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Abstract: This study examines alcohol involvement in fatal general aviation accidents
that occurred from 1983 through 1988. Despite a downward trend in alcohol-involved
genaeral aviation accidents that were fatal to the pilot during the 1883 through 1988
period, about 6 percent of the fatally injured pilots in the study were flying while impaired.
The mean blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of the alcohol-posilive pilots was 0.15
percent, nearly four times the 0.04.percent BAC offense level established by current
Federal Aviation Administration regulations. The safety issues discussed in this report
are the need for comprehansive State laws pertaining to alcohol and drug use in general
aviation, and the need to preven! pilots from flying while impaired by alcoho! or other
drugs. Recommendations concerning these issues were madse 10 the Federal Aviation
Administration, the States, the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, the Experimental
Aircraft Association, the National Agricullural Aviation Association, the National Air
Transportation Associalion, the National Association of Flight Instructors, and the
National Association of State Aviation Officials..

The Nationat Transportation Safety Board is an independent Federal agency dedicated to
promoting aviation, railroad, highway, marine, pipeline, and hazardous materials salety.
Established in 1967, the agency is mandated by Congress through the Independent
Safety Board Act of 1974 1o investigate transportation accidents, determine the probable
causes of the accidents, issue safely recommendations, study transportation safety
issues, and evaluate the salety effectiveness of government agencies involved in
transportation. The Safely Board makes public its actions and decisions through
accident reports, safely studies, specia! investigation reports, safety recommendations,
and stalistical reviews.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Safety Board conducted this study to examine alcohol and other drug
involvement ‘in fatal general aviation accidents that occurred from 1983
through 1988 and to compare the level of alcohol-involved accidents with the
level documented in its 1984 statistical review of alcohol-involved aviation
accidents that occurred from 1975 through 1981. For general aviation
accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command, comparisons are made for
two accident groups in terms of accident characteristics, flight conditions,
pilot-in-command characteristics, and causes and factors. The alcohol-
involved group consists of accidents in which alcohol was cited by the Safety
Board as a cause or factor; the second group consists of accidents in which
alcohol or other drugs were not cited as a cause or factor. Although the
study briefly reviews accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command and
tn which drugs other than alcohol were cited as a cause or factor, the data
are too limited for a comparative analysis to the alcohol-involved accidents
or to accidents in which 2lcohol or other drugs were not cited.

During the 1983 through 1988 period, there was a downward trend in total
general aviation accidents, fatal general aviatfon accidents, general
aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, and alcohol-involved
general aviaticn accidents fatal to the pilot. Further, the data show that
the ?ercent of conclusive toxicological tests that were alcohol positive for
fatally idnjured general aviation pilots decreased from about 10 percent
(corresponding to abouc 47 accidents per year) in the mid-1970s to about
6.0 percent {about 17 accidents per year) in the late 1980s. However, data
on the general aviation pilots fatally injured in alcohol-involved accidents
show evidence of high blood alcchol concentrations {BAC). The mean BAC of
the alcohol-positive pilots was 0.15 percent, nearly four times the 0.04-
percent BAC offense level -estabiished by current Federal Aviation
Administration regulations. The data also show evidence of certificate
violations (pertaining to biennial flight review, medical certificates, and
airman certificates), and flying inexperience.

The safety i{ssues discussed in this study are:

. the nced for comprehensive State laws pertaining to alcohol and
drug use in general aviation; and

the need to prevent pilots from flying while impaired by alcohol or
other drugs.

As a result of this study, recommendations were issued to the federal
Aviation Administration, the States, the Afrcraft Owners and Pilots
Association, the Experimenta) Afrcraft Assocfation, the National Agricultural
Aviation Assocfation, the National Air Transportation Association, the
National Assoctation of Flight Instructors, and the National Assocfation of
State Aviation Officials.




INTRODUCTION

On Soptember 3, 1988, near El Paso, Texas, a Cessna 170A carryino the
pilot and three passengers was observed flying 50 to 75 feet above ground
level and maneuvering. When the airplane did not return to the airfield, a
search was conducted and the wreckage was located the following morning.
Crash evidence {indicated that no mechanical failure had occurred priocr to
impact and that the airplane had collided with the nearly level desert
terrain while in a steep left bank with the nose slightly down. A1l four
persons on board were fatally injured. The passengers were apparently on a
bird hunting excursion, and four shotguns and many shotgun shells were found
{n the wreckage area. Toxicologlical test results of the pilot indicated a
0.152-percent blood alcohol concentration (BAC). The Safety Board determined
the probable cause of the accident to be poor judgment, physical impairment
by alcohol, and a mitsjudged altitude by the pilot-in-command.

Purpose of the Study

Because such accidents ware continuing to occur, the Safety Board
undertook this study to examine the current involvement of 2alcohol and other
drugs in aviation accidents and to compare the curcent involvement of alcohol
with that which existed between 1975 and 1981, as documented in a 1984 Safety
Board study.' For general aviation accidents that were fatal to the pilot-
fn-command, comparisons are made for ¢wo accident groups (defined {in the
following section) in terms of accident characteristics, flight conditions,
pilot-in-command characteristics, and causes and factors.

Methods

This study examined data in the Safety Board’s aviation accident data
base to review the role of alcohol 1{in aviation accidents over a 6-year
period, 1983 through 1988. Interpretation of data is presented where
appropriate.

For the purpose of this study, an alcohol-involved fatal accident fs
defined as one in which the pilot-in-command was fatally injured and alcohol
was cited by the Safety Board as a cause or a factor in the accident.?
Accident causes and factors are determined by the Safety Board based on the

! Nationat transporxetion Safety Board. 1984, Stotisticel revievw of
slcohol-fnvolved aviation eccidents. Safety Study NTSB/88-84/03. Vashington,
DC. The 1984 study was based on o review of alcohol invelvement in primeritiy
fatal avisetion accidents ftnvestigated by the Safety Boarc.

2 the pitot-in-command was not the crewntnber cited for alcohol
tepsirment in three alcohoi-involved sccidents that were fatal to the
pitot-in-command. In these three sccidents, identified later in the report,
someone other than the pilot-In-command was ¢lited for alcohol tiepalrment;
that (s, a student pilot or a nonflying plilot,
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evidence coliected during the investigation of the accidents, including
toxicological tests for alcohol. Accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command,
the population of accidents for which the most complete toxicological test
results are available, were selected as the study population. HNonfatal
injury accidents, especially general aviation nonfatal i{njury accidents,
rarely result in toxicological tests of surviving pilots. (This fssue fis
discussed later in the report). However, even in fatal accidents, tests may
not have been requested, specimens may not have been available or suitable
for testing, and autopsies or toxicological tests may not have been possible
for other reasons.? Thus, the determination that an accident was
alcohol-involved represented a binary (yes-no) determination that alcohol
caused or contributed to the accident on the basis of all information
available from the 1{nvestigation, not solely on the results of the
toxicological tests,

The extent of alcvhol fnvolvement in fatal accidents is compared for
two periods: 1975 through 1981 (the perfod documented in the 1984 safety
study), and 1983 through 1988. For the 1983 through 1988 period, the study
inctudes analyses of selected accident and pilot-in-command characteristics
of general aviation accidents 1nvolving alcohol.

Although overall accident data for 198¢ are included in this report,
toxicological test data for 1982 are nol included. In 1982, the Safety
Board developed an extensive revision to the computerized aviation
accident/incident reporting system and spectal vreporting supplement on
occupant, survival, and injury information (Supplement K to NTSB Fform
6120.4). Supplement K forms from 1983 through 1988 provide the data for the
toxicological test analysis (see appendix A). The changes implemented in
1982 make comparison of alcohol-involved accident data from that year with
other years difficult. As a result, 1982 data on toxicological test results
cannot be used and, therefore, are omitted.

The 1984 safety study reported on all alcohol-positive aviation
accidents, both fatal and {injury. Further, the 1984 study defined an
alcohol-fnvolved accident more expansively than this study in that a
positive toxicolegical test result for alcohol of personnel other than the
flightcrew (such as ground personnel) would have designated the accident as
alcohol-involved, whether or not alcohol was determined by the Safety Board
to have been a cause or factor in the accident. To compare data from that
study with data from 1983 through 1988, fatal genera) aviation accident data
for 1975 through 1981 have been reanalyzed according to the criteria of this
study; that is, accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command with alcohol cited as
a cause or factor.

3 All accidents investigated by the Safety Bosrd are reviewed for the
possibility of post-mortem generstion of alcohol due to mfcrobial action.
Aecidents In whieh post-nortem genecration of slcohol was deterxined or
consfdered likely are not {ncluded in this snatlysis.
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The Safety Board telieves that the data on alcohol in this report
present an accurate picture of alcohol finvolvement in fatal gereral aviation
accidents. About 79 percent uf the fatally injured general aviation pilots
were tested. There is no evidence that the 21 percent of the fatal accidents
in which no test results were obtained represent a different population than
the 79 percent of the fatal accidents {4n which tests were obtained,
Therefore, the Safety Board believes that the 79-percent subset of fatally
injured general aviation pflots 1is representative of all alcohol-involved
general aviation accidents that were fatal to the pilet.

The data and findings from the fatal general aviatfon accidents
fnvolving alcohol may not be representative of all general aviation accidents
fnvolving alcohol. Nonfatal aviation accidents may well have characteristics
different from those of fatal general aviation accidents. However, the
percent of fatal general aviation accidents that involve alcohol 1s probably
higher than the percent of all general aviation accidents that involve
alcohol, just as the percent of fatal highway accidents that involve alcohol
is estina&gd to be the upper limit of alcohol involvement in all highway
accidents.

The study also looked at accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command fin
which drugs other than alcohol were cited as a cause or factor for the 1983
through 1988 period. For the purposes of this study, a drug-involved fatal
accident is one in which the pilot-in-command was fatally injured and drugs
other than alcohol were cited by the Board as a cause or factor. Illicit
drugs, prescription drugs, and over-the-counter drugs that can cause
impairment when flying, such as antihistamines and decongestants, are among
the drugs cited by the Safety Board in the drug-involved accidents. Only a
small number of fatal general aviation accidents (35) occurred during the
study perfod in which the Board cited drugs as a cause or factor. Because of
the small number of accidents and some problems in obtaining conclusive
toxicological tests for drugs during the 1983 through 1988 period, analyses
similar to those made for alcohol-involved accidents could not be
accomplished. Information about the drug tests and test results is presented
in the section "Drugs 1in General Aviatfon Accidents Fatal to the
Pilot-in-Command."”

¢ (o) Sorkenstein, R,F.,; Crosuther, R.F.; Shumate, R.P.; and others.
1986, The tole of the drirking driver Iin traftlc daccidents. Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University ODepartment of Police Adsinistration. (b)) Waller, J.A.
1974, Alcoho! and unintentionst fnjury. In: Kissin, B.; Seglelter, WN., eds.
The biology of alcoholisa. New York: Plenum Publishing: 307-349., VYol. &, ({c¢)
U.s. Departsent of Tranapertatior, ¥ational Klghway Treffic Safety
Adeinistration. 1990. General Estimates Systea 19089 s raview of
information on police-reported traffic crashes in the United States,.
OOT-x8-807-8465., Vashington, OC. {d) U.S. Department of Transportation,
National Kighwey Treffic Safety Admainistration. 199%. A decade of progresa:
s review of Information on fatal traffic crashes In the United States ¢in
1989. DOT-NS$-BO7-693. Meshington, #C.
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Federal Regulations on Alcohol and Drug Testing
fn Effect From 1983 Through 1988

During the 1983 through 1988 period addressed in this study, Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA)} rules contained in Title 14 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 91 prohibited persons from acting as a crewmember
while under the influence of alcohol or while using any drug "that affects
{the person’s] faculties fn any w:y contrary to safety." In addition, a
subsection within the regulation, known as the "8-hour rule,* prohibits a
person from acting or attempting to act as a civil aircraft crewmember within
8 hours after consuming any alcoholic beverage (see appendix B).> The FAA
amended the alcohol and drug regulations on April 17, 1985, by adding a
prohibition against acting or attempting to act as a crewmember with a BAC at
or above 0.04 percent (Section 91.17)% (see appendix C).

Other regulatory activity related to drug use and testing occurred in
the transportation industry during the 1983 through 1988 period, including
changes in the regulations relating to testing pilots for alcohol and other
drugs. Although the changes occurred too late to affect the testing in
accidents reviewed for this study, a brief summary of these changes foilows
to highlight actions takenr to address alcohol and drug use in the industry.

On November 21, 1988, in respoase to Executive Order 12564 that
establ{shed the %gal of a drug-free Federal workplace, the Department of
Transportation (DOT) dssued an interinm final rule for transportation
workplace drug testing (49 CFR Part 40).7 Concurrently with promulgation of

3 Title 14 CFR 91,11, Genersl Operating and FlLight Rules. (Ses appendinx
B.) Part 91 applies to c¢ivil avietion; genere! avistion pilots are subjaect
te requirements in Part 91,

6 The reviston bDecome effactive in June 1983, et which time It vas
codiflied o9 Y4 CFR 921,11, In 1990, the regulation was recodified as 14 CFi
ot.17.

T the 00T rule s consistent with gquidelines lssued by the Departmant
of Nealth and Muman Services (DUANS) on Apritl 11, 1988, aentitied "Mandatory
Guidelines for Federal VWorkplace Orug Testing Programs,” which standardized
drug testing procedures and required Ladcratories to be cortified by DNKS to
provide drug testing servicas. The DOT finsl rule was fssued on ODecembar i,
1990,
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the DOT regulations, the FAA amended its requlations pertaining to drug
testing of employees who are subject to 14 CFR Parts 61, 121, and 135 and to
alcohol testing of accident/incident-involved pflots who are subject to Parts
61, 41, 121, and 135.%

The drug testing regultations for transportation employees subject to
Parts 121 and 135, the Parts that regqulate air carrier operations, require
operators to conduct pre-employment, postaccident, random, reasonable cause,
and periodic testing of urine specimens for amphetamines, cannabinoids,
cocaine, oplates, and phencyclidine. An employer’s testing program may
{nclude testing for other drugs, but that testing must be separate and apart
from the DOT-mandated drug testing program. The requlations do not currently
requige employer testing for beverage alcohol, the most commonly abused
drug.

Revisions to Section 61.14, promulgated in 1988, also fincorporated ar
"implied consent® provision regarding submission to a drug test for employees
of Part 121 and Part 135 certificate holders.'® Implied consent in this
context means that, by virtue of holding a certificate and being employed by
a Part 121 or a Part 135 carrier, the employee has given prior "impiied"
consent to provide a specimen for drug testing upon an employer’s reguest.

The 1988 revision also includes an implied consent provision, contained
fn Section 61.16, that requires certificate holders subject to Parts 91, 121,
and 135 to submit to an alcohol test when requested by a law enforcement
offfcer and to furnish to the FAA results of alcohol tests. Refusal or
failure to provide a specimen for alcohol testing may resull in certificate
suspension or revocation. (Appendixes C and D of this report contain the
regulations related to implied consent.)

8 1¢ crr Part 81, Certiticatfon: Pllots and Flight Instructors; 14 CFR
Part 91, General OCperating and Flight Rules; 14 CFR Part 121, Certification
and Operatiansi Oomestic, Flag, and Supplementsl Aflr Carriars ond Commercial
Operaters of Large Afrcraft; and 14 CFR Part 1335, Afr Tax{ Operastors and
Cemmercial Operatorys. Appendix | to 14 CFR Part 12! provides standerds and
cosponents of the drug testing progrem and ts referencead in Part 135 and
other Partes. Part 91 applies to all civil aviation pllots, inctuding general
aviation plilote; Poart &1 epplies to all ¢ivili sviation certificate holders,
including general aviati.n certificate holders.

9 Public Law 102-943 enacted Qctober 28, 1991, requires alecohol testing
{n commercliat trensportation operstions, finciuding aviation, mass trensit,
motor cerrier, end crail. The 00T s in the process of prosulgating
regquiations related to employee alcohol testing.

10 g4 Septenmber 3, 1994, FAA published & final rule exempting from drug
testing =most entities that conduct operations not requiring certiffcation
under Parts 12t or 135, One type of conmercial sightseeing flight conducted
under Part 135 was retained in the FAA smployer drug testing prograeen.
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Information From Other Sources About Drugs {n Aviation

The aviation industry conducted 230,621 toxicological tests of
commercial aviation employees and applicants (including flightcrews, air
traffic cortrollers, maintenance workers, ord others in safety-sensitive'!
positions) over a l-year period, January through December 1990. A positive
result was obtained in 966 (0.42 percent) of these tests. The distribution
of the positive test results is shown in figure 1. More than 46 percent of
the positive test results came from pre-employment tests, 46 percent of the
positive test results came from random testing, and 8 percent of the positive
test results came from postaccident, reasonable cause, and return-to-duty
tests.'? DOuring the first 6 months of 1991, 144,766 employees and applicants
were tested. Of those, 1.05 percent (1,524 persons) tested positive for one
of the drugs on the test protocol: pre-employment tests accounted for
764 positive results (50 percent of the overall positive tests), random
tests 680, return-to-duty tests 37, reasonable cause tests 24, periodic tests
15, and postaccident tests 4.'3 According to the Air Transport Association,
in random tests of flightcrews, only 0.29 percent tested positive for drugs.

In a previous press release about drug testing, the FAA indicated "that
drug use in aviation s not widespread, but even one drug user {s too many
and will not be tolerated."'* However, the Safety Board is concerned that
the actual incidence of drug use in the aviation industry may be greater than
these data indicate because of the high cutoff concentrations in the DOT
drug testing regulations. The Safety Board has recommended changes in these
cutoff concentrations in Safety Recommendations 1-89-4 through -12 issued to
the DOT on December 5, 1989 (see appendix E).

11 $afety-sensitive {or sensitive safety-related) posfitions are
identifiad in the DOT employee drupg testing program contained In Appendix |
to Y4 CfR Part %21V, Eapioyees holding these positions must be tested becsuse
the perforuwince of thelr dutles is crucfal to the sefety of transportation,
Safety-sensitive positions Include {tlLight crewmemaber, flight attendant,
flight or ground Instructor, and efrcreft dispateher; and positions (nvoived
fn alrcreaft maintenance or preventive =meintenance, aefrcreft security or
screening, and afr traffic controt.

2 g Newsletter, August 13, 190%,

13 Except for the oversll test resuits, the data do not distingulish
between spplicants and employees.

i FAA press release, January 199%,
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A 1991 study by the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology derived from
toxicological tests of 377 general aviation fatalities occurring frem
October 1988 to October 1989 found cannabinoids in 1.3 percent of the
fatalities, benzoylecgonine (a cocaine metabolite) in 1.6 percent of the
fatalities, and stimulants in only 0.5 percent of the fatalities. The study
found "no consistent pattern of drug use.®!3

SmithKliine Beecham Clinical Laboratories recently reported on 400,000
toxicological tests taken in 1991 on workers and applicants in "safety-
sensitive® transportation jobs subject to Federal regulation. SmithKline
reported that 2.6 percent of the 400,000 workers tested positive for one or
more drugs.'®

13 Xuhimen, J.Jd.; and others. 1991, Voxfcologlcal findings In federsl
Avistion Adsinfstration genersl aviation acceifdents, dournalt of Forensie
Sciences 346(¢4). July.

V¢ gmithKiine Beeachsn Clinfcal Laboratories press reloesse, February
10, 1992; and telaphone interview with SmithKline Beecham personnel.
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ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS IN COMMERCIAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS

From 1975 through 1988, no ptlot of a scheduled commercial carrier
(Part 121) that was {irvolved in a fatal accident tested positive for alcohol
or other drugs. Further, none have tested positive since 1964, the earliest
year for which such data are available.

From 1975 through 1981, scheduled comeuter airlines operating under
14 CFR Part 135 experienced 77 fctal accidents from which 47 conclusive
toxicological tests were performed; 3 were positive for alcohol (6.4 percent
of the 47 conclusive tests) (table 1).'7 From 1983 through 1988, the period
of this study, scheduled commuter airlines experienced 30 fatal accidents
from which 14 conclusive toxicological tests were performed; none were
positive for alcohol. However, the captain of ! of the 30 commuter
accidents tosted positive tor an f§1licit or {mpairing drug other than
alcohol (benzoylecgonine, a metabolite of cocaine).'?®

From 1975 through 1981, on-demand {unscheduled) air taxi operators
operating under 14 CFR Part 135 oxperienced 254 fatal accidents from which
162 conclusive toxicological tests wore performed: 12 were positive for
alcohol (7.4 percent of the 162 conclusive tests). From 196: through 1988,
on-demand air tax{ operators experienced 174 fatal accidents. Conclusive
toxicological tests were parformed in 111 of these accidents, resulting in 2
thg% uf;e alcohol positive (1.8 parcent of the 111 conclusive tests) (see
table 1).

The small number of alcohol-favolved or drug-involved fatal accidents
in commercial aviation makes further analysis of limited value at this time.
Therefore, subsequent sections of this report will not address Part 121 or
Part 135 operations.

17 s¢onctuslive® toxicological tests sre these tn which specimens ware
sdequete for elcohol testing, appropriste testing wes performed, end o»
definftive result (posftive or negetive) was reported.

18 Netfonal Transportation Safety Board. 1989. Trans-Colorado Airlines,
tne., flight 2288 Jatrchild Metro 11, SA227AC, né81C, Bayfleld, Colorado,
Januery 19, 1988, Alrcraft Accident Report NISD/AAR 89701, Vashington, 0OC.




Tabie 1.—Number of tatal accidents, conciusive tests for sicohol, and positive tests for
sicohol, 1973 through 1961 and 1963 through 1988*

1875 through 1981 1963 through 1988
1

No. of No. of No. of No. of
conciusive | positive conciusive | posittve
tests tests tests tests

On-demand air teod 254

| 14 CAR Pant 1
General svistion 4299 3448 . 2,760 1,982

- = not aveliable; NA= not applicable.
& Deta for 1982 are omifisd becsuse revisions 10 the regorting system make it dNcUR o compa e data for 1082 with other years.

°mamum--m
© Data %o¢ Y975 through 1981 are for all fatal accidents; data for 1983 through 1006 are for accidents that were tatad i » pilot-in-command.
d&m1ﬁ4,h-ﬂywhmm¢hmm,mpﬂo¢dmuﬁ carmers have tsated pogitive for . oohol or other druge.

® in one of the acckdents. the captain Weeted posilive for drugs.
T AN dats (Y975 Swough 1981, and 1963 Twough $988) are for accidents that wers tatal 10 the plot-in-command.
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OYERVIEW OF GENERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS

General aviation composes the largest segment of civil aviation in the
United States. Further, the largest propurtion of all civil aviation
accidents, about 94 percent, {involves general aviation aircraft. General
aviation also accounts for the largest proportion of fatal accidents (about
93 percent of all fatal civil aviation accidents) and the ltargest proportion
of accidents that are fatal to the pilot-in-command {94 percent of all civil
aviation accidents that are fatal to the pilot-{n-command).

