuPage Airport that are 
not normally available at comparable 
airports.” These enhanced services 
include 24-hour per day air traffic 
control services (at an additional 
annual cost of $500,000), 24-hour 
per day aircraft rescue firefighting 
services (at an additional annual 
cost of $440,000), and 24-hour 
per day airfield maintenance ser-
vices (including snow removal).

Case Study:  
Chattanooga Airport

In 2002, TAC Air purchased 
the sole FBO (Krystal Air) at the 
Chattanooga Metropolitan Airport. 
Shortly thereafter in 2006, in an 
effort to increase competition at the 
airport, the Chattanooga Metropolitan 
Airport Authority (CMAA) devel-
oped and released a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) for private enterprises 
to develop and operate a second 
FBO. However, the CMAA received 
no proposals as the demand for 

CHANGING LANDSCAPE OF FBO SERVICES
Continued from page 59

In 2006, approximately 90% 
of public-use airports with a 
3,000-foot paved runway or 
greater had no more than one 
FBO. Therefore, on-airport FBO 
competition was not normal 
and, in many situations, on-air-
port FBO competition was not 
healthy—for the consumer, the 
FBOs or the airport sponsor.

Continued on page 63
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increased capacity of FBO services 
could not be supported. It is signifi-
cant to note that 2006 was consid-
ered one of the pinnacle years in the 
general aviation and FBO industry, 
and there was significant investment 
being made across the country by 
private enterprises in FBO services.

In 2010, the CMAA published 
another RFP for the management 
of an FBO facility to be owned and 
developed by the CMAA. The fol-
lowing year, utilizing CMAA, State, 
and FAA funds, the CMAA opened 
a second FBO facility at the airport 
to compete with TAC Air (a private 
enterprise). In conjunction with the 
opening of the CMAA-owned FBO, 
the CMAA modified the Airport’s 
Minimum Standards to eliminate 
the requirement for FBOs to pro-
vide aircraft maintenance services. 

After several years of operating 
losses at the CMAA-owned FBO, the 
CMAA negotiated the purchase of 
TAC Air’s FBO at the airport and the 
CMAA returned the airport back to a 
one FBO airport—the exact situation 
the CMAA had invested millions in 
capital and operating losses to avoid.  

Cross-Utilization of 
Airport and FBO Staff

As mentioned in the DuPage 
Airport Authority/DuPage Jet Center 
case study, the DPA does not cross-
utilize the airport and FBO staff. 
However, this is not always the case 
at many airports where the airport 
sponsor owns and operates the FBO. 
While cross-utilization of airport 
and FBO staff can be economically 
beneficial for the airport sponsor 
and the airport-owned and-operated 

FBO, it can also create undesirable 
safety, security, and service issues 
for the airport, the FBO, and, most 
importantly, the users of the airport.

• Safety — One of the top safety 
focuses at airports today is related 
to the presence and operation 
of vehicles, Ground Support 
Equipment (GSE), and pedes-
trians within the air operations 
area (AOA). Cross-utilization of 
airport and FBO staff substan-
tially increases the number of 
vehicle and GSE operations and 
related pedestrians on the AOA 
as the airport/FBO staff travel 
and transition between airport 
duties and responsibilities (e.g., 
snow removal, mowing, FOD 
inspection and removal, perimeter 
security inspection, etc.) and FBO 
duties and responsibilities (e.g., 
aircraft fueling, aircraft ground 
handling, crew and passenger 
support, AOA escorts, etc.). 

Some of the safety issues associ-
ated with the cross-utilization of 
airport/FBO staff can be reduced 
by: (1) the utilization of industry-
sponsored airport safety training 
programs (e.g., American Association 
of Airport Executives (AAAE) Airport 
Certified Employee, AAAE Airport 
Safety and Operations Specialist, 
airport specific AOA driver train-
ing programs, etc.) and FBO safety 
training programs (e.g., National Air 
Transportation Association’s (NATA) 
Safety 1st, International Business 
Aviation Council (IBAC) International 
Standard for Business Aircraft 
Operations, etc.); also, by  

(2) the development and imple-
mentation of airport and FBO 
safety and standard operating 
procedures, the use of dedicated 
vehicle and GSE driving lanes, and 
the requirement of operation of 
radio-equipped vehicles and GSE 
to monitor aircraft movements 
on the AOA. While these methods 
may improve safety, only dedicated 
airport and FBO staff can signifi-
cantly reduce these safety issues.

