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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BOARD
WASHI NGTQN, D. C.

Adopt ed by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQOARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 2nd day of October, 1995

DAVI D R HI NSON,
Adm ni strator,
Federal Avi ation Adm nistration,

Conpl ai nant
Docket SE-13220
V.

WEBSTER B. TODD, JR.,

Respondent .
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ORDER DENYI NG STAY

Respondent has requested a stay of NITSB Orders EA-4320 and
EA- 4377, pending review of those orders by the United States
Court of Appeals pursuant to Section 1006 of the Federal Aviation
Act (49 U . S.C. § 46110) and the NTSB Rules (49 C F.R
§ 821.64).1

We uphel d a 180-day suspension of respondent's airman
certificate after affirmng the |l aw judge's finding that
respondent had violated 14 C.F. R 88 91.119(c) and 91.13(a) by
maki ng repeated intentional low flights (at altitudes of 75-100

'Board Order EA-4320, served February 10, 1995, affirned a
180- day suspension of respondent's pilot certificate. Board
Order EA-4377, served July 14, 1995, denied respondent's petition
for reconsideration.
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feet above ground) over hunters and their truck on two
consecutive days. W also found that the record supported the
| aw j udge's concl usion that respondent's actions were reckless.

The Board's policy regarding stays pending judicial review
is clear. W generally grant a stay when a suspension of |ess
than six nmonths is affirmed, and consistently deny stays in cases
involving certificate revocati on because revocation incorporates
a conclusion that an airman |acks the qualifications required of
a certificate holder. Cases involving suspensions of six nonths
or nore are evaluated on a case-by-case basis, considering the
seriousness of the violations. See Adm nistrator v. Reinhold,
NTSB Order No. EA-4224 (1994).

The viol ative conduct of respondent illustrates a disregard
for aviation safety. |In addition, that the conduct was
intentional and reckless certainly evidences a serious |ack of
conpliance disposition. Therefore, we believe that a stay of the
suspensi on woul d be inconsistent with the public interest.

ACCCRDI N&Y, |IT IS ORDERED THAT:

Respondent's notion for stay is deni ed.

HALL, Chairman, FRANCI S, Vi ce Chai r man, HAMVERSCHM DT, GOGLI A,
Menmbers of the Board, concurred in the above order.