The number of total general aviation accidents, fatal general aviation
accidents, and general aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command all
showed a downward trend from 1975 through 1988 (figures 2 and 3). There
were 2,760 general aviation accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command
during the 1983 through 1988 period (the population and period of primary
interest for this study).

Pilot Certificates

The number of pilot certificates held in the United States increased
stightly from 1975 through 1980 but decreased steadily after 1980 (f13ure 4).
In the 1983 to 1983 period, the number of private pilots decreased nearly

é percent, and the n r of student pilots decreased 7 percent. Student and
private pilots accounted for 482,841 afrman certificates in 1975 and 508,474
airman certificates in 1981, an f{ncrease of 5 percent, The two gqroups

accounted for 465,840 airman certificates 4n 1983 and 436,699 airman
certificates in 1988, a decrease of about 6.3 percent. Overall, from :975
through 1988, the number of student and private atrman certificates
decreased by 9.6 percent.

Hours Flown

From 1975 through 1988, the total civil aircraft hours flown increased
26 percent, from 36.4 million hours to 45.9 million hours, but air carrters
accounted for most of the increase. From 1983 through 1988, the period of
this study, general aviation hours flown decreased 4.5 percent, from
35.2 mi111on hours to 33.6 millfon hours (figure 5). From 1975 through 1988,
however, general aviation accidents decreased almost 40 percent. Thus, the
decrease 1in flying exposure during the 1983 through 1988 period could not
account for more than a small part of the decrease in accidents. Figure §

shows a downward trend in the general aviation accident rate per hundred
thousand hours flown,




Number ot Accidents

5000

0 1 ) ! ] | I ! ! 1 ! | S
1975 18976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1881 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1888

Figure 2.--Number of general aviation accidents, 1975 through 1988.
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Figure 3.--Number and trend of fatal general aviation accidents and general

g;;tion accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1975 through
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Figure 4.--Number of pilot certificates in the United States, 1975 through
1988.
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Figure 5.--Mumber of civil aircraft hours flown, 1975 through 1988.
(Source: FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation, calendar years 1976, 1978,
1980, 1988.)
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Figure 6.--General aviation accident rate per hundred thousand hours, 1975
through 1988.
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ALCOHOL IN GENERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS FATAL TO PILOTS

Toxficological Testing After Fatal Accidents

Safety Board accident 1investigation po1|c¥ and procedures require
toxicological testing of fatally injured pilots.'” Frequently, all fatal1{
fnjured persons on board are tested. However, as noted in the "Methods
section, toxicological tests may not have been performed on all fatally
injured pilots for a variet* of reasons, such as the inability to collect
specimens or the unsuitability of specimens for toxicological testing.
Safety Board data irdicate that fros | th h 1988, toxicological tests
w?;etpg{gbrned on about 79 percent of all fataily injured general aviation
pilots.

From the 4,299 general aviation accidents that were fatal to the pilot-
in-command during the 1975 through 1981 period, there were 3,448 conclusive
toxicological tests; that is, a definitive result (positive or negative for
alcohol) was obtained. Thus, a conclusive toxicological test was obtained
on 80 percent of all the fatally injured general aviation pilots (3,448
conclusive tests out of 4,299 p11otsg. Of the conclusive tests, 9.7 percent
‘336 of the 3,448 conciusive tests) were positive for alcohol. (See

{gures 7 and 8; also see table 1).

From the 2,760 general aviation accidents that were fatal to the
pilot-in-command during the 1983 through 1988 period, there were 2,168
toxicological tests performed on pilots; that s, a test was perfo on
78.6 percent of all the fatally i{njured general aviation pilots. Of those
tests, 91.4 percent (1,982 conclusive tests out of 2,168 tests performed)
ware conclusive., Thus, a conclusive toxicological test was obtained on
71.8 percent of all the fatally injured general aviation pilots (1,982
conclusive tests out of 2.760'?ilots). The percent of toxicological tests
performed that were conclusive fluctuated from a high of 92.7 percent in 1983
to a low of 85.8 percent in 1985. The percent of conclusive tests that were

sitive for alcohol also fluctuated, from a high of 8.6 percent in 1983 to a
ow of 4.4 percent in 1988. Ouring the 1983 through 1988 period, 6.7 percent
of the conclusive tests (133 of the 1,982 conclusive tests) were positive for
alcohol. (See figures 7 and 8; also see table ).)

19 Fatally {injured student pilots end nonflying pilots asre tested In
addition to the plilots-in-command.

20 qp, reporting system used batwesn 1973 through 1981 did not provide
reliedble inforastion on the number of texicological tests performed on the
fetatly ftnjured general eviation pilots. it did, however, provide roliable
information on the nusder of conclusive oand the nuadber of poaitive
toxficologlical tests.
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Figure 7.--Number of conclusive and alcohol-positive toxicological tests
obtained from fatally injured gemeral aviation pilots, 1975 th h 1988.
(Number of accidents ts 4,299 for 1975 through 1981, and 2,760 1983
through 1$88.) Data for 1982 are omitted because revisions to the reporting
system make it Aifficult to compare data for 1982 with other years.
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Figure 8.--Percent of conclusive toxicological tests that were positive for
alcohol, obtained from fatally injured general aviation pilots, 1975 through
1988. Preliminary data for 1989 are included as a comparison with 1988

data, which may be aberrantly low.
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Because the percentage of conclusive tests that were positive for
alcoho) in 1988 appeared to be aberrantly low, the Safety Board included
preliminary alcohol-positive data for 1989. (Complete data for 1989 are not
yet available.) Alcohol-positive tests for 1989 ran about 6 percent, Jjust
s1ightly less than the mean for 1983 through 1988. Thus, alcohol data for
1988 are lower than data for the other years in the study and may be
spurious. Nevertheless, a linear regression of the data for 1975 through
1989 shows a downward trend in the proportion of conclusive toxicological
tests that were positive for alcohol (figure 9). These data show that the
percent of conclusive toxicological tests that were alcohol positive for
fatally injured aviation pilots decreased from about 10 percent
écorresponding to about 47 accidents per year) in the mid-1970s to about

.0 percent (about 17 accidents per year) in the late 1980s.

In terms of accidents, from 1975 through 1981, there were 336 general
aviatton accidents that were fatal to the ptilot-in-coemand for which
toxicological tests were positive for alcchol. From 1983 through 1988, there
were 133 such accidents for which toxicological tests were positive for
alcohol. The number per year is shown in the following tabulation:

Year Number of azcidents
1975 49
1976 47
1977 46
1978 53
1979 35
1980 53
1981 53

1983 35
1984 23
1985 24
1986 2l
1987 17

1988 13

Although the year-to-year fluctuation in the number of alcohol-involved
accidents makes the characteristics of their trend tenuous, these accidents
show a decline as did all general aviation accidents, fatal general aviation
accidents, and general aviation accidents that were fatal to the
pilot-in-command (see figure 3).
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Figure 9.--Linear regression of the proportion of conclusive toxicological
tests that were positive for alcohol. The tests were performed on pilots
fatalily injured in general aviation accidents from 1975 through 1989. Data
for 1989 are preliminary, and data for 1982 are omitted because revisions to

the reporting system make it difficult to compare data for 1982 with other
years.
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Blood Alcohol Concentrations of Fatally Injured Pilots

0f the 135 alcohol-involved general aviation accidents that were fatal
to the pilot-in-command from 1983 through 1988, 133 pilots tested positive
for alcohol. The 133 pilots include 2 student pilots who were flying the
aircraft at the time of the accident. In 1 of the 135 accidents, the
pilot-in-command did not test positive for alcohol; however, the nonflying
pilot had a 0.12-percent BAC. The Safety Board cited physical impairment by
alcohol (other cremmember) as a cause in this accident. Toxfcological tests
were not obtained on the pilots-in-command {in 2 of the )35 accidents;
however, witness testimony about pre-flight drinking established alcohol
impairment of the pilots.

The distribution of blood alcohol concentrations for the
alcohol-positive pilots 1s shown in figure 10. This figure shows a
distridbution slightly skewed to the left about a mean BAC of 0.15 percent,
More than 95 percent of the BACs 1in the alcohol-involved accident group
exceeded 0.04 percent, the BAC level established as an offense by the
current FAA reiulations, and more than 74 percent exceeded the 0.10-percent
level established as a definition of impairment by most of the driving-
while-intoxicated laws enacted by States.?' More than 47 percent of the BALs
{n the alcohol-involved group exceeded the 0.15-percent level. Accident data
{n the 1984 report show that for 1977 through 1981, about 86 percent of the
pilots in the randomly selected sample of 119 alcohol-involved accidents had
&8 BAC of 0.04 percent or higher, and more than 45 percent had a BAC that

exceeded 0.15 percent.?? According to a 1979 report of the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the diagnostic criteria found in the
Alcohol Safety Action Projects to be most successful {n quickly
distinguishing problea drinkers from social drinkers are (1) an arrest BAC of
0.15 percent or greater, (2) a prior alcohol-related arrest, and (3) an
approved, structured, written diagnostic test.23 These criteria are stil}
considered by NHTSA to be indications of problem drinkers,

2} grate taus use varfous terms to describe alcorot -lapaired operstion:
driving white f{ampaired, driving while intoxicated, or operating under the
fafluence of alcohol. g$imftear variations In teeminology are found §n State
laws describing aslcohol-impalired flying. As used In this report, driving
while intoxicated (OWI) and flying while intoxtcated (FWIl) refer to any of
these terms.

22 Data for the 1983 through 1988 periocd are based on a census of all
stcohol-involved acclidents that occurred durlng the pertod, not on a randon
sampla as for vyears 1977 through 1981, fecoaune the BAC diatribution f(rem
the random sample of caves in the 1984 report was so similar to the dats
found for the 19083 through 1988 perfod, staff did not reansiyze the BAC date
for the complate 1975 through 198% perled.

2} U.$. Oepartment of Transportastion, Rationsl Righway Traffic Safety
Adatntstration. 19790, Results of Natlonal Atcohol Safeaty Action Projects.
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Figure 10.--Distribution of blood alcohol concentrations for
alcohol-positive pilots in genmeral aviation accidents fatal to the
pilot-in-comsand, 1963 through 1988.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ALCOHOL-IMNYOLVED GENERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS
FATAL TO THE PILOT-IN-COMMAND

In an effort to examine the role of alcohol i{n general aviation
accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command, the Safety Board compared
two accident groups in terms of accident characteristics, flight conditions,
ptlot-in-command characteristics, and causes and factors, The
alcohol-involved grour consists of accidents for which alcoho) was cited by
the Safety Board as the cause or factor. The second group, referred to in
this report as the substance-free group, consists of accidents for which
alcohol or other drugs wers not cited as a cause or factor. Although some of
the substance-free accidents may have involved alcohol or other drugs, there
was no evidence of their use. Supporting statistical data for the accident
groups are presented in appendix F.

Accident Characteristics

From 1983 through 1988, there were 2,760 general aviation accidents
fatal to the pilot-in-command: 135 alcohol-involved, and 2,590 substance-
free (figure 11).2¢ About half of the accidents in each ?roup (49.6 percent
of alcohol-involved, and 48 percent of substance-free accidents) resulted in
a fatal injury to the pilot-in-command only, The remaining accidents
resulted in two or more fatalities.

Bnngmul_gf_fj*ghi.--Personal flying represents the primary purpose of
flight for the alcohol-involved and the substance-free accident groups
‘figuro 12). Of the alcohol-involved accidents, 91.0 percent were personal
1ights and 4.9 percent were work-related?? flights. Of the substance-free

accidents, 74 percent were personal flights and 20.2 percent were work-
related fiights.2é

Day of the Week.--The percentages of fatal accidents vary by day of the
week, but were somewhat greater on Saturday and Sunday &figura 13). %o
substantfal difference between the alcohol-involved and substance-free fatal
sccidants is apparent with respect to the day of the week.

24 Dztes and leocations of the 133 alcohol-Involved asccidents are glven
in appendizx 6. Informstion pertaining to the 335 drug-invelved sceidants
depicted (n the figure is presented In o separate section Later fn the report.

28 syork-roloted flying® facludes exeacutive/corporate, asritel
observation or application, end business flights,

24 Parcentages asre based on the nuaber of fatel asccidents for wubich the
purpose of flight s known. Flights to posftion or to ferry afrcraft have
not been Included because It (o unknowun (¢ they were perscnast or work-retataed,
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Figure 12.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by purpose of flight, 1983 through
1988. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which the
purpose of the flight is known (alcohol-involved 122; substance-free 2,384).
Flights to position or to ferry aircraft (alcohol-involved 1; substance-free
87) have not been included because 1t 1s unknown {f the flights were
personal or work-related.
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Figure 13.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
:ggdents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by day of the week, 1933 through
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Iime of Day.--During nighttime hours, 8 p.a. to 3:5 a.m,, the
percentage of alcohol-involvel fatal accidents (43 percent) was 2 1/2 times
that of substance-free fatal accidents (16.7 percent) (figure 14). The hours
during which alcohol-involved fatal accidents occurred appear roughly
consistent with the typical nighttime hours of drinking for the general
population.?”

In terms of light conditions, about 52 dpercent of the alcohol-involved
accidents occurred under limited light conditions (dawn, dusk, or night)
compared to about 26 percent of the substance-free accidents (figure 15).
Flﬁing at night may present visual, spatfal, and task challenges that a
substance-free pilot can more ably handle than can an alcohol-impaired pilot.

.--Ninety-one percent of the alcohol-involved and
88.8 percent of the substance-free fatal accidents occurred off the airport.
(See appendix F for data.)

.--Most fatal accidents 1involved single-engine
ajrplanes, but a larger proportion of accidents in the alcchol-involved
group (93.3 percent) involved single engine airplanes than did the accidents
in tﬁe substance-free group {83.5 percent). (See appendix F for data.)

.--Flight plans hac been filed in only 3 percent of the
alcohol-{nvolved fata)l accidents ard 23.5 percent of the substance-free
accidents (f13ure 16). A flight plan to fly under instrument flight rules
had been filed 1n 2.2 percent of the aicohol-involved and 15.6 percent of the
substance-free fatal accidents.

Most general aviation pilots do not have an i{nstrusent rating and are
not certified to fly in circumstances that require filing a2 flight plan under
instrument flight rules. Thus, most of the general aviation pilots were not
required to file a flight plan. Although the filing of a flight plan and the
ty?e of flight plan filed--visual fli%ht rules (VFR} or instrument flight
rules (IFR)--may be indicative of both the purpose of the flight and the

planning involved, the lack of a flight rlan may also suggest that the

alcohol-involved flights resulting in fatal accidents were more likely to
have been spontaneous than they were planned, and that alcohol may hiave been
a factor in that spontaneity. One research study concluded that "alcohol
consumption can therefore promote action on impulse without full appreciation
of, or concern about, the potential negative consequences of such action.*?®
Another possible reason that the pilots did not file a flight plan may bde
that the impaired pilots may have wanted to avoid contact with aviatien
authorities with whom a plan is filed.

34 (8) Kationat Safety Council. 19726, Alcohol and the {mpalred drivers
& Menual on the medicolegal aspects of chemfcal tests for intoxication with
supplament on bresth alcohol tests. Chicego, IL. (b)Y VU.8. Departaent of
Transportetion, 1968. 1948 alcohol and highway safety report. Washington, 0C.

28 Modell, J4.6.; Mountz, J. N, 1990. Orinking and flylng--the prodlem of
slcohol use by pilots. The tevw England Journal of Nedlctine 323(7).
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Figure 14.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-comsand, by time of day, 1983 through 1988.
Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Figure 15.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
sccidents fatal to the pflot-in-command, by light conditions, 1983 through
1988. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Figure 16.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation

accidents fatal to the pilot-in-comsand, by type of flight plan, 1983

throu?h 1988. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. (VFR =

visua ﬂv'i:ght rules: IFR = instrument flight rules; Other includes VFR/IFR,
, and military VFR.)

Company




Flight Conditions

Adequate knowledge of flyi conditions along the route or in the area
in which the general aviation pi rians to fl{ fs critical for a safe and
successful flight. Weather and visibility data were examined for the
accident groups.

.--Most of the fatal accidents--83.2 percent of
the alcohol-involved, and 72.4 percent of substance-free--occurred in visual
meteorological conditions (figure 17). As indicated in the previous section
on flight plans, most general aviation pilots do not have an {instrument
rating and, therefore, would be less likely to fly in conditions in which
instrument meteorological conditions prevail than would be pilots with an
instrument rating.2® (Instrument ratings are discussed later {n the report).

Weather Briefing Source.--Most of the accident reports indicated no
record of a weather briefing source, implying that no weather briefing was
obtained (figure 182 However, a much greater percentage of weather
briefings were obtained by pilots in the substance-free accident group

about 35 percent) than b{ pilots {n the alcohol-involved accident group

about 11 percent)., Flight service stations were the most cosmon source of
pilot weather briefing for both accident ?roups. The large number of
alcohol-involved flights with no weather briefing in association with the
large number of personal flights with no flight plan, discussed earlier,
further suggests that alcohol-involved flights may have been more
spog%:qeous han planned and may have {nvolved less attention to flying
con ons.

.--Most of the fatal accidents
occurred {n the absence of precipitation. No substantial differences between
the groups were identified when comparing involvement of adverse weather,

Visibility conditions were similar for both groups of fatal accidents.
Most of the accidents occurred when there were no reported visibility
restrictions. (See appendix F for data on precipitation and visibility
condittons.)

7% about 119 percent of sll generstl aviation hours flown In 1928 were
ftown in instrusent aeteorological conditions (IXC). Of those hours, asbout
30 percent were floun fn night INC conditlions., (Sourcer U.S. Departaent of
Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, 1989, Genersl asviation
sctivity ond avionics survey, caleandear year 1988. Washington, 0C.)
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Figure 17.--Percent of alcohol-iavolved and substance-free general aviation
accitdents fatal to the pilot-in-comsand, by basic weather conditions, 1983
through 1988. (VMC = visual meteorclogtcal conditions; INC « instrument
meteorological conditions.)
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Figure 18.--Percent of alcobhol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by source of weather briefing, 1983
through 1988. (Svc = service; Other includes National Weather Service,
Pilot’s Automatic Telephone MNeather Answering Service, commercial,

television/radio, and military.)




Pilot-in-Command Characteristics

Gender.--All of the fatally 1injured pillots-fn-command in the
alcohol-{nvolved accident group from 1983 through 1988 were male, In
substance-free group, 2 percent (51 of 2,590) of the fatally injured pilots-
in-command were female.

Pilot Age.--Age distributions differed between the two accident groups
with the mean age of fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved accident
roup (39.9 years) somewhat 1lower than in the substance-free group
?44.4 {ears). There was a i:.ger percentage of fatally injured pilots in the
alcohol -1nvolved group between 25 and 39 years old (51.1 percent) than in the
substance-free group (30.2 percent) (figure 19). More than 47 percent of the
BACs in the alcohol-involved grou? exceeded 0.15 percent. A}l of the
fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved group ages 65-69 {100 percent)
had a BAC of 0.15 Eercent or greater; 63.6 percent of the fatally injured
ptlots in the alcohol-involved group ages 50-54, and 58.3 fercent of the
fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved group ages 45-49 had a BAC of
0.15 percent or %reater (figure 20).  According to the Fatal Accident
Reporting System (FARS) of the MilSA, drivers under 25 years old typically
have the highest BAC levels in alcohol-related fatal motor vehicle accidents,

a.--The private pilot certificate was the
highest level of airman certificate held by most of the pilots in both fatal
accident groups (figure 21). The percentage of fatally injured pilacs with a

£l3.3 percent) than 1in the substance-free group (4.3 percent). bout
1 percent of the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved group who
held a student certificate had a BAC of 0.15 percent or higher (figure 22).

student certificate was substantially greater in the alcohol-involved group
p

About 5.9 percent of the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved
group and 0.9 ﬁercent in the substance-free group did not have any airman
certificate. The lack of a certificate suggests a disregard for regulations
and safety. Of the pilots in the alcohol-involved %roup who did not have an
dirman certificate, 75 percent had a BAC of 0.15 percent or higher
(figure 23). In terms of ajrcraft ownership, of the piltots flying without an
airman certificate, 3 of the 8 in the alcohol-involved group, and 16 of the
24 in the substance-free group owned the afrcraft. Further, 5 of the 8 in
the alcohol-involved group, and 5 of the 24 in the substance-free group
without an atrman certi{ficate were flying stolen or unauthorized aircraft.

.--As mentioned in the section "Flight Plan," most
general aviation pilots do not have an instrument rating. A substantially
smaller percentage of the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-finvolved
group (21.4 percent) were instrument rated than were the pilots fin the
substance-free group (47.5 percent) (figure 24).
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Figure 19.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command that occurred within an accident

group, by age of pilot, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 20.--Proportion of fatally injured general aviation ptlots with a BAC
of 0.15 percent, by age group, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 21.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by type of airman certificate, 1983

1988. Data indicate the highest level of airman certificate held;
mlitiple certificates are not indicated. (Comm’1/Air Trans/Other e
commercial/air transport/other, including 1 military and 1 foreign in the
substance-free group.) Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Figure 22.--Proportion of fatally injured general aviation pilots who held a
student certificate, by BAC, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 23.--Proportion of fatally injured general aviation pilots with no
airman -certificate, by BAC, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 24.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-commsand, by pilot instrument rating, 1983
through 1988.
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An examination of the pilot’s instrument rating showed that for the
accidents occurring in instrument meteorological conditions, 77.3 percent of
the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved accident group did not
have instrument ratings wherea. 49.9 percent in the substance-free group did
not have instrument ratings.

in A1l Afrcraft.--For this analysis, total pilot experience
and experience fin tyge. which can be factors {in fatal aircraft accidents,
were collapsed finto five experience categories: less than 100 hours, 10l-
250 hours, 251-500 hours, 501-1,000 hours, and more than 1,000 hours flight
time. Data on pilot flight time in all afrcraft were available for all of
the alcohol-involved fatal accidents. Although data were available for only
90,2 percent of the substance-free fatal accidents, the Safety Board believes
the data relfably {ndicate the level of pilot experience i{n the
substance-free group. Data for fatal accidents in the alcohol-1involved grou
are shifted toward less experienced pilots (0-100 hours time in all aircraftg
whereas accidents {in the substance-free group are shifted toward more
experienced pilots (more than 1,000 hours time in all aircraft) (figure 25).

.--Unfamiliarity with the airplane
being flown may be a factor in fatal afrcraft accidents. Alcohol may cause
pilots to make mistakes and misjudgments. Recovery from those mistakes and
misjudgments may be more difficult to accomplish when the pilot is less
familiar with the airplane. Data on flying time in accident aircraft type
are available for 51.1 percent of the alcohol-involved and 61.4 percent of
the substance-free accidents. The percentage of pilots with 1imited
experience in type (0-100 hours total flight time in type) was larger in the
alcohol-involved group (58 percent) than i{n the substance-free group
(48.2 percent) (figure 26). For flight time in type of 250 hours or less,
there s no difference between the two groups.