• Security — Cross-utilized 
airport/FBO staff tend to have 
their time and attention pulled 
in multiple directions associ-
ated with their airport and FBO 
duties and responsibilities; and, 
are unable to be in more than 
one place at a time. Therefore, 
cross-utilized staff may monitor 
and inspect security doors and 
gates less frequently creating an 
opportunity for a security breach. 

Continued on page 65

Approximately 18% of all runway 

incursions at airports in the United 

States involve vehicles and pedes-

trians. Beyond runway incursions, 

the number of accidents and 

incidents in the non-movement 

area of airports in 2014 resulted 

in the FAA issuing a National Part 

139 CertAlert. There was a sig-

nificant increase in the number of 

vehicles and/or GSE inadvertently 

hitting aircraft in the non-movement 

area resulting in injury or death 

as well as damaging aircraft.
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While utilization of airport security 
mechanisms, such as security fencing, 
vehicle and pedestrian gates with key 
codes or key card access, and secu-
rity cameras can enhance the over-
all security of an airport and FBO, 
human presence and security camera 
monitoring are integral in deterring/
detecting airport and FBO security 
breaches.  However, smaller general 
aviation airports are more vulner-
able to security breaches as these 
airports typically have less security 
mechanisms and reduced activity 
levels that do not support a larger 
airport or FBO staff. As a result, these 
airports rely heavily on airport and 
FBO staff to perform these duties. 

• Service — One of the primary 
reasons general aviation aircraft 
are utilized by aircraft owners and 
passengers is to save time. That 
is why general aviation aircraft 
are commonly referred to as “a 
time machine.” However, when 
airport/FBO staff are perform-
ing airport maintenance and 
operation functions (away from 
the FBO facility), the response 
time to FBO customer requests 
can be negatively impacted, 
thereby reducing the overall 
level and quality of FBO services. 
Conversely, airport/FBO staff who 
are focused primarily on respond-
ing to FBO customer requests can 
negatively impact the ongoing 
airport maintenance and opera-
tion responsibilities of the airport. 
This can include timely snow 
removal, repair of airport infra-
structure and facilities, response 
to airport incidents and more.

Self-Service Fueling Versus 
Full-Service Fueling

There is a significant difference 
between an airport sponsor providing 
self-service aviation fueling services 
and full-service aviation fueling 
services. Many of the airport spon-
sors that own and operate an FBO 
only provide self-service Avgas fuel-
ing services. This typically occurs at 
airports that have insufficient demand 
for a broad range of FBO services 
to attract the investment of private 
enterprises. In these situations, the 
self-service aviation fueling services 
require significantly less investment 
and personnel/operational costs 
than those associated with full-
service aviation fueling services.

However, airport sponsors that 
own and operate an FBO provid-
ing a broad range of FBO services 
(including full-service aviation fueling 
services, aircraft ground handling, 
passenger and crew services and 
aircraft storage) require significant 
investment, personnel, training, 
regulatory compliance and market-
ing efforts. Additionally, these airport 
sponsors will typically be in direct 
competition with private enterprise 
FBOs located at competing airports. 
The issues commonly associated with 
safety, security and service are sig-
nificantly increased in this scenario.

The Future Role of Airport 
Sponsors and FBOs

While a majority of airport spon-
sors and private enterprises do 
remain focused on their primary 
roles associated with maintain-
ing the availability and provision 
of FBO services, it is incumbent 
on these parties to work together 

and support one another. This can 
be accomplished in many ways:

• Airport sponsors can conduct 
market assessments to bet-
ter understand the needs of the 
airport users as they relate to 
the provision of FBO services.

