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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, my name is Captain Bert Yetman and I


am President of the Professional Pilots Federation.





In the past several years, we have seen an increasing shortage of qualified


pilots to fill vacant airline positions.  As we are moving into a period of escalating airline


retirements due to the FAA's antiquated Age 60 Rule, the likelihood of an expanded safety concern


cannot be ignored.  Major airlines have already begun lowering their hiring standards in


order to fill their pilot training classes.  Initially, the major airlines rob the regional


airlines of experienced pilots, who then rob the commuters, who rob the corporate flight department, who


rob the air taxis and Part 91 operators.  Then the problem begins.





The source of this problem starts at both ends of the pool of available pilots.


First, the military has always been the major source for airline pilots.  These pilots have the


benefit of the best training available at a cost privately trained pilots cannot bear.  Now we read


of military pilot shortages.  The military cannot retain pilots when airlines offer higher


salaries and a more stable home life.  The United States Air Force is seeking an annual bonus of


$25,000, more than double the present bonus, for pilots remaining in the military; and yet,


according to news articles, most pilot would still choose to leave.  As the military pilot pool


dries up, the airlines are lowering their hiring standards to whatever is necessary to keep their


planes flying.





Secondly, at the other end of the spectrum, is the experienced airline pilot who


would like to continue his career, but is forced to retire, regardless of health and


proficiency, on his or her sixtieth birthday. The FAA and DOT remain unmoving on this rule to the


frustration of the advanced nations, who have heretofore followed the FAA's lead in rule making.


Those countries were using age 60 simply because the FAA did, and who would know


better.  Now the European Union (EU) Joint Aviation Authority (JAA), the FAA of Europe has


mandated the EU's fifteen nations to adopt age 65 as their maximum airline pilot age.


Australia and New Zealand, after reviewing our FAA rule-justifying studies, have gone to no


age limit. Canada and Japan both use age 63.  International Civil Aviation Organization


(ICAO) regulations for 185 countries allow pilots (Non Pilot in Command) to fly into


the United States until age 65 and our FAA supports that policy.  So we end up with a


policy that allows almost every other country's pilots to fly in and out of the United States using


pilots over age 60.  However, our own pilots, the safest anywhere in the world, continue to be


forcibly retired by our discriminatory rule.





The latest study done on the aging of pilots vs. accidents is the Hilton Study,


commissioned by the FAA.  That study was made public in 1993 and showed that pilots in the age


group of 24-39 had the highest number of accidents and pilots 55 and over had virtually no


accidents.  The charts accompanying the study showed no potential of increased accidents until


age 68 or 69, and then nowhere near the level of the 24-39 year group.





The FAA claims pilot incapacitation to be the unknown factor.  The Civil


Aviation Authority (CAA) of England, in their studies of pilots, prior to raising their retirement


age to 65, concluded that a major structural failure of the aircraft was 10 million times


more likely to occur than a pilot incapacitation at a critical point in flight.  Other studies


show that 80% or more of aircrew incapacitation is gastrointestinal.  In other words, airline passengers should fear their pilots having a bad hot dog much more than a heart attack or stroke.


Although there have been several deaths of pilots in the cockpit, First Officers as well


as Captains, there has never been a Part 121 accident or passenger fatality caused by pilot


incapacitation.  Pilots are required to undergo physical and simulator checkrides every six months, with


unlimited supervisory checks on any flight, at any time.  The two pilot system works as


intended to insure that incapacitation is not a safety problem.





One reason for military pilots early departure has been their willingness to


sacrifice their military careers in order to join the airlines.  Why?  Could it be that after a


20 year military career, they simply don't have enough years to complete an airline career.   One


simple answer to the experienced airline pilot shortage is to get back to the real


world.  It is about time that the FAA acknowledge that there have been medical advances and changes in


life style in the past 38 years since the Age 60 rule was promulgated.  Amend or remove the


FAA's Age 60 Rule to allow the worlds safest pilots, by any standard, to have the choice to


continue their careers.  The military pilot would be able to complete a 20 year career with the


armed services and have the opportunity for a 20 year airline career.





Right now, only political maneuvering prevents this from happening.  The demographics of


the Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA) are such that, as former ALPA President, Henry Duffy,


once testified, "Pilots over age 55 comprise only 5-6% of the total membership. The other 95%


selfishly view the forced retirement of older pilots as their guaranteed path and God given


right to their own early promotion!"





Let me give you a few more arresting quotes:





In an April 17, 1959 letter from FAA Administrator Elwood Quesada to the


Reverend Theodore Hesburg urging Hesburg to serve on a board to approve the Age 60 Rule,


Quesada wrote: "There exists at present no sound scientific evidence that airline


piloting, or any other aeronautical activity, becomes critical at any given age."





In a November 24, 1984 letter from Dr. Frank Austin, the Federal Air Surgeon, to


Dr. Stan Mohler, a former FAA medical staff member, Austin wrote: "There is no medical


basis for the Age 60 Rule.  I believe this and Admiral Engen (then FAA Administrator) believes


this.  It's an economic issue."





On February 15, 1989, Dr. George Kidera, an original member of the panel


promulgating the Age 60 Rule, wrote: "Granting qualified pilots over the age of 60 exemptions


from the provisions of 14 CFR 121.383(c) will not compromise safety."





In May 1995, an Australian Judge who overturned the Australian Age 60 Rule


stated:  "Given the time and effort expended in America examining the age-60 rule, it is


remarkable to say so, but it seems to me that none of the cited studies supports any conclusion about


the relationship between that rule and aircraft safety."





The Congressionally mandated purpose of the FAA is to provide the highest


standards of aviation safety.  If the Congressional mandate is to be carried out, politics


have no place or purpose in the regulation of safety.  Yet the Age 60 Rule, politically conceived


and implemented almost 40 years ago is a continuing example of the politicizing of


the FAA.  The Commission has to ask itself, is the Air Line Pilots Association the ultimate


expert on aviation safety?  If so, how can the the Commission reconcile ALPA advocating


the return to the cockpit of alcoholics, heart patients and other pilot disqualifying


conditions, especially those with known high relapse probability, while steadfastly supporting the


removal of perfectly healthy post 60 pilots from the cockpit?  There has not been one shred


of evidence in all the NTSB and FAA investigations and reports that attribute one accident to


the incapacitation of the crew in Part 121 aircraft operations.  Without any


evidence to indicate there has been or there will be a safety problem, one can only conclude that the


economic well being of some union pilots is more important than the safety of the traveling


public.





And finally, let me give you an example of political influence.  In 1993 the FAA


scheduled a public meeting to gather input for possible change to the Age 60 Rule.  A senior


captain for a major airline, when learning that an influential Congressman was on board,


passed a note asking how the proceedings were doing.  The Congressman, evidently assuming the


pilot was anti-age 60 change as ALPA would have every one believe, replied: "The FAA was


going to have a hearing on June 17, I believe, and when I heard about it, I called Sec


Pena and told him it didn't make much sense to proceed on this hearing without an FAA


Administrator.  It has now been postponed until Sep 23.  My hope is that with Administrator Hinson on


board, by that time, that we will be able to cancel that hearing on Sept 23 and put the


matter to bed.


PS - This all just took place the week of June 1 & Capt Babbittt (ALPA President) was informed about what I had done since he was the person who told me about the original


hearing."





The pilot was against keeping the Age 60 Rule and passed the note to me.





Thank you and I will be pleased to answer any questions you might have.