Flight Time in Last 30 Days.--Nearly 58 percent of the fatally injured
pilots 1n the alcohol-iavolved group and only 30 percent 1in the
substance-free group had flown $ hours or less in the 30 days preceding the
accident (figure 27). It should be noted, however, that data on flighc hours
in the last 30 days are available for only 28.1 percent of alcohol-involved
and 38.8 percent of substance-free accidents. Although there were limited
data available on flight time in last 30 days, the results of the data are
consistent with flight time {in all ailrcraft and flight time in accident
aircraft type: for the alcohol-involved group, the data are shifted toward
less experience.

Blennial flight Review.--A substantially larger percentage of fatally
injured pilots in the alcohol-involved group (23.9 percent) had failed to
comply with the biennial flight review requirement for certificate holders
than had pilots in the substance-free group (5.8 percent) (figure 28). This
suggests a disregard of aviation safety regulations more among pilots in the
atcohol-involved group than in the substance-free group.




Percent of Accidents Within Group

Mours Flown
Bl 0-100 MHours 101-260 Hours B 261-600 Hours
S 501-1,000 Hours Bl Over 1,000 Hours

Figure 25.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by total hours flown in all

aircraft, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 26.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-cosmand, by hours of flying experience in
accident aircraft type, 1983 through 1988.
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Figure 27.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by hours flown in last 30 days,
1983 through 1988. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Figure 28.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents in which the fatally injured pilot-in-command had a current
biemnial flight review, 1983 through 1988.
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.--Most fatally injured pilots in each
accident group held a valid medica) certificate; however, there were marked
differences between the grours (figure 29). The percentage of pilots with an
fnvalid or expired certificate was about 2 1/2 times greater in the
alcohol-involved group (16.8 percent) than in the substance-free group
(6.3 percent). Further, 6.9 percent in the alcohol-involved group had no
medical certificate co-?ared to 1.4 percent in the substance-free group.
Examination of the BAC levels in the alcohol-involved group disclosed that
nearly 89 percent of the pilots with no medical certificate had a BAC of
0.15 percent or higher (figure 30},

The lack of valid medical certificates among fatally injured pilots in
the alcohol-involved accidents in this study is similar to the findings of
the dSafety Board’s 1984 statistical review of alcohol-involved aviation
accidents,

Examination of the data also disclosed the following: 29 percent of the
pilots in the alcohol-involved group and 12.8 percent in the substance-free
group lacked some form of required certification (an airman certificate or a
current biennfal flight review or a valid medical certificate).

Causes of Accidents and Contributing Factors

The Safety Board determines causes and contributing factors for each
accident 1t investigates. Multiple causes and factors are cited when

applicable in an effort to thorou?h1y explain the circumstances of an
accident. From its investigation of 135 alcohol-involved fatal accidents,
the Board cited 711 causes and contributing factors in addition to the
alcohoy cause or factor by which the accident was classified fn the alcohol-
{nvolved group. For the 2,590 substance-free fatal accidents, the Board
cited 12,703 causes and contributing factors. For this study, accident
causes and factors were reviewed to determine whether differences existed
between the two accident groups.

Causes and factors attributed to the flightcrew accounted for the
largest percentage of Board-cited factors in both accident groups followed
by factors attributed to environmental conditions (figure 31). Factors
attributed to the aircraft accounted for a small percentage in each accident
groug. (Factors attributed to facilities and to persons other than the
fltg tc;eu were cited infrequently and are therefore not illustrated in the

fgure.

Cayses and E;g%gr; Attributed to the Flightcrew.--For both accident
groups (alcohol-involved and substance-frea), accident causes and factors

attributed to the flightcrew were collapsed into 12 categories for analysis:
alrcraft controls and displays; planning decision; maintenance decision;
weather information; communications; afrcraft handling; spatial
disorientation; fatigue; physical condition: psychological condition;
training and experience; and other factors. Appendix H contains a
comprehensive 1i1st of the {ndividual causes and factors in each of the
12 categories.
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Figure 29.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
acctdents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by status of medical certificate,
1983 through 1988. (Inval/Expired = certificate not valid for this

f1ight/expired.)
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Figure 30.--Proportion of fatally injured general aviation pilots with a BAC
of 0.15 percent or greater, by status of medical certificate, 1983 through
1988.
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Figure 31.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
acctdents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by attributed cause or factor
within an accident group, 1983 through 1988. Percentages for an accident
group may not add to 100 either because of rounding or because infrequently
cited factors attributed to facilities and persons other than the flightcrew
are not 1llustrated.
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For any given category, no dramatic difference {is evident between the
two accident groups (table 2). However, for each accident group, 2 of the
12 categories--planning decision and aircraft handling--account for most of
the factors attributed to the flightcrew.

A small but important difference was {dentified in the percentage of
flightcrew-attributed causes and factors finvolving buzzing, a subcate%ory of
afrcraft handling.  Buzzing constituted 4.2 percent of the flightcrew-
attributed causes and factors in the alcohol-involved group but only
0.6 percent in the substance-free group.3° Of the 63 accidents in which
buzzing was cited as & cause or factor, alcohol was i{nvolved 1in 20
(32 percent) (figure 32).

.--Causes and
factors attributed to environmental conditions include weather and 1ight
conditions, contact with objects, and terrain or other conditions. Of the
environmental conditions, weather conditions were the most frequently cited
in each accident group (figure 33}). The percentage of accidents in which
1ight conditions were cited was nearly twice as Jarge in the alcohol-involved
group as fn the substance-free group, reflecting the larger percentage of
alcohol-involved fatal accidents that occurred during nighttime hours
(discussed previously).

30 o9 the 477 couses and factors attributed to the flighterew In the 133
dtcohol-involved accidents, butiing constituted 20 (4.2 percent). of the
7,768 cauves and factore attributed to the flightecrev In the 2,590 substance-
free accidents, buzzing constituted &3 (0.6 percent).
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Table 2—-Causes and factors in alcohol-invoived
and substance-free fatal avistion accidents
attributed to the fiightcrew, 1983 through 1988,
by accident group

(In percent within each accident grou)

Accident group

Aloohol-
Cause/iactor category involved

Alroraft controls and displays 2.7 3.7
Planning decision 338 R0
Maintenance decislon 0.2 1.0
Weather information 0.6 1.8
Communications 0.6 1.1
Aroraft handiing’ %2 90.1
Spatial disorientation 4.0 3.1
Fatigue 0.0 0.4
Physioal condition 2.3 0.9
Peychologioal condition 7.8 7.7

Training and experence 8.7 7.9
Other 1.3 0.9

% More han ane cause or lackr le usually cled for each aockdent. The perceniages shown for each
causetacior calegory & based on the bial number of ceusse and facion aliribuied b the lightorew
for ol accidents witin an accident group.  For ecarmpie, for the 158 falal sccidents In the aloohol-
Ww:..ﬂibﬂm“hﬁmms*ﬂ;iﬂdh?ﬂmﬁwbuw.
Thas, 477 Is e denominaior used 10 delerming the pereninges shown for 1he alooha-nvaived growp.
For he 2,800 accidervis It the substance-4ee group, e denomineior Je 7,768 (of 12,708 iodel causes
and facikors). Perosntages may not add 1o 100 because of xunding

D Substance-tree means hat the Selety Board did not s akochol of ther dOS B8 & CaUSs Of FohN
In  socidents. Some of the subeianos-ree sccidents may have Imvalved sioohol of other drugs, bt
e was no evidenoe of helr use.

°Mm.almaw.
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Figure 33.--Percent of alcohol-involved and substance-free general aviation
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, by environment-attributed causes or
factors, 1983 through 1988. Percentages for an accident group may not add

to 100 because of rounding.
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DRUGS IN GENERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS
FATAL TO THE PILOT - IN-COMNAND

During the 1983 through 1988 period, the laboratory used by the Safety
Board to test for drugs of abuse experienced quality contrul problems and
changes 1n procedures.! As testing problems became evident, technical and
policy chan?es were made to improve the accuracy and reliability of
toxicological testing. As a result of these problems, which have now been
resolved, few conclusive toxicological tests for drugs were obtained and test
results from the earlier years of the study period are less reliable than
test results from the latter years of the study period, especially 1988.

As indicated 1in the following tabulation, the number of accidents
{dentified as drug-involved generally increased during the perfod, possibly
as a result of a greater emphasis on drug testing and changes made to i{mprove
testing techniques.

Number of
Year Accidents

1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

Testing for drugs other than alcohol following general aviation
accidents was not sufficiently frequent durfng the 1983 through 1988 period
to be representative of any segment of general aviation accidents, and no
conclusions can be drawn about drug {nvolvement 1{n general aviation
accidents. Further, the small number of drug-invoived general aviation
accidents that were fatal to the pfilot-in-command (35) precludes a
comparative analysis of the results with alcohol-involved accidents or
substance-free accidents that were fatal to the pilot-in-command.3? General
}n{?rnation about the 35 drug-involved accidents and drug test results

o) lows,

3' the Civil Aviation Nedfcsl Institute (CANI) of the Federst Aviatien
Adainistration operstes o toxfcolepical testing laborstory thet {s used by
the Safety Bosrd to test biological specimens from fetal aviation szeidents.

32 5ate obtained from the Llimited semple are included in sppendix F as
information for researchers and safety spoecialinte,
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Multiple drug involvement, sometimes referred to as "polydrug” use, was
fdentified in 15 (43 percent) of the 35 accidents. Of the drugs detected in
toxicological tests, cocaine and marijuana were the most frequently
{dentified (12 and 9 accidents, respectively) (figure 34).33 Review of the
accidents with toxicolegical test results that were positive for drugs
indicates that stimulants (19 accidents) were the most frequently identified
drug class followed by marijuana and sedative/tranquilizers 83 accidents
each), antthistamines sZ), and opfates (2) (figure 35). The figure showin
drug class fincludes alcohol because it is often used in combination wit
other drug classes,

For the accidents with polydrug use, alcohol 1{in combination with
another drug was fdentified in eight accidents: alcohol and cocaine in four,
alcohol and marijuana in two, and alcohol and other drugs in two. Mar{juana
in combinatton with another drug was {dentified in four accidents. Cocatine
combined with other drugs was {dentified in two accidents. Other
combinations of drugs were identified in two accidents; in one of these
accidents, the combination was likely an over-the-counter drug compound.

33 Paragraph 91.17(0)(3) prohibits flying under the finfluence of "any
drug that affects the [crewsembar’s) faculties In weny wey contrary to
safety."® Drugs prohidited by this rute Include the drugs for shich teats
are required under the ODNNS Mendatory CGuidellines for Federal Vorkplace Orug
Testing Programs; other (ilicit drugs; and sone prescription snd over-the-
counter medications such as cough suppressantes, decongestants,
antihistesines, and cospounds that include such medicetions. Appendix [ of
this report Lists drugs detected In each of the 3% drug-involved acclidents,
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Figure 34.--Most frequently identified drugs datected in drug-invoived
general aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988.
(Amph = amphetamine; OTC = over-the-counter.) Frequency will exceed the
number of drug-involved accidents (35) because of multiple drug use.
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Figure 35.--Classes of drugs detected in drug-involved general aviation

accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988. (Tranquiliz =
tranquilizers). F will exceed the number of drug-involved

accidents (35) because of multiple drug use.
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DISCUSSION

As mentioned in the "Methods" section, the percent of fatal general
aviatfon accidents that finvolve alcohol {is probably higher than the percent
of alcohol involvement in all general aviation accidents. This assumption
about atcohol involvement in general aviation is supported by research on
highway zccidents, which indicates that the rate of alcohol {nvolvement in
fatal highway accidents {s %reater than in accidents resulting in injuries or
property damage. The data from the Safety Board’s study for the 1983 through
1988 period indicate that for general aviation accidents that were fatal to
the pilot-in-command, alcohol was involved {in about 6.7 percent of the
accidents for which the toxicological tests were conclusive. Because there
was no evidence of selectfon bjas between the 21 percent of the fatal
general aviation accidents in which no test results were obtained and the
79 percent in which tests were obtained, this estimate of the incidence of
alcohol involvement in fatal general aviation accidents (6.7 percent) appears

to be a reasonable upper limit for the estimated alcohol involvement in all
general aviatfon accidents.

Although the percentage of alcohol involvement in fatal general aviation
accidents has decreased since the mid-1970s, the Safety Board believes that
alcohol {nvolvement in general aviation accidents remains a cause for concern
because of its adverse effect on performance. Research has demonstrated that
blood alcohol concentrations below 0.04 percent can produce impairment. One
study indicates increased pilot errors at BACs as low as 0.025 percent.3*
Another study shows 1ittle effect of low BAC (below 0.03 percent) on single
performance tasks, but shows a reduced ability to gerforu complex psychomotor
tasks at concentrations as low as 0.015 percent.33 According to the study,
"these effects may be particularly 1insfdious since they occur at blood
alcohol concentrations that have 1ittle or no noticeable effect on many tasks
performed before flight." Additional research found residual detrimental
effects of alcohol on flight performance many hours after the BAC had
returned to zero, the so-calied *hangover effect."3¢ Further, other aviation
and highway research has shown that pilots and drivers are unable to
accurately determine their impairment in the hangover stage.3?

34 Stilings, C.£.; and others. 1991, Effects of atcohal on pilot
performance |In sfmulated flighe. Avistion, Space, and Environmental Medicine.
Veshington, DC1 Aercspace Nedical Association; p. 23%. Karch.

3% Modell, J4.6G.; Mountz, J.M. 1990.
36 Xuhlasn, J.J.; and others. 199%.

37 {a) Modell and Mount: 1990, (b) Yesavage, J.A.: Lelrer. V.0. 1985.
Altcohotl hangover In atrcraft pitots: o preliminery report of effects 14 hours
after ftngestion. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univecrsfity School of Medicine., (c¢)
Laurell, Nans; Tornos, Jen. 1982. Nengover effects of sicohot on drivar

performance. Rep. 222A. Linkoping, Swsden: Nstfonal Road asnd Utraeffic
Institute.
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Profile of Pilots Fatally Injured in
Alcohol-Invoived General Aviation Accidents

Data on the general aviatfon pilots fatally injured in alcohol-related
accidents shows evidence of BAC levels that suggest problem drinking. The
data also indicate flying inexgerience, certificate violations, and risk-
taking behavior. From the study data, the Safet{ Board developed the
following profile of pilots fatall 13&gred in the alcohol-involved general
aviation accidents from 1983 through 1988,

) The mean BAC of alcohol-positive pilots was 0.15 percent,
the BAC level that {is strongly assocfated with probles
drinking and nearly four times the 0.04-percent BAC
offense level established b{ current FAA re?ulations.
More than 95 percent of the alcohol-positive pilots had a
BAC that exceeded the FAA 1imit of 0.04 percent, about 74
percent had a BAC that exceeded the 0.10-percent level
established as an i1legal BAC for drivers by most States,
and more than 47 percent had a BAC that exceeded
0.15 percent.

A larger percenta?e of alcohol-involved fatally injured pilots
had fewer total flying hours, flying hours in type, and flying
hours in the last 30 days than did substanca-free fatally
injured pilots;

A larger percentage of alcohol-invoived pilots held student
afrman certificates (13.3 percent) than did substance-free
fatally injured pilots (4.3 percent);

A larger percentage of alcohol-involved fatally {injured
pilots had fajled to meet biennial flight review
requirements (23.9 percent) than had the substance-free
fatally injured pilots (5.8 percent);

About 23.7 percent of the alcohol-involved fatally
injured pilots had an invalid or no medical certificate
compared with only 7.7 percent of the substance-free
fatally injured pilots.

Alcohol was 1involved in about 32 percent of the fatal
accidents for which buzzing was cited as a cause or factor.

Although no conclusions can be drawn from the drug-involved accidents,
certificate violations and flying irexperience were also evident for pilots
tn the drug-involved group.




Toxicological Testing After
Nonfatal General Aviation Accidents

The information from this study relates only to one segment of general
aviation accidents: those in which the pilots-in-command were fatally
injured., Littie 1s known, however, about general aviation accidents that are
nonfatal because the number of toxicological tests performed after nonfatal
general aviation accidents has been small (about 1.0 percent of the 13,677
accidents that occurred from 1983 through 198838) and some test results may
not be reported to the FAA.

The low rate of testing pilots involved in nonfatal general aviation
accidents {s the result of the absence of an {mplied consent provision
srequiri a ptlot to submit to toxicological testing) in many existing State
Slying-;g le-intoxicated (FWI) laws, and the absence of FWI laws in some

tates.

The following accident summary {1lustrates some difficulties associated
uithd obtaining toxicotogical tests after a nonfatal general aviation
accident,

On June 14, 1988, a pilot inftiated 1iftoff for an aerfal application
oEeration in the State of Kansas. As the airplane Yifted off, it turned to

the left, The airplane continued in flight as the pilot dumped his chemical
load, hit a tree, and landed in a fleld adjacent to a highway. The pilot,
who stated he had no rudder control, sustained minor injuries and the
afrplane received substantial damige. The {nvestigating law enforcement
officer stated that he detected a strong odor of alcohol on the pilot. The
E1]°t went to a local hospital for treatment of his minor injuries where

ospital staff also noted an odor of alcohol on the pilot. The pilot,
however, lefi prior to receiving treatment or providing a specimen for
toxicological testing by hospital medical personnel.

FAA regulations require surviving commercial (Part 121 and 135) pilots
to submit to a toxicological test for drugs (but not alcohol) following an
accident that results 1in death, serious 1n*ury or substantial aircraft
dan?e. Although not required by FAA regulations, many commercial air
carriers require testing for alcohol after accidents. As of September 5,

38 01 the 13,677 nonfatal general avistion accidents that occurred from
1983 through 1988, <there wore 142 for which toxliceological teste  were
performed; the Safety 8c0ard {5 not awvare of the reasons for uwhtech the t42
cases were selected for testing, 0f the 142 teets performed, 88 percant
(125) resulted in & conclusive tast fo: slcohol. OFf these, 38 percent (47 of
125) were positive for slechol. The rate of testing increased each year of
the 1983 through 1988 pertod; howeaver, testing sfter nonfatal accidents did
not exceed 2.2 percent in any yeasr.

39 Delawers, Xentucky, Missour{, Pennsylvenia, Rhode 1stand, snd Utah do
not have FWIl Llaws, The Oletrict of Columbdie, which has no alrport or
alretrip within {ts boundaries, also does not have an FUIl law.
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1991, FAA regulations specifically exclude general aviation operators flying
aerifal application for compensation from the drug testing provisfons of Part
135 (but not from the requirements of Part 91).°0  Under the Federal
requlatfons pertaining to alcohol and drug testing in civil aviation {14 CFR
91.17), which 1include general aviation pilots, pilot:c must subait to
toxicological testing for alcohol only {if a test {s requested by a law
enforcement officer under the provisions of State law. In the Kansas
accident, no specimen was obtained and no test was performed for the FAA,
The Kansas law that prohibits flying while intoxicated establishes a BAC
offense level of 0.10 percent and contains an implied consent provision. In
this accident, the law enforcement officer did not request and the hospital
did not conduct a chemical test before the pilot left the hospital. Despite
the lack of action by aviation and enforcement authorities to obtain a
toxicological test, witness testimony provided sufficient evidence to the
Safety Board regarding the pilot’s alcohol use. The Safety Board determined
the probable cause of this accident to be inadequate climb by the pfilot-in-
command, and his physical impairment by alcohol was a contributing factor iIn
the accident.

Under most State laws, an officer may not request a test unless an
of fense has been committed in the presence of the officer or the officer has
cause to believe (based on the odor of alcohol on the pilot or other evidence
at an accident) that an offense has been coemitted. The authority to request
such a test {s dependent on the existence of a State law pertaining to flying

while {ntoxicated.

Although 44 States have some form of law related to flying while
intoxicated, the provisions of the laws vary from State to State (table 3).
Only 16 States with FWI laws have an implied consent provision {for ciemical
testing) and establish a BAC level at which a pilot is presumed to be
impaired: Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Michigan,
Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, and South Carolina establish a
BAC of 0.04 percent; Nebraska 0.05 percent; Alaska, Kansas, Louisfana, and
Massachusetts 0.10 percent ¢!

0 see %4 CFR 135.1(d) and (c) and 14 CFR 135.249, 135.251, and
$135.3%3 for edditionsl finformation. The Safety foard did not sgree with
this exenmption, ($ee appendix J for excerpts from the regulation and the
Safety 8coard’s comments on the exemption.)

¢V (a) Informstion on sll States except Kaneas was obtained from an
analysis of State flylng-while-fntoxicated laws by the Illlinols General
Assenbiy. {Kuang, Van. 1992. Lavs agatnst flyling under the Influence.
Legistative Research Unft File 10-376. Springfleld, IL: lti§incis General
Assenbly.) (b) tnforastion on the Kansss lav was provided to the Safety
g$oard Iin July 1992 by the Xansas Department of Transportation,
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Tabile 3.—State laws and provisions related to flying while Impeired

FWI law,
State Code section

AL Code 88 4-2-79

AK Sial. 2.30 (30

AZ RS Ann. 28-1750

AR RS 27-116-101

CA PUC 214075

CO RS 41-2-101

CT G8 Ann. 16-77

FL 8 Ann. 860-13

QA C Ann. 8-2-5.1

H! RS 263-11

ID Code 21-112(a)

IL RS ch.15 1.2/22.43d(a)

INC Ann. 8.21-4-8

A C Anh. 328 .41

K8 8 Ann. 3-1001

LA RS Ann, 14:98

ME RS Ann. tk.6 83.202

MD C Ann. 5-1000

MA GL Ann. ch90 8s8.44

M! CH Ann. 259.185(1)

MN 8 Ann. 360.0752
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Table 3.—State laws and provisions reisted to flying while impaired
(continued)

FW law,
State Code section

M8 C Ann. 61-11-1

MT C Ann. 67-1-204
NE RS 28-1485

NV RS 483.130

NH RS Ann. 422.34
NJ 8 Ann. 6:1-18

NM 8 Ann. ch 64

NY GBL 245(7)

NC GS 63-27(a)

ND Cent.C. 2-03-10(02)
OH C Ann. 4581.16(C)
OK 8 Ann. 1.3 88.303
OR RS 183.160

8C Code Ann. 55-1-100
8D CL Ann. 50-13-17

TN Code Ann, 42-1-201
TX RCS Ann. art 46{-3(2)

VT 8 Am. tR.6 88.427
VA C Ann. 6.1-13
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Table 3.—-State laws and provisions related to flying while Impalred
{continued)

WA RC Ann. 47.68.220

WV Code 20-2A-11

W18 Ann. 114.09(1)
WY Stal 10-8-103(A)

e et o e e e e o 8

o o e o e - e

% The Implied consent provision Ls for chamicel lseting.