• Airport sponsors (in collabora-
tion with private enterprises) 
can determine the best methods 
for the airport sponsor and/
or private enterprises to meet 
the needs of the airport users.

• Private enterprises can engage 
with, and support, airport sponsors 
in their primary role of develop-
ing, managing, and operating 
the airport’s airside and land-
side land and infrastructure.

• Private enterprises can invest in 
the broad range of commercial 
aeronautical products, services 
and facilities needed by airport 
users, including the marginal profit 
centers and “loss leaders.”  
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T he emergence of additive 
manufacturing (AM), bet-
ter known as “3-D print-

ing,” as a viable, effective method 

of manufacturing has led to great 
improvements in the overall manu-
facturing process, especially within 
the last decade. As is often the case, 

the aerospace industry was a pio-
neer in the use of AM; and, many 
more industries have discovered the 

Continued on page 68
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Continued from page 67

flexibility, agility, and cost-savings 
from additive manufacturing.1

Yet, given the uncertainties sur-
rounding such rapid change, the 
industry and, more so, the Federal 
Aviation Administration’s (FAA) 
acceptance2 of AM has been cautious 
because of the safety and reliability 
implications. Nevertheless, with the 
fast prototyping of parts and many 
other applications, AM is expanding 
at a pace that is fast, even for aviation.

As newly-designed parts make 
their way to the actual aircraft, the 

1 http://web.stratasys.com/rs/objet/images/
SSYS-WP-AeroTrends-03-13-FINAL.pdf

2 http://www.nianet.org/ODM/ODM%20
Wednesday%20presentations%20Final/7%20
Kabbara%20On-Demand%20Workshop%20
AM%20Presentation(03-09-2016.pdf

technological possibilities are only 
just beginning to be realized. For 
instance, manufacturers experiment-
ing with new materials and optimized 
designs (made possible by AM) are 
achieving improved design and 
production of jet engine fuel nozzles.  
Other engine manufacturers are 
using AM capabilities to make blades 
and vanes for engine compressors. 
Many airframe manufacturers and 
suppliers are using AM to produce 
many less safety-critical parts, such 
as seat-back trays and armrests.

It’s clear that a big attraction of 
additive manufacturing is the benefit 
to the bottom line due to the flex-
ibility in design, lower developmental 
costs, lower material and labor costs, 
and increasing availability of parts. 
For example, instead of machin-
ing components from solid metal, 
in which much of the material is 
cut away, only the material that is 
needed to shape the part is used, 
thus reducing production waste.  
Another AM benefit is the ability to 
target the manufacturing location. 
The 3-D printers can be set up almost 
anywhere, eliminating or greatly 
reducing the costs of shipping and 
warehousing and reducing a manu-
facturer’s environmental footprint.

Yet, as Kermit famously said, “It’s 
not easy being green.” There are 
necessary process controls and speci-
fications to ensure that the new AM 
parts conform with current, or even 
new, production standards. This has 
long been a challenge for the regula-
tor—keeping up with technological 
change—but this change is even more 
accelerated. The existing regulatory 

certification standards are based on 
scientific assumptions about how 
manufacturing techniques, such as 
machining, heat treating, and forging 
can have on materials, including dam-
age tolerance and fatigue. In the AM 
process, more needs to be understood 
about the alloys or their mechani-
cal properties. Furthermore, there is 
no FAA standard for using powder, 
which is the common ingredient in 
the AM process.  In circumstances 
where AM processes use the same 
material as traditional processes, 
e.g., using 2024 aluminum powder 
versus a part forged or machined 
from solid 2024 aluminum), should 
the parts be considered equivalent? 

Those are just some of the ques-
tions to be addressed. There are 
many more, such as, “What about 
continued airworthiness with regards 
to inspection, reparability, and 
counterfeit part control and detec-
tion?” The first thing that comes to a 
former regulator’s mind is the ease 
in which 3-D printing could allow 
for producing counterfeiting parts.  

