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In the matter of the petition of 
 
AMAZON PRIME AIR 
 
For an exemption from §§ 61.23; 
61.133, 91.113(b) through (f); 
91.119(b) and (c); 91.121; 
91.151(a); 135.25(a)(1) and (2); 
135.63(c) and (d); 135.65(d); 
135.93; 135.149(a); 135.161(a)(1) 
through (3); 135.203(a); 
135.209(a); 135.243(b)(1) through 
(3); 135.415(b); and 135.501(a) 
of Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations                  

      Exemption No. 18601                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
      Regulatory Docket No. FAA-2019-0573 
 

 
 

GRANT OF EXEMPTION 
 
By letter dated July 16, 2019, Mr. Sean Cassidy, Director, Safety & Regulatory, Amazon1 
(“Amazon” or “the petitioner”), 440 Terry Avenue N, Seattle, Washington 98109, petitioned 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for an exemption from §§ 61.23; 61.133, 
91.113(b) through (f); 91.119(b) and (c); 91.121; 91.151(a); 135.25(a)(1) and (a)(2); 
135.63(c) and (d); 135.65(d); 135.93;2 135.149(a); 135.161(a)(1) through (3); 135.203(a); 
135.209(a)(1)3; 135.243(b)(1) through (3); 135.415(b); and 135.501(a) of Title 14, Code 
of Federal Regulations (14 CFR). In further correspondence with the FAA,  

                                                           
1 Amazon.com Services, LLC (dba Amazon Prime Air). 
2 The petition referenced relief from § 135.93 in general and § 135.93(g), specifically. For purposes of this 
exception, the FAA considers the request for relief to encompass § 135.93 generally. 
3 The petitioner initially requested relief from § 135.209(a). It later clarified it only needed relief from 
§135.209(a)(1) as it only proposed day operations.  
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Amazon clarified that it intended to narrow the scope of its proposed operations and begin its 
operations within a UAS test range.4 The proposed exemption, if granted, would allow  
Amazon to conduct part 135 air carrier operations for commercial package delivery using an  
unmanned aircraft (UA) with a maximum gross takeoff weight of 88 pounds (including 
payload).  
 
In its petition for exemption, the petitioner proposed to deliver parcels of up to 5 pounds using 
the Amazon Prime Air MK27 unmanned aircraft system (UAS) beyond visual line of sight 
(BVLOS)5 to a variety of customer locations and designated drop-off points. In further 
correspondence with the FAA, the petitioner stated its plan for initial part 135 operations was 
to deliver parcels of up to 5 pounds using its MK27 aircraft to a distance of up to 7.5 miles 
from the launch point over rural farmland within a UAS test range.  
 
The petitioner proposed to include the following personnel in operations under this 
exemption: Operator in Command (referred to as the Pilot in Command (PIC) in this 
document),6 Ground Station Operator (GSO), Safety Officer (SO), Visual Observer (VO), 
Aircraft Observer (AO), and Flight Assistant (FA). The PIC has final responsibility and 
authority for the operation and flight of the UA. The GSO monitors the ground control station 
display, safety officers (SO) deploy at the takeoff and delivery sites to observe the UA and 
scan for hazards on the ground, visual observers (VO) ensure traffic deconfliction through 
visual observation of the unmanned aircraft (UA) and scan the local airspace and ground near 
the UA,7 aircraft observers (AO) maintain visual contact with the aircraft and monitor and 
report to the PIC any abnormal aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during forward 
flight,8 and flight assistants (FAs) conduct package loading and perform pre- and post-flight 
checks. The petitioner stated that the PIC, GSO, and SOs will be able to engage the flight 
termination system to end the flight. The following table summarizes the crewmember duty 
positions and functions contained in the initial petition and supplemental information. 
 