Sources: informalion on all States excspt Kansas was oblained om the analysis by the Blindls Genemnd
Assernbly (Huang, Wen. 1902 Laws against Bying under he infusnce. Legisiative Research Unit File 10-3786.
Bpringlekd, R: Ninols General Assermbly). infoanation on he Kansas law was provided 1o the Safely Board In

Ay 1992 by he Kansas Depariment of Tranaportation.
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It is important to note that a State law requirin? a person to submit to
a chemical test (for alcohol) may not require a toxicological test. The term
"chemical test" means that the law enforcement officer 1s legally permitted
to request a test, usually breath, for alcohol. A toxicological test
involves laboratory testing of biological specimens. State law defines the
specimen(s) that can be obtained--such as breath, blood, urine, and/or other
bodily substance--and whether multiple tests (for alcohol and for other
drugs) may be performed.¢?

If a toxicological (or a chemical) test for alcohol 1s requested from a
pilot by a law enforcement officer, the pilot is required by Federal
regulation to report the results to the FAA, whether the results are positive
or negative. Of the 16 States with FWI laws that include an fmplied consent
provisfon and establish a BAC offense level, 15 also require reporting of
test results to the FAA; the Kansas FWI law does not require reporting of
test results to the FAA.‘3 Thus, the law enforcement officer may or may not
report test results to the FAA, depending on tha provisions of the State law.
The FAA may also request test results {f it is aware of the aviation
accident. If the pilot refuses the test or fails to provide a specimen for
testing, the piiot is requirad to notify the FAA. In efither case, the FAA
may then take action agafnst the pilot’s airman certificate. Refusal to
submit to a lawfully requested test may result in sanctfons by the FAA and,
fn States with implied consent laws that apply to aviation, the State may
fmpose a sanction provided by State law.

Although a State with FWI laws may take some type of action, it may not
take any action against the ﬁilot's Federally 1{ssued airman certificate.
For example, conviction under the Minnesota F¥I law may result {n prohibiting
the pilot from flying in Minnesota afrspace but would not prohibit the pilot
from flying in the airspace of other States. Conviction under California
law may result in a prison sentence {30 days to 6 months) and a fine {$250 to
$1,000). Conviction in Alaska, a State with a comprehensive law on operating
under the influence, may result in suspension or revocation of the pilot’s
drivers license; Alaska’s law is comprehensive in the sense that it pertains
to the operation of all motorized vehicles, aircraft, and watercraft while
intoxicated or tmpaired.

States cannot adequately identify pilots who fly under the influence of
an impairing substance and corrective actions cannot be taken without
con?rehensive laws that establish a specific BAC offense level, have an
implied consent proviston to obtain biological specimen(s) for toxicological
tests for alcchol and other drugs, define the specimen(s) that may be
obtained, and require reporting of toxicological test results and refusals to
subaft to testing to appropriate authorities. All State driving-while-
fntoxicated (DWI) laws include these provisions. The Safety Board belfieves

42 A blood test s iiketly to be requested in States with an imsplied
consent taw and when the pilot {8 unconscious or unebdle to glive consent.

43 This inforastion is according to the Ilifnots anelysis of Ful laws
end the Kansas Department of Transportation.
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that State FW! laws should include similar provisions. Thus, the Safety
Board urges States to enact comprehensive laws pertaining to alcohol and dru
use in avtation, or to amend extsting laws as appropriate, to {include: ;a?
an implied consent oprovision to obtain biological specimen(s) or
toxicological tests, for alcohol and other drugs, of pilots involved in
accidents that result {in death, serfous i{njury, or substantial aircraft
damage; (b} definition of the specimen(s}) that may be obtained--such as
breath, blood, urine, and/or other bodily substance; (c) a blood alcohol
concentration that defines the offense; and (d) a requirement to report to
the federal Aviation Administration toxicological test results and refusals
to submit to testing.

According to conversations with the FAA personnel at FAA headquarters
and the Civil Aviation Medical Institute (CAMI), States with ltaws that
require reporting of toxicological test results from an aviation accident
customarily report the results to the FAA Flight Standards District Office
{(FSDO). It was not clear from these conversations, however, if the results
are then transferred to the FAA Flight Standards, Aviation Medicine, or
Accident Investigation Office, or what action, if any, is taken on the test
results. The Safety Board has encountered similar responses on the subject
in other conversations with FAA personnel during the last several years. The
lack of consistent and spectfic responses suggests that the FAA has no
established procedures for receiving, processing, and analyzing State
toxicotogical test results transferred from the FSDO. The Safety Board
belfeves that the FAA should establish procedures for receiving, processing,

and analyzing toxicological test results reported by the States, including
the designation of appropriate FAA field offices (such as the FSDOs or other
appropriate FAA offices) to which States are to report toxicological test
results and refusals to submit to testing, and the designation of one office
within the FAA to which the FAA field offices transfer the test results for
analysis.

State and local aviation authorities should be made aware of the
procedures established by the FAA for the reporting of toxicolegical test
results to the FAA. ODissemination of the notification procedures could be
aided by the National Assocfation of State Aviation Officials (NASAO), which
encourages cooperation among States and the Federal government on matters
pertaining to civil aviation and provides member access to information on
State and Federal aviation programs. Consequently, the Safety Board believes
that the FAA should, 1in conjunctfon with the NASAQ, distribute to State
aviation authorities and local law enforcement agencies the procedures for
States to follow when notifying the FAA of toxicological test results and
refusals to submit to testing.
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There appears to be no system-wide FAA drug enforcement or testin?
program that addresses toxicological testing for drugs following nonfata

general aviatfon accidents.*® The FAA regulations require a piltot (or other
crewmember) to submit to a test for alcohol when requested by a law
enforcement offficer and when, under authority of State or local laws, the
officer has cause to believe that the pilot 1is intoxicated; however, the FAA
regulations do not require a pilot to submit to a test for drugs when there
{s cause to believe that the piltot is impaired by drugs. Nevertheless,
because some States currently extend, and others may consider extending,
their alcohol testing provisions to authorize postaccident testing of
general aviation ptlots for drugs other than alcchol, pilots may be requested
to submit to a test for drugs. According to 14 CFR 91.17(d), the results of
any tests for drugs may be requested by the FAA Administrator when there is a
"reasonable basis to believe" that a drug-impaired flight occurred. The FAA
regulations do not prohibit a general aviation pilot from refusing a drug
test.

Most State laws prohibit operation of motor vehicles by persons under
the influence of an impairing substance (alcohol and other drugs). Following
a nonfatal highway accident, a law enforcement officer may request a
toxicological test from a driver when the officer has reasonable suspicion
that the driver is impaired by drugs., This suspicion is likely to be based
on characteristics such as circumstances of the accident, driver behavior and
physiolngical characteristics, time of day, and the officer’s experience with
other accidents and drivers. Beginning in November 1990, pilots are required
to inform the FAA, in writing, of any conviction or administrative action
resulting from the operation of a motor vehicle while intoxicated, impaired,
or under the influence of alcohol or a drug (14 CFR 61.15; see appendix K to
this report).*3> Failure to comply is grounds for denial of an application,
or suspension or revocation of a certificate or rating. Multiple convictions
within 3 years on such a driving offense may also be grounds for action
against an application, certificate, or rating (Section 61.15).

Following a nonfatal aviation accident, a law enforcement officer may
have a vreasonable suspicion of drug impaftrment and may regquest a
toxicological test from the pilot for drugs in States with laws that provide
the authority to test for drugs. The FAA considers the operation of an
afrcraft while under the {influence of an {impairing substance to be grounds

L The Safety 8Scard does not have authorfty to test for drug use
following nonfatal general aviation accidents; however, as part of {ts
saccldent investigations, the Boasrd reviews toxicologlical test results when
results are aveiiable. 0f the 13,4877 nonfatal general aviation accidents
that occurred from 1983 through 1988, there were 89 accidents (0.5 percent of
the 13,877 accidenta) for which drug tests were requested: S of the 69 drug
tests (7.2 percent) were positive,

‘3 According to the FAA, between April 11, 1991, and Aupust 18, 1992,
1,000 pitots notified the FAA of OWI convictions (or administrative actions);
19 of these notifications were for aultiple offenses; that (s, two offentes
within 3 ysars.
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for action against the crewmember’s certificate or rating (Section 61.15).
Thus, 1t seems reasonable that the FAA should require crewmembers to submit
to a toxfcological test for drugs, when such a test is requested by a law
enforcement officer upon reasonable suspficlon, Jjust as the FAA requires of
crewnembers regarding tests for alcohol.  Accordingly, the Safety Board
believes that the FAA should amend 14 CFR 91.17 to require crewmembers to
submit to a toxicological test for drugs when requested by a law enforcement
officer under authori{zation of State or local laws,

Measures to Reduce the Number of General Aviation
Accidents Resulting From Alcohol or Other Drugs

Data in this report f{indicate that there are two gqroups of general
aviation pilots for whom some form of substance abuse countermeasure fis
especfally necessary: pilots with high BAC 1levels, and pilots who have
limited flying experience. The following sections discuss measures to reduce
the number of general aviation accidents resulting from alcohol or other
drugs.

BAC Offense level in Federal Requlations.--The high BAC levels found in
this study are similar to the high BAC levels found in the 1984 study.
Further, more than 47 percent of the alcohol-positive pilots had a BAC that
exceeded 0.15 percent, the level that 1is strongly associated with problea
drinking. Using a conservative estimate of metabolic rates of alcohol
(0.015 percent BAC per hour), it would take nearly 8 hours to reduce the mean
0.15-percent BAC level found 1in the alcohol-involved group for the 1983
through 1988 perfiod to the 0.04-percent level established as a BAC offense in
the current FAA regulations.

Although FAA regulations prohibit acting or attempting to act as a
fl1ight crewmember under the influence of alcohol or other drugs and within
8 hours of consuming any alcoholic beverage, current regulations also
prohibit flying with a BAC at or above 0.04 parcent.  Subsequently, the
regulations may lead some pilots to believe that scme alcohol consumption is
acceptable. As discussed earlier, a pilot "1ith a B/C of 0.15 percent, the
mean BAC of the alcohol-involved pilots in this study, could stop drinking
8 hours before flight, have a BAC at or below the FAA offense level!
(0.04 percent), and still be impaired. The Safety Board believes there {s
adequate evidence of {mpairment at BAC levels below 0.04 percent. The Board
previously recommended that the FAA eliminate the mixed message on
*allowable blood alcohol concentrations® by reducing the BAC offense level to
the lowest possible level consistent with the capability of testing equipment
to measure any ingested alcohol (Safety Recommendation A-84-45, issued May 1,
1984). The recommendaticn was classified as "Closed--Unacceptable Action® on
September 16, 1985, after the FAA modified Part 91 and established
0.04 percent BAC as the level at or beyond which an FAA violation occurs.
The Safety Board continues to believe that pilot performance can be f{mpaired
at blood alcohol levels below 0.04 percent and that the FAA regulations
should prohibit acting or attempting to act as 1 crewmember when the
individual has a BAC above zero.




12

The Safety Board has also recommended (fn Safety Recommendatfon [-8%-12,
issued to the DOT December 5, 1989) a zero BAC for Federal and private sector
employees in safety-sensitive positions. The recommendation is classified as
“Open--Unacceptable Response™ because of f{naction by the Defartment of
Transportation. However, in October 1991, Congress passed legislation (P.1.
102-143} that requires the DOT to establish regulations for alcohol testing
of such employees. The Board encourages the DOT and the FAA to establish
provisions for alcohol-free flightcrews in 1its regulations. The Safety
Board will withhold any further recommendation on a zero BAC until recefpt
and raview of DOT’s rasponse to Safety Recommendation [-89-12 and fts
rulemaking on alcohol testing.

Use of the National Driver Regqister To Screen Applications.--This study
fndicates, as did the 1984 study, that adbout one-quarter of the pilots in the
alcohol-finvolved fatal accidents were flying without required medical
certification or a current biennial flight review. In additfion, a smal)
percentage of pilots in the alcohol-involved fatal accidents had no ajrman
certificate. The examination of the BAC levels of these pilots (presented 1in
the section "Pilot-In-Command Characteristics") shows that 89 percent of the
pilots with no medical certificate had a BAC of 0.15 percent or higher. In
addition, 75 percent of the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol group who
had no afrman certificate had a BAC of 0.15 percent. The deficiency of
medical, bfennfal flight review, and airman certification among pilots-in-
command who were fatally injured 1{n alcohol-involved general aviation
accidents may be fndicative of the spontaneous nature of the flight, an
attempt to mask a substance abuse problem by avoiding contact with aviation
authorities, a disregard for requl>tions and safety, or a combination of
these factors.

In November 1990, the FAA began a program to screen applications for
medical certificates using data on OWI offenses recorded in the HNatfonal
Driver Register (NDR).%¢ The action resulted, {in part, from Safety
Recommendations A-88-32 through -35 (fissued to the FAA on March 24, 1988),
which addressed methods for commercial operators to {identify and treat
commerctal pilots who are abusers of alcohol and other drugs,*’ and froa

L The Xational Driver Register, which is caintained by the MKTSA, s
used by Federal and State authorities to fdentify drivers with suspended
licenses or serfous driving offenses, such ss convictions for driving white
fntoxficated, According to the FAA, between April 11, 1991, and August 11,
1992, FAA screening of the NOR disclosed 928 pilots with prior D! offennes
en record. These pilots had not notified the FAAR of the offensas, as
required by Section 61.15.

‘7 The f{dentification of aviation pilots with substance abuse problaems
was fncltuded In the Safety Boardis "Nost Wented®" List of safety improveaesnts
fssued {n Qctober 1990. The purpose of the {ist, which {s drawn up from
safety recommendations previously f{assued, Is to bring speclial esphasis to the
safety fssues the Board deenms most critical, Based on posftive action taken
by the FAA, the Safaty Bosrd removed this fssue from {ts "NMost Wanted" (st
in duly 199¢%,
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legislatton enacted in December 1987, which fncluded a proviston for the FAA
to have access to the NOR. Based on rulemaking action taken by the FAA
that provided for the FAA, rather than for commercial operators, to screen
for DWI convictions, the Safety Board classified the recommendations as
*Closed--Acceptable Alternate Action" on February 19, 1991 (see appendix t).
According to FAA personnel, about 3 percent of the applicants for FAA medical
certificates have alcohol-related offenses in the NDR. FAA personnel
indicate that from July 5, 1991, through July 31, 1992, they received and
screened 463,391 applications for medical certificates. The NDR records
identified 14,125 possible matches (or 3.05 percent of the applications). Of
these possible matches, 779 pilots (or 5.5 percent of the NOR matches) were
referred to the FAA Chief Counsel for possible airman certificate suspension
or revocation action.

Although access to the NDR was not available to the FAA when the pilots
in this Safety Board study applied for their medical certificates, the Board
was interested in determining whether a check of the NDR would have revealed
any prior DWI offenses by the pilots in the alcohol-involved group. The
Board was also {nterested in determining {f there was any difference in the
prior drivin% offense records of pilots in the alcohol-involved group
compared to those in the substance-free group.

With the cooperation of the Division of Motor Vehicles, State of
Virginia, and the National Driver Register, the Board was able to screen the
driver records of 94 pilots who were fatally injured in general aviation
accidents from 1986 through 1988: 47 pilots from the alcohol-involved grou
and 47 randomly selected pilots from the substance-free group. Matches wit
records from earlier years in the study perfod (1983 through 19885) were not
considered likely because records are purged from the NDR after 7 years.
There were no matches with the substance-free group; that 1s, none of the 47
randomly selected pilots from the substance-free group had prior alcohol-
related driving offenses.*® There were six probable matches with 45 of the
47 pilots in the alcohol-involved group. (In two cases no check could be
made because the pilot’s date of birth was not available.) The number of
probable matches by BAC level {s summarized below:

BAC ]evel Probable matches
(percent)

Less than 0.04
0.04 to 0.099
0.10 to 0.149
0.15 and above

L According to the MNationel Oriver Regiater, 3 wmatches would be
expacted out of 100 names sesrched. One out of every 3 amatches would be
expected to be alcochol-related,
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A check of the State records for the six probable matches indicated that
three cases had two alcohol-related offenses within the 1986 through 1988
period. In two other cases, there were multiple entries on the driver's
record as a result of one offense; for example, an entry for an
administrative license revocatton and an entry for a DWI conviction on the
same offense.

Regarding the pilots who had a BAC of 0.15 percent or greater at the
time of their fatal accident, the results of this survey suggest that, had
the NDR been accessible and searched at the time those pilots applied for a
medical certificate, the FAA may have identified about 17 percent of them as
persons who had a prior alcohol-related offense on their driving record.¢?
This {informatfon could have served as a method to {dentify these pilots as
substance abusers and to refer them for examination and evaluation by the
Federal Afr Surgeon (as called for in Safety Recommendation A-88-34).

Materfals on the [Effects of Alcohol and on_ Techniques for
Intervention.--The data {in this report related to flight time {in all
aircraft, time in type, and time in the last 30 days show that the pilots-
fn-command in the alcohol-involved fatal accidents tended to have less flying
experience than did pilots in the substance-free accidents. Further, the
data show that the percentage of pilots with student certificates was three
times greater in the alcohol-involved group than in the substance-free group.
The difference may indicate a lack of understanding by student and recently
certificated pilots about the effects of alcohol fmpairment on a person’s
ability to perform flying tasks and to make sound jJudgments. It may also
indicate a need for greater emphasis in ground school and by certified flight
instructors on the effects of alcohol and drug use to create a better
understanding among students and inexperienced pllots. Of those pilots with
a BAC of 0.15 percent or higher, 17.7 percent held a student certificate.

Ground school can serve an {mportant role in the education of new pilots
on the effects of alcohol and other drugs on performance. However, ground
school instructors and class matertals (including textbooks) may address
alcohol and other drugs primarily in terms of FAA regulations (the 0.04-
percent BAC offense level establfshed by the FAA, and the 8-hour rule) and
limit the amount of {nformation pertaining to the effects on performance.
For example, one 42-hour ground school conducted over a l4-week period in
late 1991 included one 3-hour session on medical factors; only a small
portion of the 3-hour sessicn was used to present information on alcohol and

‘9 Some time olapses between Issuance of o citation for an alcohol-
related offense and entrvy of & record Into the NDER. Consequently, {f a OW!
offense occurs et sbout the same time the FAA §s processing the piftot’s
application for s amedicai cortificate, the FfAA’s search of the NDR may not

retrieve the pilot’s record, Although the NDR system g Llimfted in this
regard, {t 1s the best systea currently esvallsble for checking a pilot’s
prior OWI offensen. The #AA considers taking esctfon against a pilot’s

spplication, asirmen certiflicate, or rating after two OW! offenses within 3
years.
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other drugs. Although the instructors and textbooks address alcohol and
other drugs, the Safety Board is concerned that the emphasis is not adequate.

Because ground school must cover many topics that are critical to
Jearning about the operatior of an airplane, there is a continuing need after
ground school and flight training for educational and informational material
that pertains to the effects of alcohol and other drugs on pilot performance,
not only for pilots with limited flying experience but for all pilets as
well. The need for materials on alcohol was previously addressed in the 1984
Safety Board study. The Board recommended that the FAA develop educational
and classroom materfals on the subject and distribute them through its
accident prevention program to appropriate FAA personnel, pilots, fixed-base
operators, flying clubs, flight schools, and flight instructors (Safety
Recommendation A-84-47, {ssued May 4, 1984). Based on the action taken by
the FAA, and the FAA’s plans to develop new materials as information became
available, the Safety Board classified the recommendation as "Closed--
Acceptable Action" on February 19, 1985. A similar recommendation was {ssued
to the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA), the National
A?ricultural Aviatfon Assocfation (NAAA), and the National Assocfation of
Flight Instructors (NAFl) urging the organizations to disseminate to their
members {information on the dangers of alcohol use 1in aviatfon (A-84-51,
fssued May 4, 1984). Based on the actions taken by the organizations, the
Safety Board classified the recommendation as "Closed--Acceptable Action® on
August 27, 1987.

The efforts taken by the FAA and various organizatfons to inform pilots
about the effects of alcohol on flying may have helped to reduce the
fncidence of alcohol involvement 1{in fatal aviation accidents. However,
considering the high BAC levels found in this study and the 1984 study,
addftional efforts appear to be warranted to prevent pilots from flying while
impaired.

The Safety Board believes that the recent reductions in drunk driving on
the highways can be attributed to legislative actfon, improved law
enforcement, cfitizen advocacy, and to the development and promotion of
interventton programs. Highway safety advocates started personal
intervention programs with public information messages more than 20 years ago
(*Friends Don’t Let Friends Orive Drunk®) and have expanded them to include
actions that persons other than the impatired driver may take to prevent a
person from driving while intoxicated (for example, "lake the keys," don’t
ride with a drunk driver, report drunk drivers). The Safety Board believes
that peer intervention programs directed at general aviation could also
reduce the incidence of flying while impaired by alcohol or other drugs,
which, in turn, would reduce the number of accidents attributed to
fmpairment.

Materfals that advocate intervention and relate techniques to
successfully and safely intervene when a pilot attempts to fly while impaired
would enhance current or future programs that promote aviation education,
safety, and accident prevention. These materials, such as brochures and the
display of posters at FSDOs, fixed-base facilities, and airports, should be
directed toward persons in positions to intervene; for example, other pilots,
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passengers, fixed-base operators, flight instructors, aviation personnel,
and friends and family of flight crewmembers., Further, {nterveattion should
also be promoted through mailings to certificate holders and flight
fnstructors, and material for aviation perfodicals and other media.

In addition to the FAA, organtzations that represent pilots, fixed-base
operators, flight instructors, and State aviation officials should be part of
the efforts to reduce the number of general aviation accidents involving
alcohol or aother drugs through educational and informational materials,
Accordingly, the Safety Board believes that the FAA, with the assistance of
the AOPA, the NAAA, the NAFI, the Experimental Aircraft Association, the
National Afir Transportation Association, and the National Associatfon of
State Aviation Officials, should develop and disseminate, as appropriate, any
new educational and informational materfals that may be needed on (a) the
effects of alcohol and other drugs on flying and in qeneral aviation
accidents, and (b) procedures or actions that will encourage pilots, fixed-
base operator personnel, flight instructors, flight Standards District Office
personnel, aviation safety specfalists, and family and friends of pilots to
intervene when a general aviation ptlot attempts to fly after consuming
alcohol or using other drugs.
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FINDINGS

Stnce 1964, the earliest year for which such data are available, there
have been no alcohol- or other drug-involved fatal accidents involving
air carriers operating under 14 CfR Part 121.

