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the relativeiacakof single^-engine-aircraft 
systems complexity and redundancy^ 
the?diversity"oFthe single-enginerasrcrafiii 
population, and the lack of marmoawerrtOD 
create single-engine aircraft Master/ 
Minimum Equipment Lists (MMEL). 

(Note: An MMEL for a particulanweraffc 
type is developed by the FAA in cooperation, 
with holder of the type certificate forlfiafc" 
aircraft. The MMEL is the basis fartthffi 
individual operator's MEL for its partie^&E!:, 

operation and aircraft.) 
In June 1985, the FAA respondi^tteas 

request from Beech Aircraft Cco^oratibni 
by issuing an interpretation ofiFAR 
§§ 23.1301 and 25.1301 which stated, ur 
summary, that all installed instruments? 
and items of equipment in an amasafik 
must function as designed for adl 
operations unless otherwiaeipzavided, 
for in an FAA-approved MEL. Since 
§ 135.179, which authorizes MEILuaesfor 
multiengme aircraft, precludes ̂ singlei 
engine aircraft from using^attJBHEE, thee 
result has been that all installed; 
instruments and items of equipment om 
such aircraft must be operative*This has 
required part 135 operators of sihgie:-
engine aircraft who install optional 
instruments and equipment to keep them? 
in operating condition when the^aiicraft 
is operating. .This: requirement mu^hawe" 
convinced some single-engine operators^ 
under part 135 to defer purchase"of 
optional equipment which would have 
enhanced safety or operational 
efficiency.-

At-present, there is a need tos 
standardize th&manner in which the 
MHsTequiiBments are applied teflfe 
aviation industry and individual 
operators. The results of the NaMbnaL 
A^r Transportation Inspection (NMl); 
study of the MEL program revealed! 
considerable misunderstanding ofthre 
MELocancepl. Ihithe past, some: air 
carriers have mistakenly developjedii 
piwedm^s'foroperating with an-J^EL, 
that^w^emotsconsistent with the,- : 
operating regulations. Since thesmles 
governing the use of MEL's in part 1211 • 
differ from the part 125 and 135:-
requirements, operational 
standardization and consistent; 
interpretation of the rules have; 
presented difficulties for operatoEramf 
the FAA. 

On January 23,1989, the FAA\ 
published notice of proposed mlana&ing; 
(NF-RM) 89-2 (54 FR 3320) that pronpseds" 
to amend part 121,125, and 135/ 
requirements for the use of a MKT. 
[Clarification of the notice ;and§am 
extension of the comment pericsftwaa; 
published in the Federal Registeron* 
March 27,1989 (54 FR 12553).) T3fe 
NPRM-invited public participatahiam 
addressing MEL requirements. ThV 

NPRM proposed to standardize and to 
make consistent parts 121,125, and 135 
requirements for the use of an MEL. 
Finally, it proposed to authorize the 
development of MEL's for part 135 
operators using single-engine aircraft. 
Discussion of Comments 

Approximately fourteen comments 
wexe=received on the NPRM. The 
comments were submitted by air 
carriers, airline pilot associations, 
manufacturers, and individuals. Most 
comments were in favor of 
standardizing the regulations, and all 
comments regarding expansion of the 
applicability of MELs to include single-
engihe^aircraft were favorable. 
Howearer, several comments opposed 
certain proposed requirements. All 
specific issues and categories of 
comments are discussed below. 

Access to Information Contained in the 
MEL " 

New and revised §§ 121.628(a)(2), 
125.201(a)(2), and 135.179(a)(2) each 
require that the MEL be aboard the 
aircraft or that the flightcrew have 
"direct" access at all times prior to flight 
to all information contained in the 
approved MEL. As discussed in the 
I9PRM, it is not the FAA's intention that 
^physical copy of the MEL be carried 
aboard the aircraft although this would 
be an acceptable means of compliance. 
TJhe£AA will accept any method as long 
a^tfte^mformation contained therein is 
"directly;" accessible to the flightcrew at 
all times prior to flight through printed 
or other means approved by the 
Administrator. The rule provides that 
this approval will be contained in the 
certificate holder's operations 
specifications. The FAA does not 
consider "direct" access'to include 
information gained from conversations 
with maintenance personnel by 
telephone or over die aircraft radio prior 
tiidispatch. 

Specifically, the commenters on this 
issue reflected their concerns as follows: 

The Air Transportation Association 
[AXA^objects to the requirement that 
theecrew have direct access to the MEL 
beforKand during flight. ATA states that 
there is no need for the MEL, a dispatch 
document, to be onboard the aircraft 
According to ATA, the MEL is designed 
to be used during the preparation for 
flight, not the execution of flight. ATA 
submits that pilots are not trained in the 
use of MELs and the flightcrew always 
has access to MEL information through 
rariiOscohtact with dispatch/, 
maintenance. 