In the near future, part marking 
and new ways of injecting unique 
identifiers into the process will need 
to be examined. The process used 
to detect suspected unapproved 
parts may also need to be reviewed. 
Certainly, the reporting methods we 
use today will continue to support the 
detection of unapproved and counter-
feit parts; but, the industry will have 
to get smarter at distinguishing an 
approved AM part from a counterfeit 
one. Training for technicians, distrib-
utors, and aircraft owners will need to 
be updated as a method of prevention.
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In addition, the use of nonde-
structive testing (NDT) on AM parts 
is another industry challenge and 
concern for the regulators.  Many of 
the existing NDT or nondestructive 
evaluation (NDE) standard pro-
cedures applied to conventionally 
wrought, forged, and molded metal 
components are generally applicable 
to parts made by AM. Nevertheless, 
there are still specific challenges for 
conducting NDT, particularly regard-
ing the lack of documented and 
shared fracture toughness, fatigue 
strength, and other key properties for 
AM metals. This is compounded by 
the potential for differences between 
3-D machine printing characteristics, 
feed stock variations, and the large 
processing parameter differences 
that come with AM production. 

The FAA in concert with industry 
will also need to review mainte-
nance regulations to determine if 
existing regulations are sufficient 
to address inspection and repair of 
AM parts. For example, consider 
14 CFR Part 43, specifically §43.13, 
which requires all maintenance be 
performed in such a manner, and use 
materials of such a quality, that the 
condition of the aircraft, airframe, 
aircraft engine, propeller, or appli-
ance worked on will be at least equal 
to its original or properly-altered 
condition. Compliance with existing 
regulations must be demonstrated 
whether a part is being maintained 
or altered using AM technology or 
traditional/conventional methods.

Finally, as a former Aviation 
Maintenance Technician, I see a big 
benefit of 3-D printing–the ability to 

print your own tools.  Think about 
that for a minute, all the money one 
could save with a one-time invest-
ment in a high-end printer. That 
would certainly give Snap-on tools a 
run for their money! In all serious-
ness, there is no doubt that special 
tools required and available for pur-
chase from the original manufacturer 
will be produced using AM. So, when 
a special tool is required by the manu-
facturer’s maintenance instructions 
and you decide to make your own, 
how will you as a maintainer, repair 
station, or other, determine equiva-
lency—especially if you are going to 
make it the good old-fashioned way 
using metal components and mill-
ing, and so forth? Is there a direct 1:1 
comparison between a 3-D-printed 
tool and one made in a back shop?

The FAA and industry have formed 
work groups to look at the regulatory 
and process gaps in the design and 
certification of AM parts versus con-
ventional parts.  In addition, ASTM 
International has multiple teams 
reviewing and developing standards 
to define terminology, measure the 
performance of different production 
processes, ensure the quality of the 
end products, and specify procedures 
for the calibration of AM equipment.

Just like any other new technol-
ogy, there is always a huge learning 
curve. I always like to remember 
that we have more computing abil-
ity in our smart phones than was 
available for Neil Armstrong’s one 
small step on the moon. The same 
will be said for AM and other new 
technologies in the not-so-distant 
future. When we fly on airplanes 

that are printed from a machine 
using titanium powder, and work on 
aircraft parts with our 3-D printed 
tools, then we will be shaking our 
collective heads and wondering how 
we ever got along without them.  
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Safety 1st News

• Alaska Central Express, Inc.
John Seaman
Anchorage, AK
john@aceaircargo.com
(907) 334-5100

• Anthony S. Gasaway, LLC
Anthony Gasaway
Edmond, OK
tonyg@gasawaytaxlaw.com

• Ascension - St. James 
Airport & Transportation 
Authority
Janet Gonzales
Gonzales, LA
laregional@eatel.net
(225) 644-1959

• Atkinson Aeronautics & 
Technology, Inc.
Jim Atkinson
Fredericksburg, VA
jim.atkinson@ataero.com
(804) 724-0459