From 1983 through 1988, there were 30 fatal accidents 1{nvolving
scheduled flights operating under 14 CFR Part 135. None of the pilots
tested positive for alcochol; one tested positive for drugs other than
alcohol. During the same period, there were 174 fatal accidents
involving unscheduled Part 135 flights: 1.8 percent of the conclusive
}oxicglogi§a1 tests from these accidents (2 accidents) were positive
or alcohol.

There was a downward trend among total general aviation accidents, fatal
general aviation accidents, general aviation accidents fatal to the
pilot-in-command, and alcohol-involved general aviation accidents fatal
to the pilot during the 1983 through 1988 period.

The percent of general aviation accidents with conclusive toxicological
tests that were alcohol positive for fatally injured pilots decreased
from about 10 percent (about 47 accidents per year) in the mid-1970s to
about 6.0 percent (about 17 accidents per year) in the late 1980s,

The mean BAC of alcohol-positive pilots was 0.15 percent, the level that
is strongly associated with problem drinking and nearly four times the
0.04-percent BAC offense level established by current FAA regulations.
More than 95 percent of the alcohol-positive pilots had a BAC that
exceeded the FAA 1imit of 0.04 percent, about 74 percent had a BAC that
exceeded the 0.10-percent level established as an {1legal BAC for
drivers by most States, and more than 47 percent had a BAC that
exceeded 0.15 percent.

Postaccident tests for alcohol or other drugs were obtained in 1 percent
of the nonfatal accidents occurring from 1983 through 1988. The low
percentage of tests after nonfatal aviation accidents is the result of
inadequate State laws pertaining to alcohol and drug use in aviation.

The number of general aviation accidents with drug-positive tests from
fatally i{njured pilots increased from 3 accidents i{n 1983 to
13 accidents in 1988; however, toxicological testing for drugs was not
sufficlently frequent to draw any conclusions about drug use trends in
general aviation accidents.

The percentage of fatally iInjured pilots with student certificates was
Yarger in the alcohol-involved accident group (13.3 percent) than in the
substance-free group (4.3 percent). The percentage of fatally injured
pilots with no afrman certificate was larger in the alcohol-involved
group (5.9 percent) than in the substance-free group (0.9 percent). The
percentage of fatally 1injured pilots with an {nstrument rating was
smaller 1in the alcohol-involved group (21.4 percent) than in the
substance-free group (47.5 percent).
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A larger percentage of the fatally injured general aviation pilots in
the alcohol-involved accident group had fewer flying hours, both total
hours and hours 1in accident aircraft type, than did pilots in the
substance-free group. Similarly, a larger percentage of pilots in the
alcohol-involved group had fewer flying hours in the 30 days prior to
the accident than did ptlots in the substance-free group.

About 25 percent of the fatally injured pilots in the alcohol-involved
acclident group and 6 percent in the substance-free group did not have a
current biennifal flight review. Similarly, about 25 percent of the
fatally 1injured pilots in the alcohol-involved accident group and
8 percent of the substance-free group did not have a valid medical
certificate.

About 29 percent of the pilots in the alcohol-involved gqroup and
13 percent in the substance-free group lacked some form of required
certification {an airman certificate or a current biennfal flight review
or a valid medical certificate).

A substantially 1larger percenta?e of the alcohol-involved fatal
accidents occurred on personal flights (about 92 percent alcohol-
involved and 74 percent substance-free), without a flight plan
(97 percent alcohol-involved and 76.5 percent substance-free), 1in
visual meteorological conditions (83.2 percent alcohol-involved and
72.4 percent substance-free), and without a weather briefing
&89.6 percent alcohol-involved and 64.9 percent substance-free). Most

lights in both accident groups (alcohol-involved and substance-free)
were flown under similar meteorological conditions.

Of the 63 accidents in which buzzing was cited as a cause or factor,
alcohol was involved in 20 accidents {about 32 percent).

¥eather conditions were cited in 48.5 percent of the alcohol-involved
fatal accidents and 59.8 percent of the substance-free fatal accidents.
Light conditions indicative of night flying were cited in a larger
percentage of the alcohol-involved fatal accidents (40.7 percent), than
fn the substance-free fatal accidents (21.4 percent). About 43 percent
of the alcohol-involved accidents and 16.7 percent of the substance-free
accidents occurred between 8 p.m. and 3:59 a.m. The time of occurrence
of alcohol-involved fatal accidents appears roughly consistent with the
typical nighttime hours of drinking for the general population.
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RECOMMENDAT JONS

As a result of this safety study, the National Transportation Safety
Board made the following recommendations:

--to the Federal Aviation Administration:

Establish procedures for receiving, processing, and analyzing
toxicological test results reported by the States, including the
designation of appropriate Federal Aviation Administration (fAA)
field offices (such as the Flight Standards District Offices or
other appropriate FAA offices) to which States are to report
toxicological test results and refusals to submit to testing, and
the designation of one office within the FAA to which the FAA
field offices transfer the test results for analysis. (Class II,
Priority Action) (A-92-107)

Distribute, in conjunction with the National Association of State
Aviation Officlals, to State aviation authorities and law
enforcement agencies the procedures for States to follow when
notifying the Federal Aviation Administration of toxicological test
results and refusals to submit to testing. (Class [II, Priority
Action) (A-92-108)

Amend 14 CFR 91.17 to require crewmembers to submit to a
toxicological test for drugs when, under authorization of State or

Jocal laws, a test 1s requested by a law enforcement officer.
(Class II, Priority Action) (A-92-109)

With the assistance of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Assocfation,
the Experimental Afrcraft Assoctation, the National Air
Transportation Assoctation, the National Agricultural Aviation
Association, the Natfonal Assocfation of Flight Instructors, and
the National Association of State Aviation Officials, develop and
disseminate, as appropriate, any new educational and informational
materials that may be needed on (a{ the effects of alcohol and
other drugs on flying and in general aviation accidents, and {(b)
procedures or actions that will encourage pilots, fixed-base
operator personnel, flight instructors, Flight Standards District
Office personnel, aviation safety specfalists, and family and
friends of pilots to 1intervene when a general aviation pilot
attempts to fly after consuming alcohol or using other drugs.
(Class II, Priority Action) (A-92-110)
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--to the Alrcraft Owners and Pflots Association, the Experimental
Aircraft Association, the National Agricultural Aviation
Association, the National Air Transportation Association,
the National Association of Flight Instructors, and the National
Association of State Aviatfon Officials:

With the assistance of the Federal Aviation Adminfistration, develop
and disseminate, as appropriate, any new educational and
informational materials that may be needed on (a) the effects of
alcohol and other drugs on flying and 1in general aviation
accidents, and (b) procedures or actions that will encouraye
pilots, fixed-base operator personnel, flight {instructors, Flight
Standards District Office personnel, aviation safety spectalists,
and family and friends of pilots to intervene when a general
aviation pilot attempts to fly after consuming alcohol or using
other drugs. (Class II, Priority Action) {A-92-111)

the National Association of State Aviation Officials:

Distribute, 1in conjunction with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA)}, to State aviation authorities and law
enforcement agencies the procedures for States to follow when
notifying the FAA of toxicological test results and refusals to
submit to testing. (Class [I, Priority Action) (A-92-112)

the Governors and Legislative Leaders of the States:

Enact comprehensive laws pertaining to alcohol and drug use in
aviation, or amend existing laws as appropriate, to include: (a) an
implied consent provision to obtain biological specimen(s) for
toxicological tests, for alcohol and other drugs, of pilots
fnvolved in accidents that result in death, serious {injury, or
substantial atrcraft damage; (b) definition of the specimen(s) that
may be obtafned--such as breath, blood, urine, and/or other bodily
substance; (cz a blood alcohol concentration that defines the
offense; and (d) a requirement to report to the Federal Aviation
Administration toxicological test results and refusals to submit to
testing., (Class II, Priority Action) {A-92-113)
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Adopted: October 14, 1992

CARL W, vO04aT
Chairman

SUSAN M. COUGHLIN
Vice Chairman

JOHN K. LAUBER
Member

CHRISTOPHER A, MARY
Member

JOHN A, HAMMERSCHMIDT
Hember
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APPENDIX A

NTSB AVIATION ACCIDENT REPORT FORM:
SUPPLEMENT K--OCCUPANT, SURVIVAL, AMD IMJURY INFORMATION
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National Transportation Satety Board
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FACTUAL REPORT
AVIATION
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Nationsl Transportation Satety Board

FACTUAL REPORT
AVIATION
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Nstions! Transportation Safety Joard

FACTUAL REPORT
AVIATION
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APPENDIX B

EXCERPTS FROM GENERAL OPERATING AND FLIGHT RULES
ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS, 14 CFR 91,11

§9:.11 Liquor snd drugs.

(a) No rson may act as a Crew-
member of a civil alreraft—

(1) Within 8 hours after the con-
sumplion of any alcoholic beversge;

(2) While under the influence of al.
cohol; or

(1) While using any drug that af-
fects his faculties In any way contrary
to safety.

(b) Exceptl in an emergency, no pilot
of & civil aircraft may allow & person
who Is obyviously under the {nfluence
of Intoxicating liquors or drugs
{except a medical patient under
prr:)!per care) Lo be carried {n that alr-
¢ t.

[Amdt 1-1, 23 PR 8704, June 29, 1983, 2
;mle’r;ded by Amdt. 91-82, 33 PR 17037, Nov.
. 0]




£91.17 Alcohoi or drugs.

(a) No person mAy ast or attempt to
nct a2 A& crewmember of & civil alr.
craft—

(1) Within 8 houn after the oon-
sumption of any alooholic beverage;

(2) While under the Influence of al-
col.oL

(3) While using any drug that af-
fecr.s t>e person’s faculties in any way
contrary o safety; or

(4) While having .04 percent Ly
weight or more eloohol {n the blocd.

(b) Except [n an emergency, no pllot
of & civil alreraft ~oay allow & person
who appears {0 be Latoxicated or who
demonstrales by manner or physical
indications that the Individual Is
under the influence of drugs (excepi &
medical patierit under proper care) to
be carried In that alrerafi

(¢) A crewmember shill do the fol-
lowing:

(1) On request of a 1.w enforcement
offfcer, submit to a tet to indicate the
percentage dy welght of aloobol [n the
blood, when—

(1) The law enforcement officer is
suthorized under Btnte or local law to
conduci the test or to have the test
conducted; and
(i) The law enforcement officer ia
requesting submission (s Lhe test to [n-
vestigate & suspected viclation of State
or local law governing the oame or sub-
stantially similar conduct prohibited
by paragraph (aX1). (aX3), or (aXd) of
this section.

(1) Whenever the Adminlsirator has
a reasonable basis to believe that a
person may have riolated parsgraph
(aX1), (aX®), or (aX4) of this section,
that person shall, upon request by the
Administrator, fumish the Adminis-
trator, or suthorisé any clinie, hospli-
tal, doctor, or other person (O release
to the Administrator, ths rerulls of
each test taken within 4 hours after
actng or atlempting to act aa & crew-
member that indicates peroantage by
weight of aleohol In the plodd

(d) Whenever the Administrator has
a reasonable basis Lo belleve that a
person may have violated paragraph
(aX3) of this soction, that person
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APPENDIX C

EXCERPTS FROM GENERAL OPERATING AND FLIGHT RULES
RELATED TO ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS, 14 CFR 91.17

shall, upon request by the Administrs-
tor, furnish the Adminlistrator, or su-
thorise any clinle, hospital, doclor, or
other person Lo releas {o the Admin.
{strator, the results of each test taken
within ¢ hours after acting or attempt-
ing to act as a crewmernber that indi-
cates the prevence of any drugs in the
(e) Any test information obtained by
the Administrator under parsgraph (¢)
or (d) of this section may be evaluated
In determining a person's Jualifice-
tions for any alrman certificate or pos-
sidble violations of this chapter and
may be usad as evidence Ln anv legal
proceeding under section 603, 809, or
:géao! the Pederal Aviation Act of
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APPENDIX D

IMPLIED CONSEMT PROVISIONS IN FEDERAL AVIATION REGULATIONS RELATED TO
ALCOHOL AND DRUG TESTING, 14 CFR PARTS 61 AND 63




§81.t4 Refusal Lo submi (o & drug test

(s> This section applies to—

{1) An employee who performs 8
function listed [n appendix I 0 part
121 of this chaptsr for a part 121 cer-
tificate holder or & part 135 certificate
holder; and

(3) An emp.oyex who performs a
function listed {n sppendix I to part
191 of this chapler for an operator as
defined i{n § 135.1(¢c) of this chapter.
An eamployee of a person conducting
operations of forelgn civil alreraft
navigated within the United Statse
pursuant to part 3756 or emergency
mail serviod operations pursuart to
Section 408(h) of the Pederal Aviation
Act of 1988 (3 excluded from the re-
quirements of this section.

(b) Refusz] by the holder of a certif!-
cate lasued under this part to take a
tesl for a drug specified {n appendix 1
Lo part 121 of this chapter, when re-
quested by an employer as defined in
thatl appendix or an operator as de-
flned i{n $135.1(¢} of this chapter,
under the circumstances specified in
that appendix {s grounds {or—

(1) Denial of an application for any
certificate or rating tssued under this
part for a period of up to | year after
the date of that refusal; and

{2) Buspenaion or revocation of any
certificate or rating lssued under this
part.

(Doc. No. 23148, Amdt. 41-41, 83 PR 47088,
Nov. 21, 1988 a2 aménded by Amdt 41-83,
M PR 1L Apr. 14, 1938)

$61.16 Refusal L0 sabalt to an aloho!
tast o7 0 furmish test resuits

A refusal to submit L0 a test to Indl
cale the perzentage by welght of aleo-
hol In the blood, when requested by a
law enforcement officer in aocordance
with §01.11(c) of this chapter, or a re-
fusal to furnish or authorize the re-
lease of the test reaulis requested by
the Administrator in accordance with
§01.17 (¢) or (4) of thix chaptler, s
grounds for—

(a) Denial of an application for any
certificate or rating Lssued under this
part for a pertod of up to 1 year after
the date of that refusal; or

(d) Buspenalon or revocation of any
certificate or rating lssued under this

(Dos. No. 31088, Amdat. ¢1-16, 61 PR 1139,
Jan 9, 1984, a2 amended by Amdt. ¢1-84, H
PR HIX, Avg. 14, 1989)

$0112a Refusal Lo subnlt o an aleohol
Lest or Lo farnish Lesi 1esals

A refusnl to submit to a test to (ndi.
cate the percentage by weight of alco-
hol |n the blood, when 1equested by &
law enforcercent officer (n accordance
with § 01.11{¢) of this chaptler, or a re-
fusal to furmish or suthortze the re-
lease of the Lest requliz when request-
ed by the Administrator {n accordance
with §91.17 (¢) or {d) of this chapter,
{s grounds for—

(1) Denfal of an application for any
certificate or rating issued under this
part for & period of up to 1 year after
the date of that refussal; or

(b) Suspension or revocation of any
certificate or rating issued under this
part.

{Dooket Mo. 21988, Amdt 63-34, 51 PR 1929,
Jan §. 1084, as amended Ly Arndt. 63-¥7, H
PR 34330, Aug. 18, 1989]

§63.1% Rafuwl (o subm't Lo s érug tesl

{a) This cection applies to—

(1) An employet who performs &
function listed [ appendix 1 to part
141 of this chapter for a 131 cer.
tificate holkier or a part 138 certificate
holder; snd

(1) An employes who performa a
function listed In appendix I to pact
121 of this chapler for an (peralor ns
defined (n §138.1{¢) of this chapier.
An employte of & person codducting
operstions of foreign civil alrcrait
navigated within the United S8tates
purruant o part 3718 or emergency
mall service operations pursuant to
pections 405(h) of the Federal Aviation
At of 1938 s exciuded {rom the re-
quirement: of this section.

(b) Refusai by the holder of a certifi-
cete lasued under this part to take &
test for a drug specificd in appendix I
to part 131 of this ~hapter, when re-
quested by an employer as defined in
that appendix or an operstor as de-
fined In $135.1(c) of this chapter,
under the circumstanccs specified In
that appendix ls grounds for—

{1) Denial of an application for any
ositificate or rating issued under this
peXt for & prriod of up Lo | year after
the date of that refusal; and

(2) Busparnsion or revocation of any
ourtificats o rating lssued under this
part.

{Doc. No. 35143, Amdt. 63-18, 13 PR {10¢
Nav. 31, 1988 Bt PR 1KOTL, ADr. 14, 1989,
anended by A dt. 63-34, 64 PR 18]

1L, 1009)




93
APPERDIX E

STATUS OF NTSB SAFETY RECLMMENDATIONS RELATED TO
ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS IN TRANSPORTATION
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Safety Recommendation Ko.: A-84-45

Date Issued: May 1, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Unacceptable Action
Date Closed: Septembor 16, 1985

Subject:

Issue a rule defining the blood alcohol concentration 1level that
constitutes “under the i{nfluence® at the Tlowest possible level
consistent with the capability of testing equipment to measure any
ingested alcohol.

Hrief Narrative of Status Assignment:

The FAA responded to this recommendation on October 9, 1984, and to a
Safety Board followup letter dated February 19, 1985 on June 3, 1985.
The FAA stated that a 0.04-percent BAC {s adequate for {dentifying
persons under the 1influence of alcohol, accosmmodates the problem of
possible "false positive" BAC readings, and 1s based on research that
shows the impairment threshold for pilot performance to be 0.04 percent.
On September 16, 1985, after the FAA published 1its final rule, the
Safety Board classified this recommendation as 'Closed--Unacce?table
Actfon." On December 10, 1987, the Safety Board sent another followup
Yetter containing additional information on alcochol {mpaireent in
aviation; the FAA did not respond.
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-84-46

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Action

Date Closed: September 16, 1985

Subject:

Issue a rule which establishes implied consent to toxicological testing
as a conditisn of fssuance of an atrman certificate.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On October G, 1984, the FAA responded by referring to a 1981 Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking that proposed amending current regulations to
require crewmembers to subait to a chemical test of breath for alcohol
and to furnish results of alcohol and drug tests to the FAA. Commenters
to the NPRM suggested that State and local law enforcement officers be
given authority to request tests on behalf of the FAA because they are
often the first offtcials on the scene of an accident. The FAA believed
that it would be impractical for FAA {nspectors to be equipped and
trained to conduct the tests. The Sifety Board responded on

February 19, 1985, and FAA issued a supplemental NPRM on April 17, 198S,
which the FAA included 1ts June 3, 1985, letter to the Safety Board.
The supplemental rule proposed that law enforcement organtzations be
authortzed to conduct tests under an implied consent type of provision
in the Federal Aviatton Requlations. On May 5, 19856, the FAA further
responded by providing the Safety Board with a copy of the final rule
amendin? Parts 61, 63, and 91 to require crewmembers to submit to

chemical tests for alcohol given by local law enforcement officers under
certain conditions, The effective date of the amendment was April 9,

1986. On July 30, 1986, the Safety Board classified this recommendation
as "Closed-Acceptable Actton.®
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Safety Recosmendation No.: A-84-47

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Action

Date Closed: February 19, 1985

Subject:

Develop comprehensive educational and classroom materials on the effects
of alcohol on airman performance and distribute them to appropriate FAA
personnel and to {ndividual pilots throu?h the accident prevention
program and through fixed base operators, flying clubs, flight schools,
and individual flight {instructors.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On October 9, 1984, the FAA responded by citing and providing FAA
publications and education matertals that had been disseminated to the
aviation public through the accident K:evention program and by means of
articles in FAA publications. The FAA agreed to develop new materials

as information became avallable and to use the accident prevention
program as a distribution medium. The FAA also agreed to emphasize the
effects of alcohol on airman performance in meetings with the general
flying public throu?h the accident prevention program. Based on this

information, the Safety Board classified the recommendation as "Closed-
Acceptable Action® on February 19, 1985.
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-84-48

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Action

Date Closed: August 9, 1988

Subject:

Provide to appropriate FAA personnel, particulariy Aviation Medical
Examiners [AMEs] and Flight Surgeons, and to others within the aviation
community, materials to improve their ability to detect airmen with
alcohol problems for wuse {n determining fitness for medical
certification and in making referrals for counseling.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On October 9, 1984, the FAA responded by stating that the recoamended
materials had been provided to AMEs and FAA physicians in the "Guide of
Aviation Medical Examiners" and in AME seminars that new AMEs must
attend within 12 months of designation and every 5 years thereafter.
The Safety Board did not a?ree that the action satisfied the
recommendation and exchanged letters with the FAA until the FAA
developed a compendfum on the detection of alccholism. On May 17,
1688, the FAA stated that the compendium was published in the Aprt}
edition of the Federal A{r Surgeon’s Bulletin that woild be distributed
to all aviation medical examiners. The compendium provides AMEs with
information on the detection of alcoholism in a medical office
diagnostic setting. As a result, the Safety Board classified this
recommendation as “"Closed--Acceptable Action.®




98

Safety Recommendation No.: A-84-49

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Unacceptable Action
Date Closed: Septesber 22, 1986

Subject:

Seek Yegislative authority to use the NDR [Natfonal Driver Register] to
fdentify airmen whose driving licenses have been suspended or revoked
for aicohol-related offenses.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

The FAA responded to this safety recommendation on October 9, 1984, and
on August 11, 1986. The FAA stated that {its Office of Civil Aviation
Security had authority to request {information on individuals from State
or local governments when there was an indication that an individual had
a substance abuse problem. The FA2. also stated that negative
experiences had resulted from trying to sustain enforcement actions
based on driving records as evidence. The last FAA respnnse on this
fssue stressed that the Administrator believed that to allocate
personnel to such fnvestigations would weaken the medical certification
program in general and would not produce the desired rcsult of excluding

from flying pilots who abuse alcohol. The Safety Board responded that
the intent ot the recommendation was not to use informatiun from the NDR
solely to deny an airman certificate but rather to use the information
fn conjunction with requived medical examinations to determine if
counseling or additinnal actions are necessary. On September 22, 1986,

the Safety Board classified this recommendation ¢s "Closed--Unacceptable
Action.®
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-84-50

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Reconsidered

Date Ciosed: July 10, 1986

Subject:

Develop and implement a plan for {mproved survefllance and enforcement
of the requirement for possession of a valid mdical certificate for the
exercise of aivrman privileges.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On October S, 1984, the FAA provided copies of FAA orders that contain
guidance to FAA fnspectors on instructions, standards, and procedures
for Jjob performance in District Offices. The FAA agreed to {ssue
further guidance to inspectors to increase the surveillance and
enforcement actions that inspectors were already required to conduct.
Cn June 3, 1985, the FAA respcided that it was developing further
guidance for field inspectors and would provide a copy of the guidance
within 30 days. On October 29, 1985, the FAA responded that its review
of field {inspector guidance regarding medical certificate surveillance
and enforcement was coeplete and adequate and that further emphasis
would be redundant. On June 9, 1986, the FAA provided the Safety Board
with FAA orders on general aviation operations and a general aviation
safety audit stating that "FAA’s noymal surveillance activities do not
fndicate that a special compliance assessment s necessary at this
time.®” On July 10, 1986, the Safety Board agrced and classified this
recommendation as "Closed--Reconsidered.”
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-84-51

Date Issued: May 4, 1984

Recipient: Aircraft Owners and Pilots Administration,
National Agricultural Aviation Association, and
National Association of Flight Instructors

Status: Closed--Acceptable Action

Date Closed: August 27, 1987

Subject:

Disseminate to your members through articles in periodicals, seminars,
workshops, and other avenues, information on the dangers of alcohol use
in connection with flying.

