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RE: DOCKET NO. FAA-2016-6142 REGULATORY RELIEF: AVIATION TRAINING DEVICES; PILOT 

CERTIFICATION, TRAINING, AND PILOT SCHOOLS; AND OTHER PROVISIONS 

 

The National Air Transportation Association (NATA) is the public policy group representing 

the interests of aviation businesses before Congress, federal agencies and state and local 

governments.  NATA’s nearly 2,300 member companies are a vital prerequisite for a vibrant 

general aviation sector providing fuel, aircraft maintenance, parts sales, storage, rental, airline 

servicing, flight training, Part 135 on-demand air charter, and fractional aircraft program 

management.  As a result, our members are directly impacted by the proposed provisions 

included in this notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) and we therefore appreciate the 

opportunity to submit comments.   

 

NATA applauds the FAA’s on-going review of its regulations and the agency’s efforts to 

identify unnecessary, duplicative, or ineffective regulations and to mitigate the impacts of those 

regulations without compromising safety.  We provide the following remarks on behalf of those 

members who are impacted by the amended provisions in the proposed rules relating to 14 CFR 

parts 61, 91, 135 and 141 as well as Advisory Circular (AC) 61-136, FAA Approval of Basic 

Aviation Training Devices (BATD) and Advanced Aviation Training Devices (AATD).  NATA 

solicited comments for this NPRM from all of its members, including university flight training 

departments, flight schools, and on-demand air charter operators.  

 

We support the proposal to amend § 61.51(g)(5) which will “remove the requirement to have an 

instructor present when accomplishing flight experience requirements for instrument recency in 

an FAA-approved . . .” training devices.  Our membership agrees this proposed change is 

consistent with the present requirements for maintaining currency in an airplane, where an 

instructor does not need to be present and reflects the agency’s intent when the rule was 

originally drafted.  
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NATA also supports the proposal to allow completion of commercial pilot training and testing 

in technically advanced airplanes (TAA).  This provision will assist flight schools in 

streamlining their training fleet by eliminating the need for a complex or turbine-powered 

airplane, which flight schools often have a hard time obtaining.  

 

The FAA is proposing revisions allowing a pilot to log second in command (SIC) flight time in a 

multi-engine airplane in an operation that does not otherwise require a SIC.  Proposed 

§135.99(c)(4) also requires the PIC to be an instructor pilot if the SIC is logging time under the 

proposal’s professional development program (PDP).  NATA requests the FAA remove the 

requirement for the pilot in command (PIC) to be an instructor pilot.  The NPRM preamble 

provides no rationale supporting the requirement for an instructor PIC when the SIC is 

otherwise eligible to serve in that capacity in any airplane that requires two pilots.  This 

requirement could limit operators from implementing a PDP, thereby reducing the experiential 

benefits for newer pilots the PDP is designed to enhance.  

Another concern is proposed §135.99(c)(2), limiting the SIC PDP option to multi-engine aircraft.  

This will exclude some high performance single-engine turboprops from the program (e.g. PC-

12 and TBM 700) as well as the Cessna Caravan.  Again, the preamble does not discuss the 

rationale for limiting this to multi-engine airplanes.  NATA believes much good experience can 

be gained from time accrued in many single-engine airplanes, and therefore suggests revising 

the rule to permit use of either a multi-engine or a turboprop airplane. 

 

Finally, NATA supports the proposal permitting air carriers to provide temporary verification 

of airman and medical certificates.  NATA requests the agency provide in the final rule and 

subsequent inspector guidance additional clarification related to the language regarding the 

“temporary document” described in proposed §121.383(c) and §135.95(b).  NATA believes the 

use of the word “document” in this context requires elaboration to assure its consistent 

application.  It is possible, for an example, an inspector could require a carrier’s approved 

program to provide a pilot with a physical document (e.g. a fax).  We infer from the NPRM 

preamble that the FAA does not intend that a “document” mean a physical piece of paper, but 

that an electronic document on a smartphone, for example, is suitable and request the FAA 

clearly state as much.  
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We appreciate the FAA’s efforts to update and revise this proposed rulemaking and the 

agency’s willingness to consider our views.  We welcome the opportunity to participate in any 

future discussion regarding this important issue. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

John McGraw 

Director, Regulatory Affairs 