• Audrey S Dougherty
Audrey Dougherty
Sarver, PA
audreyclawson365@gmail.com
(724) 353-2360

• Aura Group
Brett Greenberg
Boca Raton, FL
bgreenberg@auragroup.com
(561) 347-8585

• BP Aerospace LLC
Dennis Walsh
Irving, TX
lhollis@bpaero.com
(972) 252-2800

• California Aeronautical 
University
Stephen Asche
Bakersfield, CA
stephen.asche@calaero.com
(661) 615-5915

• Campbell Oil Co
Tori Martin
Elizabethtown, NC
torim@campbelloil.net

• Kevin Cantrell
Wooster, OH
kcantre2@kent.edu
(330) 466-7368

• Charter Jet Transport, Inc.
DJ Fullwood
Harrisburg, NC
dfullword@flycjt.com
(704) 359-8403

• Chico Municipal Airport
Sherry Miller
Chico, CA
sherry.miller@chicoca.gov
(530) 896-7216

• Christopher Exler
Bridgeville, PA
cexler@kent.edu
(412) 977-7803

• David Filler 
Gettysburg, PA
dfiller@kent.edu
(717) 357-5252

• Chris Galantis
Hermitage, PA
cgalanti@kent.edu
(724) 992-1804

• Image Aviation  
Services, Inc.
Kyle Colasanto
Oxford, CT
kcolasanto@imausr.com
(203) 267-6017

• Indy Jet Holdings, LLC
Ryan Maxfield
Greenfield, IN
rmaxfield@indyjet.net
(317) 335-3371

• Jet Source Inc.
Craig Foster
Carlsbad, CA
cfoster@jetsource.com
(760) 804-3172

• Marmalade Skies LLC
Laurene Jobs
Palo Alto, CA
(650) 210-5000

• Mettus-Aerospace LLC
Sridhar Mettu
Kansas City, MO
sridhar.mettu@mettus-aerospace.com
(877) 568-9323

• Middle River Aviation, LLC
Kevin Walsh
Middle River, MD
kevin@middleriveraviation.com
(410) 574-3897

• Oasis Aero, Inc.
Eric Rudningen
Will Mar, MN
oasisaero@gmail.com
(320) 214-9669

• Pazos Fuel Services
Ana Kindelan
Carolina, Puerto Rico
akindelan@pazosfbopr.com
(787) 791-7005

• R2 Aviation
Mark Jacob
Rutland, VT
markkjacob@gmail.com
(913) 909-7400

• Richmond Jet International
Michael Richmond
San Antonio, TX
michael@richmondjet.com
(713) 751-9052

• Rick Aviation, Inc.
John Bombaro
Newport News, VA
jbombaro@rickaviation.com
(757) 874-5727

• Robert Stientjes LLC
Robert Stientjes
St Louis, MO
rstientjes@taxdefensefirm.com
(314) 705-2771

• Rowan County Airport
Thad Howell
Salisbury, NC
thad.howell@rowancountync.gov
(704) 216-7749

• Jared Shelar
Avon Lake, OH
jshelar@kent.edu
(440) 458-0340

• Smith Reynolds Airport
Mark Davidson
Winston-Salem, NC
mark.davidson@smithreynolds.org
(336) 737-6361

• SpectaculAir LLC
Herb Cabral
Clearwater, FL
hangmanwings@gmail.com
(508) 292-5466

• Trans Island Airways
Paul Aranha
Nassau, Bahamas
paularanha@gmail.com
(242) 362-4006

• Verizon Aviation
Lawrence Peck
Morristown, NJ
lawrence.e.peck@verizon.com
(914) 589-9028

• Waukesha County Airport
Kurt Stanich
Waukesha, WI
kstanich@waukeshacounty.gov
(262) 521-5250

• Willow Run Airport
Christopher Mullin
Ypsilanti, MI
chris.mullin@wcaa.us
(734) 485-6669

• Wyatt McDowell
Wyatt McDowell
Tampa, FL
wyattmcdowell@gmail.com
(813) 254-0281

New NATA Members



The National Air Transportation Association is 
excited to announce the launch of the NATA Part 
135/91 Training Center, an online training service. 
These courses are specifically designed to assist 
air charter, corporate and fractional operators in 
meeting regulatory training requirements.