Brief Narrative uf Status Assignment:

The Afrcraft Owners and Pilots Association responded in June 1984 with a
commitment to {include such information in periodicals and training
courses. In July 1987, the National Assoclation of Flight Instructors
submitted a copy of the June/July 1887 edition of the NAF! Foundation
newsletter that included an article about the Safety Beard study. In
June 1984, the Nat{ional Agricultural Aviation Association referred
action on the recommendaticn to {ts education committee, but took no
further action unt{l the Safety Board classified the recommendation as
"Closed--Unacceptable Action.® The Safety Board subsequently received

an NAAA periocdical containing information that satisfied the
recommendatior. As a vresult, the Safety Board classified this
recommendation as "(losed--Acceptable Action.”
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Safety Recommendation HNo.: A-86-32

Date Issued: March 24, 1988

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Alternate Action
Date Closed: Fehruary 19, 1991

Subject:

Require commercial operators to screen pilot applicants to fdentify
convicted abusers of alcohol and other drugs, wising driver history
records of the State in which the pilot {is licensed to drive.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

The Safety Board previously addressed the use of driver history records
in conjunction with medical examinations and evaluations in Safety
Recomrendation A-84-49, {ssued to the FAA in May 1984 and classified in
September 1986 as “Closed--Unacceptable Action™ (sea summary earlier f{n
this appendix). In December 1987, le?islatlon for afrport and airway
reautihorization, which included a provision for the FAA to have access

to the HNational Driver Regfister, was signed into law. Safety
Recommendations A-88-32 through -35 were intenticnally worded so that
commercial operators, rather than the FAA, would be required to screen
and review the driving records of pilots and report the results to the
FAA for use by the Federal Afr Surgeon. In its August 16, 1989,

response to the recommendations, the FAA stated that ft would rely on
the pilots to volunteer information about their alcohol-related
offenses; further, the FAA did not specifically refer to the
qualifications of the medical review officer handling evaluations of
convicted substance abusers. On January 4, 1990, the Safety Board
classified A-88-32 through -35 as "Open--Unacceptable Rasponse." In
early 1991, the FAA supplied the following documents: (a) final rule,
14 CFR Parts, 61 and 67; Pilots Convicted of Alcohol- or Drug-Related
Motor VYehicle Offenses or Subject to State Motor VYehicle Adainistrative
Procedures (dated August 1, 1990; effective November 29, 1990); and (b)
a new application form for the Airman Medical Certificate (daled
September 1990). Policy statements included in the preamble to the new
drug/alcohol rule and the revised application form for the redical
certificate met the intert of the safety recommendations, Based on the
provisions for the FAA to provide screening for alcohol- and drug-
related motor vehicle convictions rather than relying on the commercial
operator, as outlined in tho recowmendations, the Safety Board closed
the recommendations on Ffebruary 19, 1991, classifying them as "Closed--
Acceptable Alternate Action.”
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Safety Recommendation No : A-38-1313

Date Issued: March 24, 1938

Recipient: Federa) Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Alternate Action
Date Closed: February 19, 1991

Subject:

Require ccrmercial operators to review at specified intervals the driver
history records of in-service gilots to identify convicted abusers of
alcohol and other drugs, using the driver history records of the State
in which the pilut 1s VYicensed to drive.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

The Safety Board previously addressed the use of driver history records
in conjunction with medical examinations and evaluations 1{in Safety
Recomnendalion A-84-49, {ssued¢ to Lhe FAA In May 1934 and classified in
September 1986 as "Closed--Uniccerptable Action®™ (see summary earlier in
this appendix). In December 1987, legisltation for aifrport and airway
reauthorization, which includid a provision for the FAA to have access
to the National Oriver Reyister, was signed 1into law. Safety
Recommendations A-88-32 through -35 were intentionally worded so that
comrercial operators, rather than the FAA, would be required to screen
and review the driving records of pilots and report the results to the
FAA for use by the Federal Air Surgeon. In 1ts August 16, 1989,
response to the recommendations, the FAA stated thct it would rely on
the pilots to volunteer nformation about their alcohol-related
offenses; further, the FAA did not specifically vrefer to the
qualifications of the medicel review officer handling evaluations of
convicted substance abusers. On January 4, 1990, the Safety 8oard
classified A-88-32 through -35 as "Open--Unacceptable Response.® In
early 1991, the FAA supplied the following docusents: (a) final rull,
14 CFR Parts 61 and 67; Pilots Convicted of Alcohol- or Drug-Related
Motor Yehicle Offenses or Subject to State Motor Vehicle Administrative
Procedures (dated August 1, 1990; effective November 29, 1990); and (b}
a new application form for the Afrman Medical Certificate (dated
September 19%0). Policy statements {included in the preamble to the new
drug/alcohol rule and the revised application form for the medical
curtificate met the intent of the safety recommendations. Based on the
provisions for tha FAA to provide screening for alcchol- and drug-
related motor vehicle convictions rather than relying on the comercial
oﬁerator, as outlined in the recommendations, the Safety Board closed
the recommendations on February 19, 1991, classifying them as "Closed--
Acceptable Alternate Action.®
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-88-34

Date Issued: March 24, 15988

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Alternate Action
Date Closed: February 19, 1991

Subject:

Require commercial operators to report to the Federal Aviation
Administration those pilots identified as convicted subttance abusers
for axamination and evaluation by the Fedaral Air Surgeon.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

[he Safety Board previously addressed the use of driver history records
in conjunction with medical examinations and evaluations {in Safety
Recommendatfon A-84-49, {ssued to the FAA in May 1984 and classified in
September 1966 as "Closed--Unacceptable Action® (see summary earlier in
this appendix). In December 1987, legislation for airport and afrway
reauthorization, which included a provision for the FAA to have access
to the National Oriver Register, was signed i{nto law. Safety
Recotmendatfons A-88-32 through -35 were intentionally worded so that
comercial operators, rather than the FAA, would be required to screen
and review the driving records of pilots and report the results to the
FAA for use by the Federal Afr Surgeon, In f{ts August 16, 1989,
response to the recommendations, the FAA stated that it would rely on
the pilats to volunteer information about their alcohol-related
offenses; further, the FAA did not specifically refer to the
qualifications of the medical review officer handling evaluations of
convicted substance abusers. On January 4, 1990, the Safety Board
classifled A-88-32 throu?h -35 as “Open--Unacceptable Response.® In
early 1991, the FAA supplied the following documents: (a) final rule,
14 CFR Parts 61 and 67; Pilots Convicted of Alcohol- or Drug-Related
Motor VYehicle Offenses or Subject to State Motor Vehicle Administrative
Procedures (dated August 1, 1990; effective November 29, 1990); and (b)
a new application form for the Alrwman Medical Zertificate (dated
September 1990). Policy statements included in the preamble to the new
drug/alcohol rule and the revised application form for the medical
certificate wmet the intent of the safety recommendations. Based on the
provisfons for the FAA to provide screening for alcohol- and drug-
relates wtor vehicle convictions rather than relying on the commercial
ogeratJ:, as outlined in the recommendations, the Safety Board c¢losed
the recommendations on february 19, 1991, classifying them as "Closed--
Acceptable Alternate Action.®
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Safety Recommendation No.: A-88-35

Date Issued: March 24, 1988

Recipient: Federal Aviation Administration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Alternate Actio
Date Closed: February 19, 1991

Subject:

Reguire that all pilots {dentified as convicted su'stance abusers be
medically examined and evaluated by a person qualified in the field of
substance abuse detection and treatment to verify compliance with the
medical certification requirements of 14 CFR Part 67.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

The Safety Board previously addressed the use of driver history recorus
tn conjunction with medical examinations and evaluvations 1{n Safaty
Recommendatior A-84-49, {ssued to the FAA ‘n May 1984 and classificd in
September 1986 as "Closed--Unacceptable Action" (see summary earliar in
this appendix). In December 1987, legislation for airport and airway
reauthorization, which included a provision for the FAA to have access
to the National Driver Register, was signed 1{nto law. Safety
Recommendations A-88-32 through -35 were intentionally worded so that
commercial operators, rather than the FAA, would be required te screen
and review the dri{ving records of pilots and report the rasults to the
FAA for use by the Federal Air Surgeon. In 1ts August 16, 1989,
response to the recommendations, the FAA stated that it would rely on
the pilots to volunteer 1{information about their alcohol-related
offenses; furthy, the FAA did not specifically refer to the
qualifications of the wedical review officer handling evaluations of
convicted substance abusers. On January 4, 1990, the Safety Board
classified A-88-32 through -35 as "Open--Unacceptable Response.” In
early 1691, the FAA supplied the following documents: (a) final rule,
14 CFR Parts 61! and 67; Pilots Convicted of Alcohol- or Drug-Related
Motor Vehicle Offenses or Subject to State Motor Vehicle Administrative
Procedures (dated August 1, 1990; effective November 29, 1990); and (b)
a new applicatton form for the Airman Medical Certificate (dated
September 1990). Policy statements included in the preamble to the new
drug/alcohol rule and the revised application form for the medical
certificate met the intent of the safety recommendations. Based on the
provistons for the FAA to provide screening for alcohol- and drug-
related motor vehicle convictions rather than relying on the commercia)
operator, as outlined in the recommendations, the Safety Board closed
the recommendations on February 19, 1991, classifying them as “"Closed--
Acceptable Alternate Action.®




105

Safety Recommendation No.: A-89-5

Date Issued: March 8, 1989

Recipient: Federal Aviatfon Adnin ;tration
Status: Closed--Acceptable Action

Date Closed: July 28, 1989

Subject:

Distribute and pertodicaily update, as needed, the Department of
Transportation study, "Data Available on the Impact of Drug Use on
Transportation Safety,” to all Aviation Medical Examiners. In addition,
information on the detection of drug use should be disseminated to
Aviation Medical Examiners.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On May 23, 1989, the FAA agreed to disseminate the DOT study to its
Aviation Medical Examiners and stated that it currently disseminates
information on medical {ssues, including drug dependency, 1io the
Aviation Medical Evaminers through the federal Air Surgeon’s Bulletin.
Based on this aformation, the Safety Board classified this
recommendation as "Closed--Acceptable Action.”
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Safety Recommendation No.: [-89-4

Date [ssued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Uevelop postaccident ang postincident testing regulations thit are
separate from the pre-employment testing requlations that are s¢parate
from the pre-en?loynent, random, and reasonable suspicion testing
regulations {n ali modal agencfies.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that "the DOT program is not primarily intended as an accident
fnvestigation tool." On May 31, 1631, the Safety Board classified the
recommendation as "Open--Unacceptable Response™ because of {naction by
the DOT. Legistation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires
much of what the Safety Board’s recosmmendation sought to accomplish.
It appears unlikely that a single rule will be fssued to address al)
modes of transportation (rafl, 1ghua{, transit, aviation, marine, ang
pipetine); rather, separate rules wil 11kely be issund by each wodal
administration. The legislation, however, did not mandate rules for

marine and pipeline modes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
¢

determine 1f they will satisfy the {ntent of the recommerdation, the
classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Response.®
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Safety Recommengatfion Ko.: [-89-5

Date [ssued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Adopt uniform regulations for all drug and alcohol testing, other than
postaccident and postincident testing, in all trancportation mwodas,
including U.S. Department of Transportation employees who are in safety
sensitive positions.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1390, the Secretary of Transportation responded b, stating
that "the DOT program {s not primarily intended as an accident
investigation tool." On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recommendation as “Open--Unacceptable Response® because of {inaction by
the DOT. Legislatian (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires
much of what the Safety Board’'s recommwendation sought to accomplish.
1t appears unlikely that a single rule will be {ssued to address all
modes of transportation (rail, 1ghwa{, transit, aviation, marine, anrd
pipeline); rether, separate rules will likely be fssued by each modal
administration. The legislation, however, did not mindate rules for
marine ard fﬂpe11ne modes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
determine if they will satisfy the intent of the recommendation, the
classification remains "Cpen--Unacceptable Response.”
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Safety Recomendztion No.: [-89-6

Date Issued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Adopt uniform requlations on postaccident and postincident testing of
private sector employees for alcohol and drugs fn all transoortatfon
modes. Use the Federal Raijlroad Administration’s (FRA) current
regiulation as a model re?ulation for all transportation modes except for
the permissible blood alcohol level of less than 0.04 percent. Using
the FRA regulation as a model for other transportation modes refers only
to the collection of blood and urine and the screening and confirmation
of positives {n the blood. As a minimum, the drugs fdentified in FRA
screen should be used {n other modes. WUsing the FRA regulation as a
model for other transportation modes refers only to the collection of
blood and urine and the screening and confirmation of positive in blood.
As a minimum, the drugs identified in FRA screen should be used in the
other modes. Reference to the FRA model doec not refer to the
adeinistration or implementation of the regulation. The Safety Board
recognizes that the implementation of the regulation may be different in
the various transportation modes. The regulations for all modes should
proyide for the collection of blood and urine within 4 hours following
qualifying fncident or accident. When collection with 4 hours is not
accong ished, blood znd urine specimens should be collected as soon as
possible and an explanation for such delay shall be submitted in writing
to the adainistrator.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that “the DOT program 1{s not primarily intended a; an accident
investigation tool.” On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recommendation as "Open--Unacceptable Response" because of {naction by
the DOT. Legislatfon (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires
mich of what the Safety Board’s recommendation sought to accomplish.
It appears unifkely that a single rule will be issued to address al)
modes of traasportation (rail, highway, transit, aviation, marine, and
pipeline); rathar, separate rules will likely be issued by each moda)
adainistration. The legislation, however, did not mandate rules for
marine and fipeline modes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
determine {1f they will satisfy the intent of the recommsendation, the
classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Response."
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Safety Recowmendation Mo.: [-89-7

Date Issued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Adopt unifors regulations on postaccident and postincident testing of
private sector employees for alcohol and drugs fn all transportation
modes. Use the Federal Railroad Adainistration’s (FRA) current
regulation as a model regulation for all transportation modes except for
the permissible blood alcohol level of less than 0.04 percent. Using
the FRA regulation as a model for other transportation modes refer to
the collection of blood and urine and the screaning and confirmation of
positives in blood. As a minimum, the drugs fdentified in FRA screen
should be used in the other modes. Reference to the FRA mo:Jel does not
refer to the administration or implementation of the rugulation. The
Safety Board recognizes that the i{mplementation of the requlation may be
different in the various transportation modes. The regulations for all
modes should provide testin? requirements that include alcohol and drugs
beyond the five drugs or classes specified in the Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS) guidelines and that are not limited to the
cutoff thresholds specified in the DHHS quidelines. Provisions should
be made to test for {1licit and licit drugs as {Information becomes
available during accident investigation,

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that *the DOT program {s not primarily intended as an accident
{nvestigation tool."™ On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recoamendation as "Open--Unacceptable Response® because of {naction by
the DOT. Legislation (P.L. 102-143) cnacted October 23, 1991, requires
much of what the Safety Board’s recommendation sought to accowplish.
It appears unlikely that a single rule will be {ssued to address all
rodes of transportation (rafl, highway, transit, aviation, marine, and
pipeline); rather, separate rules will likely be issued by each modal
administration. The legislation, howaver, did not mindate rules for
marine and‘fipeline wodes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
detormine 1f they will satisfy the intent of the reccmmendation, the

classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Response.®
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Safety Recoamendation No.: [-89-8

Date Issued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Adopt uniform regulations in postaccident and postincident testing of
U.S. Department of Transportation employees in safety sensfitive
positions. The regulations should provide for the collection of blood
and urine within 4 hours following a qualifying incident or accident.
When collection within 4 hours ts not accomplished, blood and urine
should be collected as soon as possible and an explanation for such
delay shall be submitted in writing to the administrator by the local
official making the decision to test.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secratary of lransportation responded by stating
that “"the DOT program 1{s not primartly {intended as an accident
fnvestigation tool." On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recommendation as “Open--Unacceptable Response' because of {naction by
the DOT. Legistation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires

much of what the Safety Board’s recommendation sought to accomplish.
It appears unlikely that a single rule will be fssued to address all
modes of transportation (rail, 1ghua{,}transit, aviation, marine, and

pipeline}; rather, separate rules will Ytikely be issued by each modal
adainistration. The legislation, however, did not mandate rules for
marine and fpipeline mxjes.  Pending review of the proposed rules to
determine if they will satisfy the intent of the recommendation, the
classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Response.®
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Safety Recommendation No.: 1-89-9

Date Issued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transpertation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Adopt uniform regulations in postaccident and postincident testing of
U.S. Department of Transportation employees 1in safety sensitive
positions. The regulations should provide testing requirements that
include alcohol and drugs boyond the five drugs or classes specified in
the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) guidelines and that
are not limited to the cutoff thresholds specified in the DHHS
guidelines. Provisions should be made to test for {1licit anda licit
drugs as information becomes available during an accident investigation.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that *the DOT program is not primarily fntended as an’ accident
{nvestigation tool." On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recommendation as °*Open--Unacceptable Response® because of inaction by
the DOT. Legislation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires
much of what the Safety Board’s recomm:ndation sought to accomplish,

It appears unlikely that a single rule will be {ssued to address all
modes of transportation (rail, highway, transit, aviation, marine, and
pipeline); rather, separate rules will likely b2 {issued by each modal
administraticn., The legislation, however, did not mandate rules fer
marine and‘fipeiine modes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
determine 1f tyey will satisfy the intent of the recomendaticn, the
classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Rasponse.®
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Safety Recommendation No.: 1-89-10

Date [ssued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Yransportation
Status: Closed--No Longer Applicable

Date Closed: May 31, 199]

Subject:

Adopt unifo -z regulations in postaccident and postincident testing of
U.S. Departaent of Tiransportation employees 1In safety sensitive
positions. The regulations should provide that toxticological results
from Federal employees be made available to {nvestigators of the
National Transportation Safety Board.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that “"the DOT program 1{s not primarily {intended as an accident
investigation tool."™ Although the Safety Board had urged the DOT to
take regulatory action on this issue, the intent of the recommendation
was met by legislation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991.
Subsequently, on May 31, 1991, the Safaty Board classified this
recommendation as *Closed--No Longer Applicable.”
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Safety Recommendation No.: [-89-11

Date Issued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Suhject:

Adopt uniform regulations {in postaccident and postincident testing of
U.S. Department of Transportation employees 1{n safety sensitive
positions. The regulations should provide procedures by which Federal
employees are sent to the nearest hospital or medical facility for
obtaining incident or accident,

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that “"the DOT program {is not primarily intended as an accident
invectigation tool.® On May 31, 1991, the Safety Board classified the
recomendation as "Open--Unacceptable Response® because of {nastion by
the DOT. Legislation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, requires
much of what the Safety Board’s recommendation sought to accomplish.
It appears unlikely that a single rule will be fssued to address all

modes of transportation (rafl, highway, transit, aviation, marine, and
pipeline); rather, separate rules will likely be {issued by each wodal
adainistration, The 1legislation, however, did not mandate rules for
marine and pipeline modes. Pending review of the proposed riles to
determine 1f they will satisfy the {intent of the recommendation, the
c¢lassification remains "Open--Unacceptible Response."
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Safety Recommendation lo.: [-89-12

Date [ssued: December 5, 1989

Recipient: U.S. Department of Transportation
Status: Open--Unacceptable Response

Subject:

Issue rules specifying zero (no alcohol) as the blood aicohol
concentration for private sector employees in safety sensitive positions
in all transgortation oodes and for Federal eaployees in safety
sensitive positions.

Brief Narrative of Status Assignment:

On August 3, 1990, the Secretary of Transportation responded by stating
that "the DOT program 1s not primarily intended as an accident
investigatfon tool." On May 31, 1991, the Safei, Board classified the
recomendation as "Open--Unacceptable Response” because of inaction by
the DOT. Legislation (P.L. 102-143) enacted October 28, 1991, recuires
much of what the Safety Board’s recommendation sought to accomplish,
It appears unlikely that a single rule will be {issued to address all
modes of transportatfon (rail, 1ghua¥ transit, aviation, marine, and
pipeline); rather, separate rules will likely be issued by each modal
administration. The legislation, however, did not mandate rules for
marine and fP Eeline modes. Pending review of the proposed rules to
determine {f they will satisfy the intent of the recomendation. the
classification remains "Open--Unacceptable Rasponse."
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GEHERAL AVIATION DATA TABLES




Table 4.—humber and percent of general sviation accidents fatal te the pilot-in-command, 1983 through
1988, by purpose of flight and accident group

Alcoholinvolved
Number | Percent*

NA = not applicable.

2 porcent in the accident group. Percentages a'e hassd i the number of accidents for which deta are known. Percentages may not .dd
1000 of rounding.

® gubstance-free means that the Safety Board did not uite aicohol or other drugs as a causs o7 factor in the accidents. Scme of the
substance-free accilent= may have involved aicohol or cther drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

© Data on the drug-involved group are presanted for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons shouid not be
made with data in the other accidert groups.

4 inciudes flights to position or to ferry aircraft; it i unknown f the flights were personal or work-reiated.




Table 5.--Number and parcent of general aviation sccldents fatal t¢ the pllot-in-command, 1983 thrcugh
1688, by day of the week and accldent group

® Parcent in the accident group. Percentages ars based on the rumber of accidents for wh.ch data are known. Perceniages may noi add
to 100 because of rounding.

b Substance-free means that the Sefety Board did not cite alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may havg invoived aloohol or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their usa.

¢ Data on the drug-invoived group are presented for information only; because they ars from a limited sample, comparisons shoulkd ot be
made with data in ihe other acckient groups.




Table 6.~Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through
1688, by time of day and accident group

'!'iimofday

12M-3:59 a.m.
1 4.00-7:58 &.m.

8:00-11:56 am
12N-3:59 p.m.
4:00-7:59 p.m.
8:00-11:59 p.m.

® Qubstance-frss moans that the Safety Board did not cite alcoixc! or other drugs as & cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have involved alcohol or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

© Data on the drug-involved group are presented for information only: bscause they are from a limited sample, comparnsons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.




T&h?.-mwwmdmwl&imamlmmtomepﬂouwoﬁmd, 1983 through
1988, by light condition an! accident group

[ a——

NA = not appiicebis.

* Percer? i the accident giow. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which data are known. Percentages may not add
0 100 beceuse of rounding.