ThasEegional Airline Association 
(R&&A*fagrees that information 

SUMMARY: This amendment provides for 
the development and use of Minimum 
Equipment Lists (MEL) for certain 
single-engine air carrier aircraft. In 
addition, this amendment revises the 
requirements for the use of an MEL to 
make them consistent throughout the 
regulations. This action is needed to 
provide for the implementation of MEL 
authorizations through the issuance of 
operations specifications. The changes 
streamline administrative procedures 
and provide greater consistency in the 
MEL authorization process. 
EFFECTIVE DATE2 June-2Gr 1991-. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Marlene G. Livack, Technical Standards 
Branch (AFS-230), Air Transportation 
Division, Office of Flight Standards, 
Federal. Aviation Administration, 800 
Independence Avenue,,SW.„ 
Washington, DC 20591;,Telephone:(202):i 
479-0285. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:; 

Background 
Statement of Problem' 

The airworthiness certification of an 
aircraft is based upon the requirement 
that the aircraftconfarniitb itsitjspe, 
certificate and be in a condition for safe, 
operation. The concept'of'th^Miramum' 
Equipment List (MEL) wassdevelopeda 
when it was recognized that a flight or 
series of flights might be continued with 
certain inoperable instruments and 
equipment under appropriate 
circumstances. This followed a Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) 
determination that strict compliance 
with the Type Certification (TC) 
equipment requirements was not 
necessary to maintain the TG level of 
safety. The MEL is intended to permit 
operation for a minimum period of time 
until repairs can be accomplished. 

Although the MEL concept was 
adopted for part 121 operations in 1953 
and applied to part 135 multiengine 
aircraft operations in 1978; it has never 
been, applied to part 135 single-engine 
aircraft operations. This has been due to. 
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contained in the M E L should be directly 
accessible to the flight crew prior to 
flight, but submits that directly 
accessible during flight is unduly . 
restrictive. R A A submits that the M E L is 
a dispatch document and that it is not 
intended to replace abnormal/ 
emergency procedure when an item 
becomes inoperative during flight; R A A 
believes that indirect access may, at 
times, contribute to safety when one 
pilot in a two pilot crew is not forced to 
read an M E L during flight. 

The Aerospace Industries Association 
(AIA) states that the F A A has not 
provided a justification for requiring 
pilot access to the written M E L at all 
times, and at the same time denying 
pilot access to it through the radio. A I A 
submits that the M E L is a dispatch 
document not intended for application 
while enroute and its verbiage is 
completely unsuitable for inflight 
application. A I A states that the M E L is 
not "cockpit friendly" and will 
substantially increase crew workload. 
According to A I A , there will be 
considerable costs because the M E L will 
have to be rewritten for use in the 
cockpit and crews will have to be 
trained in its use. 

The International Federation of 
Airline Dispatchers' Association (IFIDA) 
comments that dispatchers should be 
provided with the same information as 
the flightcrews and should have direct 
access to the information contained in 
the M E L or have a copy of the M E L 
provided to them. 

The Air Line Pilots Association 
(ALPA) supports the requirement that 
the crew have direct access to the M E L 
but states that it is not good enough for 
pilots to get information on M E L items 
and remarks or exceptions by telephone 
or radio access. ALPA, therefore, 
suggests that the word "direct" be 
inserted before the word "access." 

One comment from an airline pilot 
states that the crews should have access 
to the printed MEL at.all times. 

In? response to these specific 
comments, the F A A agrees that the M E L 
is a dispatch document and, thus, has 
determined that the proposed 
requirement that it be available during 
flight would not be in keeping with the 
intent of the M E L concept. The F A A , 
however, does not agree that requiring 
the flightcrew to have "direct" access to , 
the M E L prior to flight is restrictive, the 
flightcrew is responsiblefor the safe 
operation of the aircraft and; therefore, 
must have a "direct" means: of 
determining whether or not the aircraft 
is safe for flight 

Several commenters state that pilots 
are not trained inihe use of MELs. 
However, § 121.415 requires that pilots 

and dispatchers be trained in the duties 
arid responsibilities of their respective , 
positions, F A R §§ 121.597 and 121.663 
provide that one of the responsibilities 
of the pilot in command (PIC) is to 
determine that the flight can be made 
safely. For a PIC to make this 
determination, the F A A believes that 
training in the use of an M E L is 
necessary. 

The F A A agrees with A L P A that, in 
order to make a dispatch decision, the 
flightcrew must be able to ensure that 
they have all available information. The 
F A A also agrees that calling on the 
radio or telephone would not 
necessarily ensure that the pilot has all 
the essential information. While the 
F A A agrees with the term "direct" 
access, this does not mean that the 
flightcrew must have a printed copy of 
the M E L and, therefore, the rule as 
adopted provides that the Administrator 
may approve other means of direct 
access. "Direct" access could be through 
the A R I N C Communications Addressing 
and Reporting System (ACARS) or other 
electronic means or could be 
accomplished through an information 
retrieval system or any other means 
approved by the Administrator. 
Therefore, the word "direct" is being 
inserted before the word "access" in 
§§ 121.628(a)(2), 125.201(a)(2), and 
135.179(a)(2) and the proposal that the 
M E L be available during flight is being 
deleted. -\ 

The F A A agrees that dispatchers 
should be provided with the same 
information since they are jointly 
responsible, with the PIC, for the 
dispatch of the flight. The F A A has 
determined that the authority provided 
in FAR § 121.605 covers this point and 
does not see a need to further clarify the 
requirement. 