The training library features over 50 courses, including:

• General Subjects and Regulatory Training for Pilots

• Crew Resources Management Training

• Safety and Operations Training for Aeromedical 
Flight Crewmembers

• Aircraft Flight Coordinator Training

• Ramp Safety, Towing, Aircraft Fueling and Fuel 
Farm Management Training

• Occupational Safety and Health Training

Unlimited 
Subscription-based 
pricing available.

NATA  
PART 135/91 
TRAINING 
CENTER

Contact NATA to learn more or to sign-up: 
1-800-808-6282 or mfrance@nata.aero

One annual fee covers 
training for your 

entire team!

Standardized - Trusted - Easy to use - Economical

2017_NATA_Training_ad3.indd   1 3/31/17   11:35 AM
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Safety 1st Update and  
Training Expansion
Training for Aircraft Operators

T he NATA Safety 1st program 
is known around the world as 
the leader in ground handling 

safety training. The program is in use 
at more than 600 different locations 
globally, and has provided training 
for over 30,000 individuals since its 
online launch in 2008. The Safety 
1st logo can be found at leading fixed 
base operators (FBOs), aircraft opera-
tors that provide their own ground 
handling, and maintenance shops 
that want to ensure they are using 
the best training for the safe ground 
handling of the aircraft they service.

With this foundation, NATA 
announced the launch of a new arm of 
our education and training outreach, 
the Part 135/91 Training Center. 
The Training Center provides orga-
nizations with access to a wealth of 
training resources for pilots, aero-
medical crewmembers, aircraft flight 
coordinators and aircraft ground 
handling team members. The Part 
135/91 Training Center utilizes the 
same technology that makes Safety 1st 
so effective in providing high-quality, 
economical and trusted training to 
air charter operators and corporate 
flight departments. Training is sold 
in a unique, unlimited-use subscrip-
tion that allows your team to train 
when needed on the topics that 
are most important at that time. 

Content in the NATA Part 
135/91 Training Center includes:

■■ General Subjects Pilot Courses
■■ Crew Resources Management
■■ Hazmat Will or Will-Not-Carry
■■ Aeromedical Flight 

Crewmember
■■ Aircraft Flight Coordinator
■■ Organizational Safety Training
■■ Ground Handling & 

Fueling Safety 

Demonstration access to the 
Training Center is available upon 
request. More information on the spe-
cific courses available can be found 
at www.nata.aero/trainingcenter.

Upcoming 2017 In-Person 
Training Events

■■ Certified CSR Program – 
Tampa, FL – April 18-19

■■ Aviation Food Safety Workshop 
– Tampa, FL – April 20

■■ Advanced Line Service 
Workshop – Phoenix, 
AZ – April 19-20

■■ Essentials of Hanger 
Subleasing Seminar – 
Chicago, IL – May 16-17

■■ Advanced Line Service 
Workshop – Reno, 
NV – May 23-24

■■ Safety 1st Certified Trainer 
Program – Cincinnati, 
OH - July 18-19

For more information or to reg-
ister, visit www.nata.aero/events.

Top OSHA Safety Violations
The United States Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) released its Top 10 Most 
Frequently Cited Standards ear-
lier this year. According to OSHA, 
the list serves “to alert employ-
ers about these commonly-cited 
standards so they can take steps 
to find and fix recognized hazards 
addressed in these and other stan-
dards before OSHA shows up.”

Top 10 Most Frequently 
Cited Standards

1. Fall Protection
2. Hazard Communication
3. Scaffolding
4. Respiratory Protection
5. Lockout/Tagout
6. Powered Industrial Trucks
7. Ladders
8. Electrical, Wiring Methods,
9. Machine Guarding
10. Electrical, General 

Requirements.