"Szi:valama-fmthWM&dm&eMam&WnammmWiﬁﬁem. Some of the
substance-free accidents may havs involved alcoho! or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use,

°Dﬁamﬂm&g~imo~e&mmmﬁﬁfaritﬁ0mﬁbnoniy;boee.usetheyarefmmalinﬁedsaﬂgﬂe.conm-isonsshau%notbe
made with cata in the other accident groups.




Tabie 8.—Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-incommand, 1883 through
1¢88, by iocation of accident and accldent group

Alcohol-involved

i acation of acsident Number Number Fercent*

f Off airport/airstrip

[ s

& Parcent in the accident grouwp. nges&'ebasadmmemdmwrmadamm. Perceriages may not add
to 100 because of rounding.

b Subslance-free means that the Safety Boasd did not cite alconol or other drugs a3 @ cause or fector in the accidents. Soine of the
smﬁa@&cc?.‘..sﬁtafmyMeinvo!vads.loomierotherdnm,Mﬁ:srewasmevidemeofmekme.

¢ Data on the drug-invoived group are presented for information only; because they &rs from a limited sample, comparisons shouild not be

4 The accident repciting form includes the category *other,” which is used when the designated categories do not apply. *Cther® was not
inciuded to calaidsis the percentages.




Tabie 5.~rvumbsr and parcent of gencral aviai:on accidents fatal to the pliot-in-command, 1983 throug?:
12858, by number i engines on accident alrcrari and by accident group

* Peicent in the sccident group. Percerszges are based or: the number of accidends for wiich daia are known. Percentagee may not add
& 100 becatss of roundisg.

® Substance-free means thet the Safety Board 25d not cite alcohol or other dnugs as a caiss or factor in the accidets. Some of the

* Dats on the diug-invoived group are presented for information only; because they are from 2 imited sampie, comparisons shouid not be
made Wi dale & ihe cther accident groups.

¢ The accident repciting form inciudas the category "other,” which is used when the designated categoriss do not apply. "Other” was noi
included to caiculate the percentagss.

v &mﬁnun&mﬁw@madu. prm i




Tabls 10.~-Numbsr and parcent of general avisticn accidents fatal to the pliot-lni~command, 1833
through 1288, by typs of fight plan and accident group

1
l‘J

st [
~

HEEEENEN

3

* Percent i the accident group. Perceitages are based on the nismber of accidents for which data ae known. Percentages ma; not add
o 100 because of rounding.

b Substance-free meens that the Safety Board did not cite alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Soma of the
substance-fres eccidents may have involved aicohgl or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

€ Date on the drug-involved group ere presented o information only; becauss they ars from a limited sample, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other scciden: groups.

¢ includes VFR, VFRAFR, company (VFR), and miiitary (VFR).




Table 11.~-Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatai t the pilot-in-command, 1983
through 1982, by basic waether conditions and accidaiit group

3
Hh

3
o

g

mmmmmaLgaLa= |

& Porcant in the accident group. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which data are known. Percentages may not add
1o 1GC because of rounding.

b Substance-free means thet the Safsty Board did not cite alcohoi or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may heve involvad aicchol or other drugs, bist there was no evidence of their use.

* Data on the drug-irwolved group are presented for information only; because they are from a kmited sample, comperisons shouk! not be
made with deia in the other accident groupe.

9 The accident reporting form includes the category *other,” which is used when the dasignated categerias do not apply. *Other’ was not
inciuded to calculate the percentages.




Table 12.-Numbz: and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the pliot-in-comimand, 1853
wiough 1988, by source of weather briefing and accident group

<

3 (8
‘zmmLEnaaLm::hMu

-
$

8
Qo

* Percerd in the accident group. Percentages =ro based on the number of accidents jor which data are known. Percentages may not add
to 100 because of rounding.

b euhmtance-free means that the Ssfely Board 2 1ok cite aloohol or cther drugs as a cause or facter in the aclidents, me of the
subsiance-free acciienis i3y h=wa inveived alcohol or other drugs, but there was iic evidence of their use.

¢ Deta on the drug-invoived group are presented for information only; because they ars froin a kmited sampss, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.

¢ accident reports indicated no record of a weather briefing scuice, which implies that no weaiher biisfing was obtained.
* Faciiity of the Federai Aviation Administrtion.

! includes Nationsl We=ther Service, Pilof's Automatic Telephone Weather Answering Service (PATWAS), commercial, television/radio, and
military.




Table 13.—Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal :c ine pilot-in-command, 1983
through 1888, by precipitation condition, intensity of precirtiation, and accicant group




Table 13.—Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the pliot-in-command, 1983
through 1988, by precipitation conditicn, intensity of precipitation, and accident group (continued)

Alcohokinvolved Substance-free® Drug-involved®
Number Percent® Numbsr Percent® Nummber

NA = not applicable.

& percent in the accident group. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which data are known. Percentages may not add
to 100 because of rounding.

b substance-free means that the Safety Board did rot cite alcohol or othier drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have involved alcohol or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

© Data on the drug-involved group are presented for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accxdent groups.




Table 14.-Number and percent of gencoral aviation acclidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983
through 1888, by vislbllity condition and accident group

Substance-free®
Number Percont*

. 707
740
143

* Percont in the accident group. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which data are known. Perceriages may not add
to 100 because of rounding.

b Subetence-free means that the Safety Board did not cite alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have invoived alcohol or other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

 Data on the drug-involved group are presented for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons shouid not be
made with data in the other accident groups.

9 Includes haze, dust, smoke, fog, icy fog, ground fog, blowing spray, blcwing dust, blowing snow, blowing sand, and other.




Table iS.—Number and percent of general aviation acciderts fatal to the pllot-in-command, 1683
through 1888, by gender of the pilot and acc’dent group

| Male

Total

NA = not applicable.

2 parcent in the accident grun. Faiceniages are based on the riumber of accidents for which data are known. Percentages may not add
0 100 because of rounding.

b Substance-free means thet the Safety Board did not cte alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidonis may have invcived alcohol or other druge, but there was no evidencs of their use.

© Data on the drua-involyad growup e presented for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.




Table 16.~-Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the plist-in-command, 1983
through 1988, by age of the pliot and accidgent group

WiV ]I O|O




Table 15.~-Number and percent of general aviation accldents fatal to s pliot-in-command, 1983
thiough 1988, by age of the silot and acclident group (continued)

- L

NA = not applicahle.

& Percant in the accident gicup. Percentages are based on the number of accidentis for which data are krown. Farcentages mey not add
o 100 becauze of rounding.

b Substance-free means that the Safety Board did not cite alcohol of other drugs as a cause or factor in the sccidents. Some of tie
substencs-free accidsnts may have involved alcoho! or other drugs, bit there was no evidence of their yse,

© Data on the drug-involved group are presertad for information on’,* because they are from a limited sample, comparieons shouls it be
made with data in the other accident groups.




Tabie 17 —-Numbwer 27:d percsit of fataily injured general aviation pliots-iin-command in the alcohol-
inveoived acciges:: 2roup, 1983 tivough 1988, by age of ihe pllot and bicod sicohai concentration

pee———

0.10-5.14% BAC

Al BAC jevels

Numbaer | Percent”

Percent

429

100.1

25.0

~N s W

318

230

83

428

o= |a|nis]o|w

* Porcont in the age group.  Percentages may not adc io 100 because of rowwEng.




Table 1&.--Number and percent of genera! aviation accldents faial to the pllot-in-command, 1983
through 1988, by type of alrmman certificate and accident group

* Data indicate the highest isvel of certificats held. For pilots holding multipie cedilficies, the highest leve! was saiscted as icllows: air
transport cver commercial over pir/ate.

® Parcent in the accidant gmur:. Paiceriages are basad on the number of accidents for which data are known. Percentages may not add
o 100 because of rounding.

¢ Substance-free means that the Safsty Board did not cite alocho! o ciher drugs as a cause or iscior in ths accidents. Soime of the
substance-free accidenis may have involived alcoid! o other drugs, but there was N2 evidence of thew use.

¢ Data on the dn.g-invoived grup are presented for information only; because ihsy are from a iimited sample, comparisons should not be
made with dalx in the other accident groupa.

* inciudez militery and foreign.




Table 19.-Mimber and percent of fatsily injured general aviation pliote-in-command i the alcohol-
Involved accident oroun 1983 ihrough 1988, by type of sliman ceitificate and biood alcohol

e i

0.10-0,14% BAC
Percent




Table 20.-Numbser and percent of general avistio; accidents fatal to the pllot-in-command, 1983
through 1988, by piiot instrument rating and accident group

w
Substanec-fres

Percent® rumber

785 1,340
20.7
C

.7

NA = not applicable.

* percent in the accident group. Perceniagss are based on the number of accidents for witich data are known. Percordages may not add
tc 100 because of rounding.

°Stbs%anoe—fraemns!ha!tlw$afetysoarddi‘notcﬁoabohoicrotherdn..gsasamuseorfacwiﬁihém.Somee!t.h
stibstance-free accidents may have involved sicoidt of other drugs, but there was no evidencs & their use.

¢ Data on the drug-involved group are presented for information ondy; because they are from a limited semple, comparisons should not be
made with data i ihe cther accident Jroups.
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Tahle 21.-Numiar and Derceni o GensTal aviauon accidenis sl 10 ths

through 1988, by fiight time in al! alrcrsft and accidont group

NA = not applicable.

* Percent in the accident group. Percentages 2re based ci the numnber of accidents icr which data are known. Percentages may il add
1o 100 because of rounding.

b Substance-froe meens that the Safety Board did not cite alcohol or other drugs as a causs o factor in the accidents. Some of th
substance-free accidents may have involved alcohol cr other drugs, but there was no evidence of their use.

° Data Hn the dn:g-involved group are presented for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons shoulid not be
mecie with data in the other accident groups.




Table 22.-Number and Derceiit of goneral aviation accidenis fatal to the pliot-incommand, 1983
through 1988, by flight time in accident sircraft tyre and accident group

* Perosik n the accident group. Percentages are based on the number of accidenis for which deta are known. Percentages may not add
1o 100 becauss of roundirg.

 Subetance-free means that the Safety Board did not ciie alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the acciicnts. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have invoid alcohol or other drugs, but there was no evidence oi their use.

© Deta on the drug-invaolved group &re presented for information only; because they are from: a limited sample, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.




Teble Z5.--Number

NA = not applicable.

® Parcent in the accident group. Percentages are based on the number of acciients for which data are known. Percentages may not add
1o 100 hecause of rounding.

® Substance-iree means that the Saiaty Board did not cite aloohal or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have invoived sx ahol or other drugs, bt ihene was ne svidenos of their use.

¢ Data on the drug-involved group ere presented for information cidy; because they are irom a imited sample. comparisons should not be
misde wan data in the other accident groupe.




Table 24.--Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1583
through 1988, by staius of blennlal flight review nd accident group

NA = not applicable.

¢ Percent in the accident group. Percentages are based on ihe number of accidents foi which data are known. Perceniages may nct add
to 1250 becaiiss of rounding.

£ Al o

b Substance-frae meane that ths Safaly Bowrd Gid not oite aiooiic! o other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of e
substance-fres accidents may have involved alocohol or other diugs, but there was no evidence of their vens.

¢ Data on the drug-involved group are presanted for information only; because they are from a limited sampie, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.




Table 25.--Number and percent of general aviation accidents fatal to the piiot-in-command, 1983
through 1988, by status of pliot medical certiticate and accident group

8 parcent in the accideni group. Percentages are based on the number of accidents for which data are known. Percentagas may not add
to 100 because of rounding.

b substance-free means that the Sefety Board did not cite alcohol or other drugs as a cause or factor in the accidents. Some of the
substance-free accidents may have involved alcohol or other drugs, but there was no evidencs of their use.

© Data on the drug-involved group are presented for information only; because they are from a limited sample, comparisons should not be
made with data in the other accident groups.




Table 26.-Number and psicent of fataily injured general aviation pilots-in-command in the aicohol-
involved accidsivt group, 1983 through 1888, by &tatus of pliot medical certificate and biood aicohol

cchnicentration (BAC) ieve!

0.04% BAC 0.10-0.14% BAC >G.15% BAC All BAC lovels E

Number | Percent Number | Percent | Numbe:r | Percent | Number Poment
2 3.6 16 28.6 8 | 56 100 |

25.0 . 44 100

50.0 600
36.8 . 100
100

$6.7 . 100
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DATES AND LOCATIONS OF ALCOHOL- INVOLVED
GEMERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS, 1983 THROUGH 1928
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Table 27.--Alcohol-involved general aviation accidents that were
fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988

Date of NTSB accident

accident

Location of accident

number

01/06/83
01/13/83
02/12/83
02/13/83
02/15/83

03/06/83
03/07/83
03/20/83
03/30/83
04/03/83

04/23/83
05/13/83
05/28/83
06/01/83
06/13/83

06/18/83
06/23/83%
08/06/43
08/06/83
08/10/83

08/12/83
08/14/83
08/17/83
08/20/83
08/30/83

08/31/83
09/06/83
09/08/83
09/26/83
09/30/83

10,08/83
10/09/53
10/29/83
11/24/83
12/09/83

La Belle, FL
Sunriver, OR
Astatula, FL
Winter Haven, FL
Moab, UT

Copperopolis, CA
Mayflower, AR

Dos Palos, CA
Entd, 0K
Waimanalo, Oahu, HI

l.ebanon, OR
Edmonds, WA
Glenmnalien, AK
Buckeye, AZ
Latrange, TX

Santa Maria, CA
Millhaven, GA
Seminole, TX
Wiscasset, Mt
Sevier, UT

Ville Platte, LA
Jackpot, NV

E1 Paso, TX
Conchas, NM
Post, TX

Everett, WA
Homosassa Springs, FL
Newport Beach, CA
Leesville, LA
Ringgoid, GA

Ege?ik River, AK

Sullivan, MO
Fairview, 0K
Waynesville, NC
Port Richie, FL

MIAB3FAO0S57
SEAB3FAD42
MIAB3FAG73
MIAB3FAD74
DEN83FA062

LAX83FVGO9
FTW83FA144
LAX83FA150
FIW83FAL70
LAX83FJACG

SEA83FA039
SEA83FA09S
ANC83LA085
LAX83FA260
FTW83FA276

LAX83LUQOo3
ATL83FA238
FTW83FA361
NYC83FA204
DENB3FA203

FTW83FA373
SEAB3FYAD2
FTW83F/\384
FTWB3FA3IBY
FTW83FA407

SEA83FA189
MIA83FA225
LAXB3FA436
FTW83FA441
ATLB3FA386

ANC84FA004
MKC84FA005
FTW84FAQ35
ATLB4FAQSS
MIAB4FA042




Table 27.--Alcohel-involved general aviation accidents that were
fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988 (continued)

143

Cate of
accident

Location of accident

NTSB accident

number

01/04/84
01/10/84
04/17/84
05/21/84
05/28/84

06/13/84
06/21/84
06/24,/84
06/26/84
07/04/84

07/05/84
07/12/84
07/16/88
08/01/84
08/12/84

08/20/84
08/25/84
09/01/84
09/21/84
10/19/84

11/02/84
11/25/84
12/16/84
12/18/84

02/25/85
02/26/85
02/28/85
04/05/85
04/18/85

04/20/85
04/21/85
05/05/85
05/10/85
05/28/85

Vashon, WA
Plagquemine, LA
gdowman, CA
Sleetmute, AK
Nome, AK

Lone Wolf, 0K
Burley, WA
Canton, GA
Quinlan, TX
5t. Croix, VI

Walbridge, OH
Columbus, IN
Elko, NV
Kotzebue, AK
Bonners Fervy, ID

Lafitte, LA
Pownal, Mt
Murrieta, CA
Highwood, MT
Dougias, GA

Beverly, MA
Wixom, MI
Petaluma, CA
Laredo, TX

Sunsat Hills, MO
Newport Beach, CA
Cornville, AZ
White Cloud, MI
Santa Fe, NM

Goleta, CA
Falibrook, CA
Verden, 0K
Ocotillo Wells, CA
Loxahatchee, FL

SEAB4FA032
FTWB4LA416
LAXB4FAZ59
ANC84FAG74
ANC84FA078

FTWB4FA272
SEAB4FA]39
ATL84MA208
FTW84FA288
MIAB4FA199

CHIBAFA280
CHIB4FA290
SEAB4FAL7S
ANC84FA132
SEAB4FAL96

FTW84FA354
NYC84FNCO9
LAX84FUGO2
DEN84FA295
ATL85FA013

NYC85FAO19
CHIBSFAQS9
LAXB5FAQ74
FTW85FAQ79

MKCBEFAQG2
LAX8%FAL156
DENB5FA088
CHIB5FAL156
DENSSFA118

LAX85FA213
LAX85FA214
FTW85FA209
LAX85FA252
MIABSFA180




Table 27.--Alcohol-invoived general aviation accidents that were
fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988 (centinued)
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Date of
accident

Lecation uf accident

NTSB accident

number

06/03/85
06/06/85
06/06,/85
06/20/85
06/25/85

07/23/85
08/04/85
08/09/85
08/19/85
08/21/85

08/29/85
10/24/85
11/13/85
11/16/85
12/03/85

01/13/86
92/04/86
02/06/86
02/08/86
02/28/86

03/02/86
04/07/86
04/21/36
04/29/86
05/03/86

05/29/86
06/04/86
06/21/86
06/21/86
06/28/86

07/26/86
09/20/86
10/22/86
10/22/86
10/23/86
12/03/86

Tioga, TX
Cartersville, GA
Daytona Beach, FL
Cleveland, GA
Reedsburg, Wl

Goleta, CA
Glencoe, KY
Cedar Key, FL
Rose Township, MI
Gulkana, AK

Morton, TX
Ozona, TX
Holly, CO

Mt. Carmel, IL
Concord, CA

Deville, LA
Napa, CA

Fort Bragg, CA
McGrath, AK
Ontario, CA

Newport Beach, CA
Chesapeake, VA
Bermuda Dunes, CA
Winton, NC
Pembroke Pines, FL

E. Grand Forks, MN
Fullerton, CA
Mariton, NJ
Marysville, CA
Townsend, MT

Shiocton, WI
Overton, NV
Buffalo, WY
Pembroke, KY
West Chicago, IL
Baytown, TX

FTWB5FA245
ATL85FA182
MIABSFA187
ATL8B5FA19]
CHIB5FA253

LAYB5FA325
ATLB5FA237
MIAS5FA227
CHIB5FA356
ANC85LA1S9

FTWE5F(G0O3
FTWB6FAQL9
DENS6FAD22
CHIB6FA029
LAX86FVDO3

FTWB6FAQ34
SEAB6FAQS3
LAX86FA107
ANCB6LAC26
LAX86FA130

LAX86FA131]
BFO86FAL2]
LAX86FA183
ATLB6FA120
MIAB6FA146

CHIB6FA146
LAX86FA240
ATLB6FAL178
LAX86FA260
DEN86FA18]

CHI86FA179
SEABGFA248
DEN87FAQ08
ATL87FA010
CHI&7FADQ9
FTW87FA025




Table 27.--Alcohol-involved general aviation accidents that were
fatal to the piict-in-command, 1983 through 1988 (continued)
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Date of
accident

Location of 2¢cciient

NTSB accident

number

02,/01/57
02/15/87
04/17/87
04/27/87
05/03/87

05/20/87
06/20/87
06/26/87
07/12/87
07/26/87

08/01/87
08/25/87
08/16/87
08/23/87
09/04/87

10/16/87
10/30/87

01/14/88
04/20/88
05/15/88
05,/25/88
06,15,/88

07,/06/88
07,/10/88
07/11/88
08,/21/88
09/03/88

09/14/83
11/17/68
11/24/88

Central City, NE
Avenal, CA
Florida City, FL
Hollandale, MS
Georgiana, AL

North Las Vegas, NV

Marine City, MI
Jesup, GA
Firebaugh, CA
Circleville, OH

Sparta, NJ

Solon Springs, Wl
Switz City, IN
Twin Falls, ID
Lima, OH

Indian Head, MD
Aguadilla, PR

Cedartown, GA
Perry, FL
Winnsboro, LA
Lake City, FL
Madeira Beach, FL

Middletown, IN
Garfield, GA
Fryeburg, ME
Pittsboro, NC
El Paso, TX

Pulaski, WI
Fremont, CA
Cortez, CO

MKCB7FAD44
LAX87FAl45
MIA87FA135
MIAB7FA150
ATLB7FAL32

SEA87FA098
CHI87FA151
ATLB7FA189
LAX87FA264
ATL8TFA223

NYC87FAZ15
MKC87FA161
DENB77A218
SEAB7LAL74
ATLB7FA248

BF088FA003
MIABBFAQ23

ATLBBFAQ78
MIABBLALS6
FTWB8DRDO3
MIAB8BFAL179
MIABBFA206

CHI8BFA160
ATLB8DKGO9
NYC8BLAL44
ATL88BFA233
FTW8BFAL160

CHIB8DEP]2
LAX89FAO42
DENBIFAO36
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APPEMDIK H
CAUSES AND FACTCRS ATIRIBUTED TO FLIGHTCRZW

The Safety Board aviation accident investigation manual and data system
assigns numeric codes and zlphabetic descriptions to causes and factors.
The cause and factors attributed to the flightcrew were collapsed into
12 categories for analysis. This appendix contains the numeric codes and the
alphabetic descriptions of the causes and factors compasing each of the
12 categories. All descripticns relate to the flightcrew; for example *fuel
system" describes u flightcrew-attributed cause or factor related to the
fuel system, not a problem with the aircraft fuel system. Codes 33130
Physical tmpairment (alcohol), 33140 Physical impairment (drugs), and 33230

Incapacitation (alcohol) are excluded because they define the accident
groups.