Finally, the M E L will not have to be 
written for cockpit use because in its 
present format it is appropriate for a 
dispatch document. Since training in the 
use of an M E L is already required no 
additional training costs will be 
imposed. 

MEL Revision Procedures 
The language of FAR part 121 is 

•revised to clarify that an MEL, as 
authorized by the operations 
specifications, constitutes an approved 
change to the type design. This is similar 
to the concept behind FAR §§ 91.213 
[former § 91.30), 125.201, and 135.179. 
The following commenters specifically 
address this concept as it relates to the 
MEL. 
.- A T A comments that the F A A should 
clarify that M E L revisions do not require 
recertification, A T A states that F A A -
should specify in the preamble that an 

: amendment to the M E L will riot require 
recertification of the airplane since the 
M E L authorization constitutes an 
approved change in the type design. 

A I A believes making a change to an 
approved and authorized M E L 
constitutes a change in the type design. 
A I A contends, however, that this 
statement will be misconstrued and 
require full recertification for each M E L 
entry. A I A states that to do a full type 
certification for each M E L item would 
be prohibitively expensive and not 
improve safety. A I A suggests the 
following wording: "An approved MEL, 
as authorized by the operations specs, 
constitutes an approved deviation to the 
type design without requiring 
recertification through the certification 
branch," 

The F A A response to A T A and A I A is 
that the part 121 M E L provisions are 
being amended to clarify that an 
approved M E L will constitute a change 
to the type design of the aircraft 
However, theFAA.does not intend this 
to mean that an amendment to the M E L 
requires recertification of an aircraft. 
Because the M E L allows an aircraft to 
be operated in a temporary condition 
with inoperative equipment: while still', 
maintaining the safety requirements for 
certification, the aircraft is in a 
legitimate design configuration and 
recertification of the type design is not 
necessary.This temporary condition 
continues to meet certification safety 
requirements. The F A A agrees with 
A T A and A I A that it is necessary to 
clarify that an amendment to the M E L 
will not require recertification. 
However, this should be accomplished 
in the rule and not in the preamble as 
suggested by A T A , Therefore, 
§§ 121.628(a)(2), 125.201(a)(2), and 
135.179(a)(2) are amended accordingly. 

In addition to A T A and A I A , Conner 
Air Lines, Inc., states that if the rule is 
implemented, the F A A would gain 
authority to amend an approved aircraft 
type certificate as well as the air carrier 
operating certificate by amending the 
operations specifications. Conner Air 
Lines, Inc., argues that this action would 
allow the F A A to alter, change, or 
amend, at its sole discretion, the M E L by 
changing the operator's specifications. 

In response to Conner Air Lines* Inc., 
the F A A emphasizes that the M E L i s a 
separately approved document and, 
therefore, will not be affected by any -
changes in the operations specifications. 
The operations-specifications are the 
method through:which operations with 
an M E L are-authorized. The approval 
procedure for an operator's M E L has not 
been changed. ^ 
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AimortKihessDirectives' 
The NPRM^r^o^oaeithatir^trumem 

and equipment, .required lay, an, 
airworthmess.directive (ATJ)"not be. 
indudeTd:ih.theJClEL. The followihgi 
comments were received'from.ATA'-and*. 
ATA onthis-issue. 

AIA ob^ctsrtOmi&groposaFand 
statesrthaf feprxmibitkm: against 
inoiudirigrihslxnjmBrrta' and equipment 
required: by an AD rain conflrct:vWtfrthV 
basm'principles'onwhidi tturMElI 
concept is;based; AB&srates thiatthe: 
compliance required in amABis not 
necessarily the only "wayrof^fixing" a 
defector unsafe condition-and1 that: 
tfiese'SolutionsnormallyTeflect 
permanent cHarrges-tcrhardware 
selected: in-considerau" on oFoTreTa^ing* 
costs and installation expediency; as-
well S3 safe operation;A^ ; comments' 
that me isafet^ requirements Ojf?arr-AD' 
can often^be ascomplished^by^other* 
means> on the shortite^>basi»TefieGted! 
by MEL relief;, 

AIA^statesmatt Af^s normally'contain? 
theigeneraLstatement that alternate 
meansiofecmrnpllancev. which;provide-ant 
acceptableJevel of ssfety:may bemseds 
whemapproxediby.lite? Admirristtator 
anithe^MEL does^notideviat&^from^this^ 
crrterioni.Eurther;.manyi A&s;cxm1am: 
specific dispatch xeiiefipro^siiansj-AIEAv 
concludes matithc cariieir should! bei 
aUowedito^ufetitute^axtemporaiyr. 
solutiomiii the MEL^pxovidBdlit affords^ 
an acceptabAeilevellofsafety.. 