  

                                                           
4 On October 28, 2019, petitioner submitted a response to an FAA request for information dated September 11, 
2019. Amazon has marked this response as proprietary in nature, in its entirety.  Accordingly, while this 
response has not been released in its entirety, it has been identified in the docket for this action. See  "Amazon 
Exemption No. 18601: Supplemental Documents Considered".  
5 For purposes of this grant of exemption, BVLOS means the aircraft is beyond the visual line of sight of the 
PIC. 
6 The petition and the ancillary documents submitted by Amazon used the term operator in command (OIC) to 
refer to the pilot in command (PIC) of an operation. OIC is not a regulatory term used by the FAA. Therefore, 
this exemption refers to a PIC to ensure regulatory consistency and to avoid any confusion or ambiguity from 
incorporating a non-regulatory term to refer to a regulated person. 
7 Amazon’s initial petition indicated that VOs would be an optional mitigation. In later submissions, Amazon 
indicated its initial operations will require VOs, but it will seek FAA approval to remove the requirement for 
VOs once it demonstrates sufficient performance and reliability of its onboard systems mitigations. 
8 While the petitioner uses the term “off-nominal” to refer to events outside of normal conditions, the FAA uses 
the term “abnormal” to refer to the same events.   
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Crewmember Duty Positions and Functions 
 
Amazon Duty 
Position Name 
and Acronym 

Functions 

Operator in 
Command (OIC) 

Assigned (and referred to in this document as the) Pilot in Command 
(PIC). 

Ground Station 
Operator (GSO) 

Qualified pilot responsible for inputting commands from assigned PIC 
into the Ground Control Station. 

Safety Officer 
(SO) 

Responsible for the safety of the operational environment at the takeoff 
and delivery sites; authorized to terminate flight. 

Visual Observer 
(VO) 

Responsible for identifying and communicating any potential aircraft 
conflicts or ground hazards to the PIC. 

Aircraft 
Observer (AO) 

Responsible for maintaining visual contact with the aircraft at all times 
while in forward flight and reporting aircraft behavior to the PIC. 

Flight Assistant 
(FA) 

Responsible for battery installation, pre- and post-flight inspection of 
the aircraft, and aircraft transportation. Also responsible for weighing 
the item for delivery, loading it into the UA, and calculating the gross 
takeoff weight and center of gravity. 

 
In addition to the information in the petition for exemption, the petitioner also provided the 
FAA with further clarification of its request for relief in its responses to the FAA’s Requests 
for Information (RFI). The petitioner also provided the FAA with a Concept of Operations 
(CONOPS) and various manuals and other supporting documents containing further 
information concerning its proposed operation which the FAA relied on for its analysis and 
disposition of the requested relief.9 

 
 
Table of Contents 
 
I. Overview and Background 
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III. FAA Analysis and Disposition of Petitioner Requests 
IV. Comments and Responses 
V. Public Interest and Safety 
VI.       FAA Decision 
VII. Conditions and Limitations 
 
 
 
                                                           
9 Amazon has marked the information in these documents as proprietary. Accordingly, while these materials 
have not been released in their entirety, the FAA has listed the documents it relied on in its analysis of the 
petition in "Amazon Exemption No. 18601: Supplemental Documents Considered" and posted this listing to the 
docket.  
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I. Overview and Background 
 
This exemption provides relief from certain sections of parts 61, 91, and 135 for the petitioner 
to conduct air carrier operations in accordance with part 135 upon receipt of a part 119 air 
carrier certificate for part 135 operations from the Administrator. Under its initial petition for 
exemption, Amazon broadly proposed to deliver parcels of up to 5 pounds using the MK27 
UAS. The UA would be operated BVLOS of the pilot in command (PIC) using visual 
observers at a variety of pre-designated customer locations and drop-off points. In further 
correspondence with the FAA, the petitioner proposed to begin its part 135 operations within 
a UAS test range. Amazon proposed to operate BVLOS of the pilot in command using visual 
observers (without DAA technology) and using a UAS traffic management system over areas 
with low population density that have been thoroughly vetted for proximate airborne 
operations, obstructions, communications coverage, and sensitive overflight areas, and will be 
subject to FAA approval in the form of a certificate of authorization (COA).  
 
This exemption enables the petitioner to conduct commercial package delivery using the 
Amazon Prime Air MK27 UAS within the United States; however, its COA currently limits 
operations to a UAS test range. Amazon indicated that when it seeks to expand the areas of 
operation it would submit the appropriate information necessary to support an amendment to 
the existing COA or the issuance of a subsequent COA. Amazon envisions that the MK27 
would be capable of delivering up to 85% of the products Amazon sells to a variety of 
customer locations and designated drop-off points.  
 