Code Description

Alrcraft Controls aml Displays:

22000 Landing gear Gear retraction
22072 Gear extension Gear down and locked
22004 Brakes (normal) Brakes (emergency)
22100 Fiight controls Elevator
22103 Elevator trim Stabilator trim
22110 Rafsing of flaps Lowering of flaps
22118 Speed brakes Removal of control/
gust lTock(s)
22120 Trim setting Fuel system
22201 Fuel tank selector Fuel boost pump
position selector position
22204 Fuel supply Powerplant contrels
22301 Throttle/power Propeller
control
22303 Mixture Carburetor heat
22307 Propeller feathering Adequate rotor rpm
22310 Wrong propelier Anti-ice/de-ice system
22900 Autopilot Emergency equipment
23100 Flight and navigation Altimeter setting
instruments
23109 Heading indicator Attitude indicator
23240 Rotorcraft flight controls Cyclic

23202 Collective Miscellaneous aquipment
23305 Seatbelt Landing light:,




Planning Decision:

24000

24002
24004

24006

24008
24010

24012

24014
24016
24018
24020
24022

24024
24026
24028
24030

24032
24034

Planning decision

Aircraft preflight
Ice/frost removal
from aircraft
Aircraft weight and
balance

Tie down

In-flight planning/
decision

Fuel consumption
calculation
Became lost/disoriented
VFR procedures
Flight manuals
Refuel ing

Weather evaluation

IFR procedure

Compensation for wind
conditions

W¥rong runway
Checklist
Procedures/directives
Planned approach

Maintenance Decision:

24100
24102
24104
24111

24115
24120

Maintenance

Maintenance, inspection
ot aircraft
Maintenance, annual
inspection
Mainterance, installation
Maintenance, replacement
Maintenance, design change

Weather Information:

24400
24402
24405
24407

Heteorologicai service 24401
Weather observation 24403
Preflight briefing service 24406
Inflight weather advisories

Preflight
planning/preparation

Aircraft service

Aircraft unattended/
engine(s) running

Operation with known
deficiencies in equipment
Proper assistance

Wind information

NOTAMS

VFR flight into Ii

Documentation
Performance data

Visual lookout

Flight into known
adverse weather

Flight to alternate
destination

Landed at wrong airport

Unsuitable terrain
Judgment
A1l available runway

daintenance, service of
aircraft

Maintenance, compliance
with AD

Maintenance, adjustment

Maintenance, modification
Maintenance, recordkeeping

Weather forerast
Hazardous weather advisory
Inflight briefing service




Communications:

24602

24606
24608
24612
24616

24620

24624
24627

Instructions, written/
viarbal

ARTCC service

Communications

Traffic advisory

Redar assistance to VFR
aircraft

Inflight weather avoidance

assistance
Crew/group coordination
Supervision

Afrcraft Handling:

24500
24502
24505
24507
24510
24512
24516
24519
24521
24523
24525
24527
24529
24531
24533
24535
24537

24539
24541
24543
24545
24547
24549
24551
24553
24557
24559
24562

24566

Atrplane handling
Abort

Aborted takeoff
Airspeed (Vlof)
Airspecd (Vyse)
Airspeed (Vso)
Airspeed (Vmeo)

Proper altitude
Buz:zing

Distance

Proper descent rate
Climb

Minimum descent altitude
Proper touchdown point
Lift-off

Flare

Ground Toop/swerve

Directional control
Low pass

Maneuver

Emergency procedure
Pull-up

Starting procedure

Stall

Stall/mush

Power on landing
Rur: on landing
Recovery from bounced
landing

Aircraft control

24605

24507
24611
24614
24613

24622

24625
24628

Fl1ight advisories
Control tower service
Radio communications
FSS service

Visual separation
ATC clearance

Crew/group briefing

Unsafe/hazardous condition

Aerobatics
Aborted landing
Airspeed
Atrspeed (Vm:)
Afrspeed (vs)
Airspeed (Va)
Altitude
Autorotation
Decision height
Descent

Clearance

Proper ciimb rate
Proper alignment
Proper glidepath
Leval off
Go-around

Design stress limits
of aircraft

Load jettison
Remedial action
Missed approach
Precaut ionary landing
Rotation

Spiral

Stali/spin

Wheals up landing
Rotor rpm
Vertical takeoff
Touch-and-go

Alrspeed (Vne)




Spatial Disorientation:

33400

Fatigue:

33600

33620
33640

Spatial disorientation

Fatigue
Fatigue (lack of sleep)
Fatigue (ground schedule)

Physical Condition:

33100
33112
33114
33120
33200
33212
33214
33221
33300

Physical impairment

Physical impairment
(heart attack)
Phytical impairment
{carbon monoxide)
Physical impairment
(visual deficiency)
Incapacitation

Incapacitation

(heart attack)
Incapacitation

{carbon monoxide)
Incapacitation

(other organic problem)
Physical strength overload

Fatigue (chronic)

Fatigue (flight schedule)
Fatigue (flight and ground
schedule)

Physical impairment
(anoxia/hypoxia)
Physical impairment
(other cardiovascutar)
Physical impuirment
(hypertension)
Physical impairment
(other organic problem)
Incapacitation
{anoxia/hypoxiu)
Incapacitation
(other cardiovascular)
Incapacitation
(stroke)
Incapacitation
(loss of consciousness)
Visual/aural detection




Psychological Condition:

31000 Psychological condition
31120 Inattentive
31140 Complacency

31160 Overconfidence in
personzi ability
31180 Anxiety/apprehension
31200 Pressure
31203 Pressurs induced by others
31220 Mental performance overload
31240 Iaterpersonal relations
31260 Ostentatious display
31280 Other psychological
condition

Training and Experience:

34000 Qualification

34110 Improper initial training

34130 Improper transition upgrade
training

34210 Inadequate initial training

34230 Inadequate transition/
upgrade training
34300 Experience

34320 Lack of fawiliarity with
gengraphic area
3433] Total

34333 Lack of total experience
in type of aircraft

34335 Lack of total experience
in type operation

34341 Lack of recent total
experience

34343 Lack of recent experience
in type of aircraft

34345 Lack of recent experience
in type operation

31110
31130
31150
31170
31190
31201
31210
31230
31250

31270
32000

34100
34120
34200
34220
34240
34319
34330
34732
34334
4340
34342

34344

Diverted attention
Motivation
Underconfidence in
personal ability
Overconfidence in
aircraft’s ability
Panic
Self-induced pressure
Visual/aural perception
Expectancy
tmotional reaction
Habit interference
Excessive workload
(task overload)

Improper training
Improper recurrent training
Inadequate training

Inadequate recurrent
tratning

Inadequate training
(emergency procedure(s))

Lack of familiarity with
aircraft

Lack of total experience

Lack of total experience in
kind of aircraft

Lack of total instrument
time

Lack of recent experience

Lack of recent experience
in kind of aircraft

Lack of recent instrument
time




Other Factors:

24200
24302

24705
24707
24715
30000
35100
40000
80000

82121

Airport

Flight with inadequate
enroute destination
facilities

Control interference
Suicide

Wake turbulience
Improper use of procedure
Information insufficient

Improper use of equipment/
aircraft
Procedure/inadequate

Aircraft/equipment
inadequate, visual
restriction

24202
24702

24706
24708
25000
33700
35310
60000

82000

Airport snow removal
Equipment, other

Relinquishing of control

Stolen aircraft/
unauthoriized use

Undetermined

Correcting lenses not worn
Information unclear
{phraseology)

Improper decision

Aircraft/equipment
inadequate




152
APPERDIX 1

DRIGS DETECTED IN GENERAL AVIATION ACCIDENTS,
1983 THROUGH 1988




Table 28.--Drugs detected in toxicological tests taken after general aviaticn
accidents fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988

Date of
accident

Location of accident

Drugs detected®

02/15/83
08/14,/83
11/12/83

01/22/84
12/06/84
02/26/85

03/05/85
03/12/85
08/04/85
08/27/85
08/29/85

01/27/86
02/20/86
03/02/86

04/29/86

07/06/86
07/27/86
11/22/86

07/26/87

08/01/87
12/13/87
12/27/87

01/09/88

02/11/88
02/20/88

03/17/88
03/28/88
04/19/88
05/18/88

Moab, UT
Anchorage, AK
Mammoth Lakes, CA

Pequannock, NJ

Charleston, SC
Newport Beach, CA

Foss, OK
Toledo, OH
Glencoe, KY
Carlisle, PA
Morton, TX

Milwaukee, NC
Andover, NJ
Newport Beach, CA

Winton, NC

Havasu Lake, CA
Yucca Valley, CA
Summersville, MG

Circleville, O

Sparta, NJ
Geneva, AL
Sandwich, MA

Tehachapi, CA

Sanford, FL
Rosamond, CA

Bishopville, SC
Valley Center, CA
Grace, ID
LeFlore, 0K

Alcohol, THC
Cocaine
Methamphetamine, amphetamine

Cocaine, benzoylecgonine,
morpnine, codeine
Methamphetamine

Alcohol, cocaine,
benzoyiecogonine
Phedimetrazine
Barbiturates

Alcohol, cocaine, diazepam
Phenylpropanolamine
Alcohol, THC

Cocaine

Cocaine

Alcohol, cocaine,
bunzoylecgonine

Alcohol, cocaine,
benzoylecgonine

Cocaine, benzoylecgonine
Codeine, morphine
Librium, tenormin
(antihypertensive)

Alcohol, imipramine
(antidepressant)
Alcohol, butalbital
Butalbital

UDiazepam

Brompheniramine,
phenylpropanolamine, THC
Pextromethorphan (decongestant)

?ethamphetamine, amphetamine,
HC

THC, THC-COOH

THC, THC-COOH

Diazepam

Cocaine, THC-COOH




Table 28.--Drugs detected in toxicoiogical tests taken after gereral aviation
accidants fatal to the pilot-in-command, 1983 through 1988 (continued)

Date of
accident Location of accident Drugs detected

06/09/88 Knoxville, TN Imipramine, desipramine
08/10/88 Red Kay, TN Piphenhydramine
08/13/88 Fioweree, MS Diazepam, THC-COOH
11/26/88 Port Lavaca, TX Benzoylecgonine, THC
12/09/88 Alcoa, TN Benzoylecgonine
12/22/88 Bloomville, OH Benzoylecgonine

3 Benzoylecgonine is a metabolite of cocaine. THC is the psychoactive of
marijuana that further metabolizes in COOH. When both cocaine and
benzoylecgonine are detected in a toxicological test, they are counted as a
single drug. The same procedure is used for THC-COOH, imipramine-
desipramine, and methamphetamine-amphetamine.
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APPENDIX J

EXCERPTS FROM FEDERAL AVIATION REGULATIONS RELATED T0
AIR TAXI OPERATORS AND COMMERCIAL OPERATORS (14 CFR PART 135)
AND SAFETY BOARD COMMENTS




Svbpart A-—General

0138.1 Applicability.

(a) Except as provided in paragraph
tb) of this section, this part prescribes
rules governing—

(1) Alr taxi operations conducted
under the exemption authority of part
208 of this title;

{(2) The transportation of mail by
alreraft conducted under a postal sen:
fca contract awarded under section
5402¢ of title 39, U.8.C.;

(3) The carriage in air commerce of
peracns or property for compensation
or hire as a commercial operator (nol
an alr carrier) In aircraft having »

maximum seating capacity of less than
20 passengers or & maximum payload
capacity of less than 6,000 pounds, or
the carriage In alr commerce of per-
sOnNs Or property in common carriage
operations solely between points en-
tirely within any state of the United
States in aircraft having a maximum
sesting capacity of 30 seats or less ora
maximum payload capacity of 7,500
pounds or less; and

(4) Each person who appiies for pro-
visional approval of an Advanced
Qualification Program cwTiculum,

curriculum segment, or portion ol a
curriculum segment under SFAR No.
58 and each person employed or used
by an air carrier or commercial opers-

tor under thiz part to perform train.
ing. qualification, or evaluation func-
tions under an Advanced Qualification
Program under SFAR No. 58; and

(8) Each person who is on board an
aircraft being operated under this
part.

{b) Except as provided in paragraph
(¢) of this section, this part does not
Apply to— -

(1) Student instruction;

(2) Nonstop sightseeing flights that
begin and end at the same alrport, and
are concducted within a 3£ statute mile
radius of that airport;

(3) Ferry or training flights;
tn“) Aerial work operations, Includ-

‘—

(i} Crop dusting, seeding, spraying,
and bird chasing;

(1i) Banner Lowing;

(1i1) Aerial photography or survey;

(iv) Fire fighting:

{v) Hell.opter operations in con-
struction or repalr work (but not In-
cluding transportation to and from
the si.e of openat.ons); and

{vi) Powerline or pipeline patrol, or
similar types of patrci approved by
the Administrator;

(5) Bightseeing flights conducted in
hot air balloons;

(8) Nonstop flights conducted within
s 25 statute mile radius of the airpor:
of takeolf carrying persone for the
purpcse of intentional parachute
Jumps:

(7) Helicopter flights conducted
within & 25 statute mile radius of the
airport of takeof{, i{—

(i) Not more than two passengers are
carried fn the helicopter in addition to
the required flight crew;

(1) Esch flight i made under VFR
during the day:

(iii) The helicopter used is certificat-
ed In the standard category and com-
plles with the 100-hour inspection re-
quirements ¢f part 91 of this chapter;

{lv) The operator notifies the FAA
Flight Standards District Office re-
sponxible for the gecgraphic area con-
cerned at least 72 hours before euch
flight and furnishes any essential In-
formation that the office requests;

(v) The number «i flights does not
exceed a total of six in any calendar
year;

(vi) Each flight has been approved
by the Administrator; and

(vil} Cargo is not carried in or on the
helicopter;

(8) Operations conducted under part
133 or 375 of this title;

{9) Emergency mail service conduct-
ed under gection 408(h) of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958; or

{18) This part does not apply to op-
eraticns conducted under the provi-
sions of § 91.321. -

(¢) For the purpose of §§ 135.248,
135.2581, and 138.353, operalor mesns
any person or entity conducting an op-
eration listed in paragraph (b) of this
section for compensation or hire
except operation of foreign civil air.
craft navigated within the United
States pursuant to part 375 described
In parsgraph (BX8) and emergency
mail service operution pursuant io sec-
tion ¢08(h) of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 deacrihed in paragragh
(OX9). Esch cperator and each em-
ployee of an operator shal® comply
with the requirementz of §§ 135.249,
135.251, and 135.353 of this part.

(d) Notwithstanding the provicions
of paragraph (¢) of this section. an op-
erator who does not hold s part 121
certificate or a part 135 certificate is
permitted to use a person, who is oth-
erwise suthorizced tov perform aircraft
maintenance or preventive mainte-
nance duties and who is not subject to
the requirements of an FAA-approved
anti-drug program, to perform-—

(1) Afreraft maintensnce or preven-
tive maintenance sn the operator's air-
craft if the operator would be required




§135.2

to transport the aircraft more than 30
nautical miles farther than the closest
availadle repair point {rom the opera-
tor's principsi place of operations to
obtain these services; or

(2) Emergency repairs on the opers-
tor's sireraft if the alrcraft cannot be
safely operated L0 & location where an
employee subject to the requirements
of this appendix can perform the
emergency repairs.
IDoc. No. 16097, 43 FR 48783, Oct. 11, 1918,
a8 amended by Amdt. 1385-5, 48 FR 43182,
June 26, 1980: Amdt. 138-7, 48 PR 6728,
Oct. 2, 1980; Amat. 138-20, 51 PR 40709,
Nov. T, 1888; Amds. 13028, 83 FE. 47540,
Mov. 31. 1988; Amdt. 135-12, 84 F2 34332,
Aug. 18, 1989 Amdt. 135-37, 8° TR 40278,
Oct. 2, 1990]




§ 135.249

landing must, be made to a fuil stop in
& tailwheel airpiane.

§ 135.24% Use of prohibited drugs.

{n) This section applies to persons
who perform a function listed in ap-
pendix I to part 122 of this chapter for
a certificate holder or an operator. For
the purpose of this section, & person
who performs such a function pursu-
ant to a contract with the certificate
holder or the operator is considered o
be performing thst function for the
certificate holder or the operator.

(b) No certificate holder or operator
may knowingly use any person to per-
form, nor may any person periorm for
a certificate holder or an operator,
either directly or by contract, any
function listed in appendix I io part
121 of this chapter while that person
has a prohibited drug, as defined in
that appendix, in his or her system.

(¢) Except as provided in paragraph
(d) of this section, no certificate
holder or operator may knowingly use
any person to perform,. nor may any
person perform for a certificate holder
or an operator, either directly or by
contract, any function listed in appen-
dix I to part 121 of this chapter if that
person haa failed a test or -efused to
submit to a Lest required by that ap-
pendix given by any certificate holder
or any operator.

(d) Parsgraph (¢’ of this gzection doea
not apply to a person who has rereived
a recommmendstion to b2 hired or to
return to duty {rom a mecical review
officer In accordance with appendix I
to part 121 of this chapter or who has
received a special issuance medical cer-
tiflcate after evaluation by the Feder-
al Air Surgeon for drug dependency in
accordgance with part 67 of this chap-
ter.

(Doc. No. 18148, amdt. No. 135-28, 53 FR
47081, Nov. 21, 1988]

$135.251 Testing for prohibited drugs.

(a) Each certificate holder or opera-
tor shall test each of {8 employees
who performs a function listed in ap-
pendix I to part 121 of thic chapter in
accordance with that appendix.

(b) No certificate holder or operator
may use wny contractor to perfcrm s
function listed in appendix i to part
121 of this rhapter urless that con-

14 CR Ch. | (1-1-91 Bdition)

tractor tests each employee perform-
ing such a function for the certificate
hoilder or opera-.r in accordance with
that appendix.

{Doe. No. 28148, Amil. No. 138-186, 53 FR
47041, Nov. 23, 1988]

§ 135353 Prohibited drugs.

(a) Each certificate holder or opera-
ter shall provide eachh employee per-
forming & function lsted in Appendix
I to Part 121 of this chapter and hiz or
her supervisor with the training spect-
fled ir: that appendix.

(b} No certificate holder or operator
may use any contractor to perform o
function specified¢ in Appendix [ %o
Part 121 of this chapter unless trat

contractor providas each of lis emp.oy-
ees performing that function for the
certiticate holder or the operatcr and
hiz or her supervisor with the t.alning
specified in that appendix.

[(Doc. No. 25148, Amdt. 138-38, 53 PR 47061,
Nov. 21, 1988}
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é,g”" %, National Transportation Safsty Board
2 CW' z Washington, .C. 20594

: g
aﬂw" -J. < .

‘3nao‘9 April 1, 1991

O#ice of the Chairman

Federal Aviation Administraliin
Office of the Chief Counsel
Attn: Rules Docket, AGC-10
Room 915G, Docket No. 25148
800 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Dear Sir:

The HNational Transportation Safety Board has reviewed your Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking Number 91-8, Docket Number 25148, *Anti-Drug Program for
Personnel £ngaged in Specified Aviation Activities,” which was published in
56 FR 6542 on February 15, 1991, and offers the following comrments on the
proposed amendments.

This notice proposes amendments to 14 CFR Parts 121 and 135 that would
exempt 14 CFR 135.1(c) cperations, except for sightseeing flight operators,
from coverage under the anti-drug program requirements of 49 CFR Part 40,
While these commercial operators are not providing transportation to
passengers except in highly restricted circumstances, they often fly in the
same air space as other Part 121 and 135 operators. 1If these operators use
alcohol or other drugs, they may endanger the safety of Part 121 and 135
passenger operations. For this reascn, they should be subject to drug
testing. This higher burden of care promotes the goal of a drug-free
transportation workplace.

The Safety Board is especially coacerned that flight instructors are
being considered for exemption from the regulations. Such an exemption seems
inconsistent with their mission as trainers and role models for their
students. The Safety Soard believes that all commercial operators should be
subject to mandatory testing, including post-accident and post-incident
aicohol and other drug testing as contained in the Board’s Safety
Recommendations [-89-4, -6, and -7 issued on December 5, 1989 {enclosed).
The Safety Board reguests that the proposed exemptions be reconsidered, and
;eggeits G’ﬂat rulemaking action be initiated on Safety Recommendations

-89-4, -6, and -7.

The Safety Board appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed
rulemaking. -

-

-

S1ncerely,

Voo, C—{/w./

' » " James L. Kolstad

N—"" Chairman

Enciosure

?/f
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APPENDIX K

FEDERAL AVIATION REGULATIONS RELATED TO OFFENSLS
INVOLVING ALCOHOL O DRUGS, 14 CFR §1.15

$61.15 Offenses involving alcohol or
drugs.

(a) A conviction for the violation of
any Fedcral or state statute relating to
the growing, processing, manufacture,
sale, disposition, possession, transpor-
tation, or importation of narcotic
drugs, marihusng, or depressant or
stimulant drugs or substsncos s
grounds for—

(3) Denial of an appiication for any
certificate or rating issued under this
part for a period of up to 1 year afler
the date of final conviction; or

(3) Suspension or revocation of any
certificate or rating lssued under this
part.

(b) The commission of an act prohib-
ited by $21.17(a) or §81.18a) of this
hapter is grounds for—

(1) Denisl of an application for a
certificate or rating issued under this
part for a geriod of up to 1 year after
the date of that act; or

(2) Suspension or revocation of any
mﬂm or rating issued under this

(c) For the purposes of paragraphs
(d) and (e) of this scction, a motor ve-
hicle action means—

(1) A conviction after November 29,
1990, for the viclation of any Federsl
or state stutute relating to the oper-
ation of a motor vehicle while intoxi-
cated by alcohol or u drug, wiile Im-
palred dy alcohol or a drug, or while
under the influence ¢of alcohol or &
(2) The cancellativn, suspension, or
revocation of & license to operate &
motor vehicle by a siate after Novem-
ber 29, 1990, for a cause reélated to the
operation of a mator vehicle while In-
toxicnind by alcchol or s drug, while
impalred by alcohol or a drug, or while
under the influence ¢f alcohol or a
drug; or

(3) The denial after November 19,
1990, of an appilication for a license to
operate & motor vehicle by a state for
a cauie related to the operation of a
motor vehicle while intoxicated by al-
cohol or & drug, while impaired by al-
cohol or a drug, or while under the in-
fluence of alcohoel or a druy.

td) Except in the case of » moior ve-
hicle action that reaults from the same
inciden! or arises out of the same fac-
tual circumstances, s motior vehicle
action occurring within 3 yenrs of a
pravioui motor vehicle action is
grounds for--

(1) Dental of an application for any
certificste or rating issued under this
part for a period of up to 1 year after
the date of the lsst motor vehicle
action; or

3) Svupenslon or revocation of any
certificute or rating issued under this

(e) Xsch person holding & cervificate
isrued snder this part shall provide a
written report of each motor vehicle
action o the FAA, Civil Aviation Secu-
rity Division (AAC-700), P.O. Box
25810, Oklahoma City, OK 73128, not
Iater than 80 days after the motor ve-
hicle action. The report must I
clude-—

(1) The person’s name, addresas, Jdute
of uirth, snd afrman certificate
number;

(2) The type of violstion that result-
ed in the conviction or the administia-
tive action;

(3) The dsie of the conviction or ad-
ministrative action;

(4) The state that holds the record
of ;:o;nvlctlon or administrative action;
an

(3) A statement of whether the
motor vehicle action resulted from the
same incident or arore out of the same
factusi clrcumatances related {0 & pre-
viously-reported mator vehicle action.

() Fallure to comply with paragraph
(e) of this section s grounds for—

{1} Denial of ar application for any
certiticate or rating issued under thia
part for a period of up to 1 year after
the date of the motor vehicle action;
or

(2) Suapeneion or revocation of any
mmute oy rating issued nunder this

[Doc. No. 71886. Amdt. 61-74, 50 FR 13379,
Apr. 17, 1985, as amended hy Amdt. 41-84,
B4 FR 34336, Aug. 18, 1989° Amdt. 61-87, 58
PFR 31309, Aug. 1, 1980; Aradt. 61-87, 88 FR
41416, Oct. 11, 1080]
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