ATA^statesvthabproposed; 
§ 121.^8(hJ(^;srmuld:beimesam^as?tEei 
existing, §^;3Q(b;)(2},.wm^.allQWiSft 
instmmentsrandequirmieaifTO 
an ASr.prrwided that AB'pmvides'ifoE" 
them^to:be:included in me MEL., 

In response,, the^FAA agreesiwith 
ATA that § §[121.628(b)(2); 125;204b)(2)i 
ancll35;i79fb)(2^,should^be.the'same;a^ 
the^requirements. of &91:3utb)(2);and has 
changed these sections accordingly. The? 
F A A also-agxees-witkAIA'-thatLAD's. 
normally contain a general statement 
thataltemate,means,of compliance can. 
be usedif approved by the 
Administrator: This, does not necessarily-
provide relief. throughjthe.MELs. ̂ Relief-
through, an MEL-.can,be-granted only* iflt. 
doesrnot affect.the requirements ofithe. 
ATJ..Any MEL relielapproved.by the. 
FligEtOper-ations Evaluations Board and 
granted'by the,AD"may be ihcludedhi 
the MEIi.however, due to the 
requirement of £39.3TofthKFASR;.the. 
AD requirements always takes 
precedence over, the.MEE provisions: 

InopembJmIhstramej2tsrami:BpupmBst. 

Section W5.179(bK3) cftrhrproposed 
rula-statertfrat ins u'mnents" and 
equipment that are either specificailyor 

otherwiseTerrau^d:b^ -me:airwort 
requirements und^rwrn^tKe:airp;IauB; 
is type*.certlfKrared'arM%rnch are" 
essentialfor safe operationunderair. 
operatihgxondrficnistmay;notbe" 
included-imthe-MEE. Two comments; 
were received:'whicfcspemffcaHy' 
addressed trhsrissue: Both Sremairand 
the R A A suggest deletihg^lfhrproposetf 
section. RAA -Siatea that if thisr 
limitatibmisinclhdfed; the rule should 
clarrfy/thVirrtent 

The-FAV^i^ponse:tathesecomments: 
- is'thatmortfertc^mmrffi^ 

of an airworthiness certificate; all' 
installed aircraft instrumentsand1 

equipTnentrnustfunction as: designed; 
However; aii EA^A-approved'MEt issned 
to a specific operator^by"the;FAA' 
District Office haTrcng;Flight Staridardfe 
certiffcate reBponsfbiHry-cohstitUteaas 
approved: change, tô  the" aircraft tyj»e 
tfesign^and; therefore; afibwsfor 
inoperatrveequipraentt Experience has", 
shown that; with;tfie:various^eyels:of 
redtmdatrcy- designed^into: aircraft; 
operatiorr-of evei^ system; ormstaHeif 
component mayTiot:be'n^essarily'since 
the remmmngeqmprnentcan^ 
acceptabier level' ofisafaty: 

Not all c^arraircraffs- installed* 
instruments" antf equipment are . 
necessarjrfor every operatibTr..For 
example; TO^opCTa1tbn:whicfi;is"not; 
being-conducteu^irricirrg7Conditic^ 
woidd^notreo^freairframerdeicmg or 
anti-icing, equipment if that equipment; 
was not~es^rrtiaFfco^sa^o5eralioTJS~ 
when idng^ccniditrbna:db"not'eKist. , 
AnomerexampiedS'air aircraft.wm^crr: 
was not bemgvoperated atnightwould* 
not require a lam£hg;light. A.apedflc 
opera1ir%;condiftun-, therefore,, woula^be^ 
a condition sucfrasexremfedoverwater;. 
high altitude, ornigfrt fright 

Certain equipment ancUnstruments;. 
however,, must be.operatihg a t a l l times; 
these mdude.such items as oil pressure 
and t'enrpeTatunrgauges- [unless other-
approved' means exist to monitor these 
parametersjbecause these gauges 
provide an indicatibn of the engihe^s; 
condition. 
Additional Comments 

Several commenters". question' the need 
and reasons forme amendments to the 
existing FAR' requirements; 

r^exampie; ATneriflightstatesdiatit 
supporrs"thVFA*A?s attempt to~simplify; 
and tirrrfy;tfferegulhtibns"relat^ 
MELs"but believes^drat" at thVsairrer 
time;, armajpr overhaul1 of ther current 
MEL ptdicyis-necessary-amf asksthat 
the FAA evaluate the current problems" 
associated"witrr the; MEE approval' 
process: such:aisvstaridhrdi£a^n and' 
delays; Ataeriflight states: that approvaf: 
and'develbpmentoFarrMEE can cost' 

thousands and''m'ata revision, wil^costL 
at a minimum,.$500: Atoerifiight suggests, 
that the FAA issue a generibMMEL'. 
while.leaving the -speeixjc.aperatibns. 
and'maintenance, procedures.-tbx the. 
users and,dist'rict'.offfces.:TJiese generic. 
MMELs will-beready-to-usedbcuments. 
which^woulid simply be-dbtaJmedlaml" 
distriBufed'bythe operators;. 

Conner. Air. Lmes-suggests; thatna 
changes, b^mad^to-the-curxenljailesi, 

A T A states that.the.NPKMtdoes.not. 
identify? tha-particular issues to.-be 
cIarifiedi.,buts4ateKonly-that,§121i627(;cli 
"has iosterecUnumerous questions^ 
within, the air-caErieis industry^ and,, 
therefore^ need&to.he;GlaErfied;" ATA. 
suggestSrlhatFAAJteHrize andideMelop;: 
exact issues-cm questiemBfWhiEh 
generated? the.need.for datifjcation*, 
A T A alsOESuggestSothal? the Advisory;' 
Circularregaidmg ckferredtmamtenanees 
itefflS5.whendssued*jnay clarify the; 
majority of thetprxiMemsi, ATA^alates" 
that.&eindusu^'ha&been^woriangiw^ 
the currem*regulatrans £broverr30;years? 
and is: familiar withsalhaspects: and'; 
suggestSimatasehangfir^ould^cause; 
confusion;. 