A summary table of regulatory relief is included below: 
 

Regulatory Section Relief Requested by Amazon FAA Decision 
61.3(a) No Granted 
61.23(a)(2) Yes Partially granted 
61.113(a) No Granted 
61.133 Yes Relief not necessary 
91.7(a) No Granted in Exemption No. 18602 
91.113(b)-(f) Yes Relief addressed in COA 
91.119(b) and (c) Yes Granted 
91.121 Yes Granted 
91.151(a) Yes Granted 
91.151(b) No Granted 
135.25(a)(1) and (a)(2) Yes Granted in Exemption No. 18602 
135.63(c) and (d) Yes Granted 
135.65(d) Yes Granted 
135.93 Yes Granted 
135.95(a) No Granted 
135.149(a) Yes Granted 
135.161(a)(1)-(3) Yes Granted 
135.203(a) Yes Granted 
135.203(b) No Granted 
135.209(a) Yes Granted 
135.209(b) No Granted 
135.243(b)(1) and (b)(2) Yes Granted  
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134.243(b)(1)-(3) Yes Relief not necessary 
135.337(b)(1) No Granted 
135.338(b)(1) No Granted 
135.339(e)(3) and (4) No Granted 
135.340(e)(3) and (4) No Granted 
135.415(b) Yes Denied 
135.501(a) Yes Relief not necessary 

 
Amazon indicated commercial package deliveries under this exemption would not be 
conducted over people. It would begin delivering packages to properties located within a UAS 
test range, which contains the associated airport property, for which the petitioner has 
arranged exclusive use or access control. The petitioner would operate with continuous two-
way very high frequency (VHF) communication with the associated Class D air route control 
tower (ARCT) and proposes to rely on tower personnel for traffic advisories.  
 
Amazon indicated that the operational area is highly rural and that it would allow each PIC to 
conduct only one airborne mission per at a time. The petitioner stated that as a technical 
mitigation, it would use a flight termination system (FTS) to maintain direct control over the 
MK27 during all phases of flight.    
 
The petitioner stated that, since 2013, it has invested extensively in research and development; 
has worked closely with the FAA and other regulatory agencies to secure testing permissions; 
has collaborated with industry partners; and has tested new operations and technologies with 
the goal of launching Amazon’s commercial package delivery service. The petitioner also 
indicated that it has conducted extensive operations under 14 CFR part 107 and received 
special airworthiness certificates in the experimental category for four different Amazon UAs 
for the purpose of research and development and crew training. In addition, it stated that it has 
participated in a Partnership for Safety Plan (PSP) with the FAA since October 2017 and that 
the purpose of the PSP is to establish a close working relationship between Amazon and the 
FAA that will facilitate the integration of UAS in the National Airspace System (NAS) to 
enable routine, safe, reliable, and BVLOS UAS commercial package delivery operations.    
 
The petitioner stated that an operational mission would start when a customer selects an item 
for delivery from an available inventory on a customer-facing mobile app or website. The 
customer’s selection would trigger a message sent to the SO with the location of the delivery. 
An automatic route would be loaded into the ground control station (GCS) for the PIC and 
GSO to review with the SO stationed at the takeoff site to ensure compliance with all 
applicable flight rules. Range, altitude, ground track, terrain and obstacles, weather, and 
NOTAMS would be reviewed. The PIC would have final responsibility for the flight 
operation and would be positioned at the takeoff location with eyes on the vehicle during the 
launch and returning landing phases. The GCS would be monitored by the GSO who would 
relay the vehicle telemetry stream and execute vehicle commands per PIC instruction. The 
PIC would relay commands to the GSO based on data received from the VOs, SOs, and AOs. 
VOs would be positioned to scan the airspace and the ground for hazards, AOs would be 
positioned to maintain visual contact with the aircraft during forward flight to monitor and 
report to the PIC any off-nominal aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during 
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forward flight, and SOs would be deployed at the take-off and delivery areas to observe the 
UA and scan for hazards on the ground. 
 
The petitioner stated that, while the crewmembers are preparing for flight, the package would 
be loaded into the UA at its facility. A member of the product management team would pick 
the item from a storage shelf and inspect it per hazardous materials training requirements and 
then take the item to a packing station for placement into the UAS. The FA would weigh the 
item, load it into the UA, and calculate the gross takeoff weight and center of gravity. Once 
the VOs, GOs, AOs, and SOs are in place and confirmed, and cargo and battery loading is 
complete, the PIC would run the Amazon Prime Air MK27, Unmanned Aircraft Flight 
Manual (UFM)10 checklist and call the airport control tower for takeoff clearance. Multiple 
preflight checks would be conducted, weather and winds would be checked again, and the 
PIC would command launch to the GSO via the GCS. The UA would then take off and fly an 
optimized route that conforms to all known constraints.  
 