While some of these may not 
impact your business, fall protec-
tion, hazard communication and 
ladders affect most aviation busi-
nesses. Do you have, and train your 
staff on a Hazard Communication 
Plan each year? If not, take a few 
minutes and review the list of OSHA 
training available from Safety 1st 
(www.nata.aero/safety1st). Many of 
these cited standards can be relatively 
easy to comply with–if you have the 
right information and training!  
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Compliance Services for 
Aviation Businesses
NATA Compliance Services offers a 10% discount 
off their rates to NATA members on background 
check services. NATA Compliance Services also 
offers competitive rates on identification badges 
and drug/alcohol program management. 

2017 Calendar of Events

April
12 Fixed Base Operators Town Hall
 Denver, CO

18-19 Certified CSR Workshop 
 Tampa, Florida

20 Aviation Food Safety Certification
 Tampa, Florida

19-20 Advanced Line Service Workshop
 Phoenix, Arizona

May
16-17 Hangar Subleasing Seminar
 Chicago, Illinois

23-24 Advanced Line Service Workshop
 Reno, Nevada

June
6-8 Aviation Business Conference
 Washington, District of Columbia

28  Commercial Operators Tax Seminar
 Scottsdale, Arizona

Please visit www.nata.aero/events for 
updates and registration links for all events. 

The 2017 EU Safety Symposium date is TBD. 
Please visit www.nata.aero/events for updates and registration links for all events. 

July
18-19 Certified Trainer Course
 Cincinnati, Ohio

August
1-2 Advanced Line Service Workshop
 Dallas-Ft. Worth, Texas

September
12-13 Advanced Line Service Workshop
 Lincoln, Nebraska

26-27 Ground Handling Safety Symposium
 Ashburn, Virginia

October
24-25 Advanced De-Icing Workshop
 Teterboro, New Jersey

November
7-8 Aviation Business Roundtable
 Washington, District of Columbia

14-15 Advanced Line Service Workshop
 Ft. Myers, Florida
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CORPORATE AND CHARTER OPERATORS:
START THE NEW YEAR OFF RIGHT.
The Phillips 66® Aviation Contract Fuel Program has been providing contract jet fuel and avgas 
for 40 years — and we’ve just expanded our network to include Corporate and Charter Operators.  
Contact us at 1-866-535-0138 or contractfuel@p66.com to sign up and participate.
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27K

3J7

79J

AAO

ABQ

ABR

ACJ

ACT

ADM

AMA

ANB

ANE

APA

ARR

BFF

BHB

BKX

BLV

BMG

BRO

BTR

BTV

BUY

BVO

CAE

CAK

CEF

CMA

CMH

CNO

COE

COS

COU

CPS

CTB

CWA

CXO

DAB

DAL

DCU

DDC

DMN

DPA

DSM

DVN

DVT

EDC

EHR

EVV

EWB

EWK

EZM

FFZ

FOD

FSM

FTW

FXE

GCY

GGG

GLD

GRI

GTF

HBI

HII

HNL

HOU

HQU

HRL

HYS

ICT

IND

JEF

JKA

JLN

JVL

LAF

LAW

LBB

LBE

LBF

LBL

LBT

LCI

LEB

LEX

LGB

LGU

LNK

LOU

LPR

LRD

LRU

LWC

LYH

MBL

MCB

MCW

MDQ

MGR

MKG

MLI

MMU

MRB

MSO

MWA

MWC

NQA

OJC

OKC

OLM

OLU

OMA

OPF

OSC

OUN

PAH

PHX

PIR

PNC

PNS

PPF

PRC

PSC

PTK1

PTK2

PTK3

PUW

PVU

PWA

RAP

RBW

RDM

ROG

RSW

SBM

SBN

SCR

SEM

SFB

SFF

SFM

SGF

SGT

SHV

SJT

SLC

SOW

SRQ

SSI

STL

SUS1

SUS2

SUS3

SUS4

SWO

TBN

TDZ

TME

TOL

TRI

TUL

TXK

TYR

TYS

VLD

WDG

XNA

YIP
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