The FAA m develbpingatsirfflaRSfedfifc 
in facf re i^e^mleispeeB^pKi^ 
rssne^conGernrag 1 .^ 
vaguHTffiss;ofl^l2l;627;Gaus€adr thei.MEE„ 
reGrmrmnerirsitebea^plied a^fferentiy' 
underpai*121 tnauiundBT pailsil23band^ 
135i-whkfccontm^Amomspecificc 
requirem^ta-I^'misireasonxme^EiAJ. 
stated in the NPRM matme^proposed: 
amendhieiit,wasf-needed?to-staiidaTdize. 
applicatiomofi uieME^conceptby-
bringingpart 121; in-line1 withvparts;KSS 
andJ135i The FAaflti beiieves-itis 
unnecessary^to'catalbgue the numerous' 
requests^fGrmterpret&tion Gmcerrring-
§ 121.627^ Tliese'pro^lems-cannGt'be' 
dealt with in/an advisory- circular 
format. The FAA 1 believes thatthe'minor 
changes^ involved withi this • ralemaUiiigj 
iheiudihg-revraidns^to airJeaTrie^• 
operationssp/eeificatjbnsi wil lnotbea 
significant burdfen-to aircarriers and the 
resulting8 sirhpHfleatibn oFtheprocess 
will ;be'benefieial: 

AIA comments^thatpartS:125 and ;13^ 
shouldJbe srarrdardizedalbng^the-lhtes1 

of par t ia l mstBadof tfte;QtnEr w a y 
aroumtas proposediii thErNP©Sf: This 
woaidJprovidE ai simphfied1 system, to. 
125,and!135 operators aiidnotimposHan; 
economic Bur denonrpart121 operators 
to change antftrainforarxew^system. It 
wouldJaira.eliniimTte;the need'forre-
mterpretatibn; ATA states matif'the 
reason: for the rTOposedreplacement!of* 
§ 121.627(cl,is to provide a stronger-legal" 
basis for enforcement: theiu§:i2i:627(cf 
should be expanded to set.up specific 
requirements fbr an MEL. 

http://that.the.NPKMtdoes.not
http://the.need.for
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The F A A does sot agree with AIA 
that proposed parts 125 audi 135 should; 
be standardized along: the lines: of past 
121. Seetkm 121j62?(c); has kstcocaliy 
caused confusion lee the aviation; 
industry and the FAA as weE. After a 
careful- review of the MEL Eeq.un-emen.tS! 
specified in current §§ i21.627(ic)» 
125.201, and.135.179i, the FAA has; 
determined that proposed 125J20£E 
and 135*179 offer a clearer presentation: 
of MEL requirements and this should be 
extended to part 121 for standardization 
throughout the. industry. The FAA: 
emphasizes, that the MEL ro part 121* as* 
well as in parts 125 and 13$,canslitufcea 
an approved change to the aircraft type 
design without requiring recertiticationv 

-. This is clearly stated in, proposed 
| § 121.828* 125.201, and 13&179.. 

Finally, two commenters state that 
pilots cannot always comply; with the1 

abnormal/ emergency checklist 
procedures because one or more of the 
aircraft systems or componentlequdsed 
to accomplish the emergency procedure 
is inoperative. These comments- stages* 
the rule be amended so that no. system 
camponeni required to accomplish an 
emergency or abnormal pEoeedure be: 
included on an MMEL. The FAA 
believes these commented, are-referring: 
to problems, with their own MELs„ and 
that these psoMemssftoTildi be reviewed! 
and resolved. With;respect ^ c o m m e n t s 
concerning MMELs, the FAAVagrees that 
systems and components required to 
accomplish, emergency or abnormal 
procedures are considered when; 
approving an MMEL Therefore, f&ese 
items should net appear ont ass MEL 
since the; MEL cannot be more 
permissive than the MMEL. if 
commenters; believe this is not the. case 
then it would be appropriate for the 
specific MEL problem to be reported in 
detail to tire FAA for review and 
possible revision. 

One commenter suggests that 
advisory/ circular material? be dewloped 
to standardize the procedures by which 
MEL's are prepared b y ^ope ra to r and 
approved by the FAA.. The F A A agrees 
and has undertaken* tnis-project-The 
F A A anticipates that the a dvisory 
ciicnlar material mOk be released 
concurrently with; this rulei 

Another commeHter states that 
§ 135.179 should be applicable to« single-
engine turbine airplanes <m ftests. The 
FAA's response: is that the1 rule inetades: 
all single-engine aircraft operated under 
part 135. 

Beyond the Scope of the NFKM 
Several comments: sdimitttei aiEe 

beyond; the scope of Bm proposed: 
rulemaking* 

For example^ FaSrchJld! Aircraft 
Corporation, refersto a suggested' rule, 
change thai it requested in 1980*. BocRet 
No. 25049-* and suggests that those 
changes be incorporated into-'the 
-proposed & 135.179.. Fairchild petitioned 
the FAA to amend §f 91.30 and: 135.179 
to require the FAA and aircraft 
manufacturers* to establish a list of 
required instruments and equipment to 
be included in each airplane and 
rotorcraft flight manual. The list would 
be usedby a pilot to determine what 
instruments and equipment are required 
to begin and/or continue a flight. The 
FAA will respond to this issue in a 
separate rulemaking project, when 
resources permit. 

Furthermore* the folkywing comments 
have heem considered as informational*, 
but not having, direct impact o% this 
particular rulemaking, project., 

ALPA, for example, recommends that 
both the preamble to the MEL and the 
airworthiness handbook^ include a 
reference to the "electroniclogbook** 
incmdfrig guidelines to ensure that the 
crew is supplied with the current 
aiiwoEthiness. status of the aircraft 
following failure of the MEL items. 

Finally, a commenter suggests that 
operators, in Alaska should be able to 
develop MEL procedures: for fuel gauges, 
and other items on single-engine 
aircraft Such matters are the proper 
subject of the MMEL review process. 
Regulatory; Evaluation Summary 
Benefits 

The benefits of the revised rates are 
non-quantifiable because they primarily 
reorganize and standardize the MEL 
provisions of various operating rules in 
order ta clarify and explain the intent of 
existing requirements* Promulgation of 
these, rules: wiH reduce , 
misunderstandings, of the requirements, 
governing inoperable instruments, and 
equipment by air earners* 

Further,, operators of single^eagine 
aircraft under, past 135 wiU benefit from 
greater flexibility/ and efficiency in using, 
aircraft .under the revised rules.. A s a 
result ofi these rules* passengers; and 
shippers will avoid unnecessary dek<ys 
and inconveniencei, Moreover, use of 
operations specifications m lieu of 
letters of authorization, in the long run* 
will reduce admsndstifative burdens for 
both the, F A A and the affected 
certificate^ holders- The FAA, however; 
has no precise basis era which: ta 
quantity these hendnls* since it cannot 
predict the extent to which;, part 135 
operators ol single-engine aircaaft w i l 
elect to use MELs. 

Costs 

Certificate holders subject to the 
revised'rules wiM not. incur any 
additional compliance costs because the 
rules will change oiily the format m 
which MEL anthorizatroTis are granted. 
The substantive provisions' of the MEL's 
for individual certificate holders will 
continue to be determined by the F A A 
flight standards field offices having 
jurisidictkra; over the particular 
certificate holders.. Guidance for MEL 
operating privileges and limitations will 
continue to be disseiimiateidteaugh 
such means a® the: advisory/ drcnliar 
system The F A A will incur some mwir 
administrative costs; in transferring; MEL, 
requirements; from letters of 
authorization, to operations 
specifications,, but this wil l be a erne. 
time expense,, which is in. the nature of 
an ordinary cost of doing business; for a 
regulatory agency. Moreover, the use of 
operations specifications, in the long 
run, will tend to ease administrative 
burdens and reduce costs for both FAA 
and the certificate holders* 

Internatkmed Trade Impact Assessment 

The remised' regulations will clarify 
and standardize? existing'MEE 
requirements for varioas classes of 
United States certificate holders; and ats 
such,, will have no effect on the safe ol 
foreign; aviatiom products, or services m 
the UnitedLStatess nor' will they; affect 
the sale of United States aaaation, . 
products or services; in foreign GOunMea.. 

Regulatory FFexibfJn)y-DetermmatfojT 

The Riegulatory Flexibility Act oi 1980 
(RFA) was. enacted by Congress: to 
ensure that small entities are.net. 
unnecessarily and diaprop optionally 
burdened by government regulations. 
Small' entities are mdependently- owned 
and operated1 small businesses and 
small not-for-profit organizations. The 
RFA requires agencies to review rules 
that may have "a significant economic, 
impact, on a substantial number of small 
entities." FAA Order 21C0.14A, 
Regulatory Flexibility Criteria and 
Guidance, establishes threshold cost 
values and small entity size standards 
for complying with RFA review 
requirements in FAA rulemaking 
actions. 

The small entities that will be affected 
by the revised rules are those parts 121* 
125, and 135 operators that own nine or-
fewer aircraft. However, because- these 
rules will not impose any/ additional 
compliance costs on affected certificate 
holders and will provide relief in the 
case of pawf 13$ operators, of single-
engine aircraft; none of the threshold: 
cost values stipulated in' Order 2H00JI4A 

http://Eeq.un-emen.tS
http://and.135.179i
http://are.net
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are expected to be exceeded by any 
affected certificate holder. Therefore, 
the F A A has determined that these rules 
wil l not have a significant economic 
impart on a substantial number of small 
entities, an d a regulatory flexibility 
analys is is not required under the terms 
of the R F A . 

Federalism Implications 

The regulations adopted herein will 
not have substantial direct effects on the 
States , on the relationship between the 
national government aiid the States, or 
on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various levels 
of government. Therefore, in accordance 
with Execut ive Order 12612, it is 
determined that this regulation will not 
have sufficient federalism implications 
to warrant the preparation of a 
Federal ism Assessment . 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, and based on the findings in 
the Regulatory Flexibil ity Determination 
and the International Trade Impact 

. A n a l y s i s , the F A A has determined that 
this regulation' is not major under 
Execut ive Order 12291. In addition, the 
F A A certifies that this regulation will 
hot have a significant economic impact, 
positive or negative, on a substantial 
number of smal l entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility A c t . 
This regulation is considered significant 
under D O T Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 F R 11034; February 26, 
1979). A regulatory evaluation of the 
regulation, including a Regulatory 
Flexibil ity Determination and 
International Trade Impact Ana lys i s , 
has been p laced in the docket. A copy 
m a y be obtained by contacting the 
person identified under "FOR f u r t h e r 

INFORMATION CONTACT." 

List of Subjec t s 

14 CFR Part 121 

A i r carriers; Airplanes; Av ia t ion 
safety; Safety. 

14 CFR part 125 

Aircraft; Airworthiness . 

14 CFR Pari 135 

A i r carriers; Aircraft; Airplanes . 
Airworthiness; Av ia t ion safety; Safety. 

Adopt ion of the A m e n d m e n t 

Accordingly , parts 121,125, and 135 of 
the Federal A v i a t i o n Regulations (14 
C F R parts 121,125, and 135) are 
amended a s follows: 

PART 121—CERTIFICATION] A N D 
OPERATIONS DOMESTIC, FLAG, A N D 
SUPPLEMENTAL A IR CARRIERS, A N D 
C O M M E R C I A L OPERATORS O F 
LARGE A I R C R A F T 

1. The authority citation for part 121 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a). 1355.1356. 
1357,1401.1421.1430,1472.1485. and 1502; 49 
U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, January 
12.1983). 

2. By revising the introductory text of 
§ 121.303(d) to read as follows: 

§ 121.303 Airplane instruments and 
equipment 
* * * ' * » 

(d) Except as provided in 
§ | 121.627(b) and 121.628, no person 
m a y take off any airplane unless the 
following instruments and equipment 
are in operable condition: 
* » « * * 

§121.627 [Amended! 
3. By removing § 121.627(c). 
4. By adding a n e w § 121.628 following 

§ 121.627 to read a s follows: 

§ 121.628 Inoperable instruments and 
equipment. 

(a) N o person m a y take off an 
airplane with inoperable instruments or 
equipment installed unless the following 
conditions are met: 

(1) A n approved M i n i m u m Equipment 
List exists for that airplane. 

(2) The Flight Standards District 
Off ice having certification responsibility 
has issued the certificate holder 
operations specifications authorizing 
operations in accordance with an 
approved M i n i m u m Equipment List. The 
flight crew shall have direct access at all 
times prior to flight to all of the 
information contained in the approved 
M i n i m u m Equipment List through 
printed or other means approved by the 
Administrator in the certificate holders 
operations specifications. A n approved 
M i n i m u m Equipment List, as authorized 
by the operations specifications, 
constitutes an approved change to the 
type design without requiring 
recertification. 

(3) The approved M i n i m u m Equipment 
List must: 

(i) Be prepared in accordance with the 
limitations specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(ii) Provide for the operation of the 
airplane with certain instruments and 
equipment in an inoperable condition. 

(4) Record identifying the inoperable 
instruments and equipment and the 
information required by paragraph 
(a)(3)(ii) of this section must be 
avai lable to the pilot. 

(5) The airplane is operated under all 
applicable conditions and limitations 
contained in the M i n i m u m Equipment 
List and the operations specifications 
authorizing use of the M i n i m u m 
Equipment List. 

(b) The following instruments and 
equipment m a y not be included in the 
M i n i m u m Equipment List: 

(1) Instruments and equipment that 
are either specifically or otherwise 
required by the airworthiness 
requirements under which the airplane 
is type certificated and which are 
essential for safe operations under all 
operating conditions. 

(2) Instruments and equipment 
required by an airworthiness directive 
to be in operable condition unless the 
airworthiness directive provides 
otherwise. 

(3) Instruments and equipment 
required for specific operations by this 
part. 

(c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b)(1) 
and (b)(3) of this section, an airplane 
with inoperable instruments or . 
equipment m a y be operated under a 
special flight permit under §§ 21.197 and 
21.199 of this chapter. 

PART 125—CERTIF ICATION A N D 
OPERATIONS: A IRPLANES H A V I N G A 
SEATING CAPACITY O F 2 0 O R MORE 
PASSENGERS OR A M A X I M U M 
PAYLOAD CAPACITY O F 6,000 
P O U N D S O R MORE 

5. The authority citation for part 125 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U . S . C . 1354.1421 through 1430 
and 1502; 49 U . S . C . 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-
449, January 12.1983). 

6. By revising § 125.201 to read as 
follows: 

§ 125.201 Inoperable Instruments and 
equipment 

(a) N o person m a y take off an 
airplane with inoperable instruments or 
equipment installed unless the following 
conditions are met: 

(1) A n approved Min imum Equipment 
List exists for that airplane. 

(2) The Flight Standards District ^ 
Off ice having certification responsibility 
has issued the certificate holder 
operations specifications authorizing 
operations in accordance with an 
approved Min imum Equipment List. The 
flight crew shall baye direct access at all 
times prior to flight to all of the 
information contained in the approved 
Min imum Equipment List through 
printed or other means approved by the 
Administrator in the certificate holders 
operations specifications. A n approved 
M i n i m u m Equipment List, as authorized 
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by the operations specifications, 
constitutes an approved change to the 
type design without requiring 
recertification. 

(3) The approved Minimum Equipment 
List must: 

(i) Be prepared in accordance with the 
limitations specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(ii) Provide for the operation of the 
airplane with certain instruments and 
equipment in an inoperable condition. 

(4) Records identifying the inoperable 
instruments and equipment and the 
information required by paragraph 
(a)(3)(n) of this section must be 
available to the pilot. 

(5) The airplane is operated under ell 
applicable conditions and limitations 
contained in the Minimum Equipment 
List and the operations specifications 
authorizing use of the Minimum1. 
Equipment List. 

(b) The following instruments and 
equipment may not be included in the 
Minimum Equipment List: 

(1) Instruments and equipment that 
are either specifically or otherwise 
required by the airworthiness 
requirements under which the airplane 
is type certificated and which are 
essential for safe operations under all 
operating conditions. 

(2) Instruments and equipment 
required by an airworthiness directive 
to be in operable condition unless the 
airworthiness directive provides 
otherwise. 

(3) Instruments and equipment 
required for specific operations by this 
part. 

(c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b)(1) 
and (b)(3) of this section, an airplane 
with inoperable instruments or 
equipment may be operated under a 

special flight permit under §§ 21.197 and 
21.199. of this chapter. 

PART 135—AIR T A X I O P E R A T O R S 
A N D C O M M E R C I A L OPERATORS 

7. The authority citation for part 135 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U . S . C . 1354 (a), 1355(a), 1421-
1431 and 1502; 49 U . S . C . 106(g) (Revised Pub. 
L. 97-449, January 12,1983). 

8. By revising § 135.179 to read as 
follows: 

§ 135.179 Inoperable instruments and 
equipment 

(a) No person may take off an aircraft 
with inoperable instruments or 
equipment installed unless the following 
conditions are met: 

(1) A n approved Minimum Equipment 
List exists for that aircraft. 

(2) The Flight Standards District 
Office having certification responsibility 
has issued the certificate holder 
operations specifications authorizing 
operations in accordance with an 
approved Minimum Equipment List. The 
flight crew shall have direct access at all 
times prior to flight to all of the 
information contained in the approved 
Minimum Equipment List through 
printed or other means approved by the 
Administrator in the'certificate holders 
operations specifications. A n approved 
Minimum Equipment List, as authorized 
by the operations specifications, 
constitutes an approved change to the 
type design without requiring 
recertification. 

(3) The approved Minimum Equipment 
List must: 

(i) Be prepared in accordance with the 
limitations specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(ii) Provide for the operation of the . 
aircraft with certain instruments and 
equipment in an inoperable condition. 

(4) Records identifying the inoperable 
instruments and equipment and the 
information required by (a)(3)(ii) of this 
section must be available to the pilot. 

(5) The aircraft is operated under all 
applicable conditions and limitations 
contained in the Minimum Equipment 
List and the operations specifications 
authorizing use of the Minimum 
Equipment List. 

(b) The following instruments and 
equipment may not be included in the 
Minimum Equipment List: 

(1) Instruments and equipment that 
are either specifically or otherwise 
required by the airworthiness 
requirements under which the airplane 
is type certificated and which are 
essential for safe operations under all 
operating conditions. 

(2) Instruments and equipment 
required by an airworthiness directive 
to be in operable condition unless the 
airworthiness directive provides 
otherwise. 

(3) Instruments and equipment 
required for specific operations by this 
part. 

(c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b)(1) 
and (b)(3) of this section, an aircraft 
with inoperable instruments or 
equipment may be operated under a 
special flight permit under § § 21.297 and 
21.199 of this chapter. 
* * * * * 

Issued in Washington, D C , on March 18, 
1991. 
James B. Busey, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 91-6828 Filed 3-21-91; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 



14290 Federal Register / V o l . 56, N o . 67 / M o n d a y . A p r i l 8. 1991 / C o r r e c t i o n s 

D E P A R T M E N T O F T R A N S P O R T A T I O N 

Federal Aviat ion Adminis trat ion 

14 C F R Part s 121,125, and 135 

[Docket No. 25760; Amdts. 121-222,125-15, 
135-39) 

RIN 2120-ACS6 

Minimum Equipment List ( M E L ) 
R e q u i r e m e n t s 

Correction 

In rule document 91-6828 beginning on 
page 12306, in the issue of Friday. M a r c h 
22,1991, make the following corrections: 

1. O n page 12306, in the second 
column, in the note l , in the third line, 
"with holder" should read "with the 
holder"; and in the last line "aircraft.)" 
should read "aircraft operated.}" 

§121.628 [Corrected] 
2. O n page 12310, in the second 

column, in § 121.628(a)(4). in the fifth 
line from the bottom, "Record" should 
read "Records", 

§135.179 [Corrected] 
3. O n page 12311, in the third column, 

in § 135.179(c), in the fifth line, 
"§ § 21.297" should read "§ § 21.197". 

BILLING CODE 1506-01-0 