The UA would rely on a global positioning system (GPS) for the primary means of 
navigation, with non-GPS backup means of navigation to enable safe landing in the event of a 
degraded GPS environment. As a technical mitigation, Amazon would use a FTS to ensure 
direct control over the MK27 during all phases of flight. The planned cruise flight would be 
approximately 180 ft. above ground level (AGL). A strobe light would activate at 40 meters in 
the climb out and would remain on until the aircraft returns to the launch pad after delivery. 
Once the aircraft is at cruise altitude and has transitioned to forward flight, the PIC would 
hand off visual contact to the first VO who would then hand off to the next VO, and so on, 
until reaching the customer’s yard. VOs would be responsible for identifying and 
communicating any potential aircraft conflicts or ground hazards to the PIC. AOs would be 
positioned to maintain visual contact with the UA during forward flight to monitor and report 
to the PIC any off-nominal aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during the forward 
flight path. During transition to descent and delivery, the SO stationed at the delivery site 
(also referred to as the Backyard Safety Officer or BYSO) would have visual contact with the 
UA. In the event of a deviation from course or departure from controlled flight, the SO 
stationed at the delivery site could either command urgent land through communication with 
the PIC or activate the FTS, if warranted, after ensuring the area underneath the UA is clear. 
Amazon will designate a perimeter with a minimum 100 foot radius centered at the delivery 
point and ensure no person is inside the perimeter during delivery. The aircraft would descend 
to approximately 12 ft. AGL and release the package on top of the delivery marker, then 
climb back to cruise altitude and return along the preplanned route home. Upon landing, the 
FA would secure the UA as part of the post-flight checklist and the UA would be delivered 
from operations to maintenance for post-flight inspection and return to service. 
 
The petitioner stated that operations would be flown concurrently, with each UA having a 
dedicated PIC for the duration of the specific mission. Operations would begin under a 1:1 
UA to PIC ratio. The petitioner further stated that it plans to increase the UA to PIC ratio 

                                                           
10 The UFM serves the same purpose as an aircraft flight manual (AFM).  
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subject to the FAA approval, based on flights and simulations that demonstrates required 
levels of safety.  
 
The petitioner stated that the MK27 UA has onboard health monitoring systems that 
continually evaluate the UA and would automatically abort the mission if warranted. In the 
event there is an in-flight malfunction that impacts mission capability, the UA would either 
return to base or land at a safe alternate location, depending on the specific fault condition. 
Any malfunction would be formally documented and would trigger appropriate maintenance 
action under Amazon’s part 135 operating certificate, similar to the way maintenance issues 
are addressed with manned operations.  
 
The petitioner indicated that for its initial part 135 operations the UA would fly over airport 
property and contiguous parcels for which Amazon has pre-arranged exclusive use or access 
control. The petitioner also proposed to implement the following mitigations to further reduce 
the risks of operations described in this petition for exemption: (1) the UA would be operated 
in rural, controlled private and public land; (2) the petitioner would use a flight termination 
system to command that the UA land immediately (“urgent land”) in the event of a flyaway or 
off-nominal behavior; (3) the petitioner would employ onboard health monitoring systems and 
off board GCS-input communications; (4) when appropriate, the petitioner would maintain 
continuous two-way communications with ATC during the operation, in accordance with the 
COA; (5) the petitioner would deploy VOs, AOs, and SOs; and (6) the petitioner would 
require the PIC to brief each mission using an operational risk assessment tool.   
 
The petitioner stated that it is both the manufacturer and operator of the MK27 UAS. 
According to the petition, the MK27 is capable of vertical takeoff and landing and wing-borne 
flight, can carry internal payloads of up to five pounds, has a maximum gross takeoff weight 
of 88 pounds (including payload), and has a roundtrip range of up to 15 nautical miles. The 
petitioner also indicated that it initiated the process to obtain a type certificate for the MK27 
UAS in 2017. 
 
The petitioner believes that the highly automated systems used in the MK27 UAS will 
achieve demonstrable levels of safety and reliability that are equivalent to those of operations 
involving certificated airmen with manned flight experience. The petitioner explained that 
operations under this exemption would be overseen by PICs who possess, at minimum, a 
valid part 61 private pilot certificate and a third class medical certificate and who have 
participated in a training and qualification program approved under the petitioner’s part 135 
operating certificate. The petitioner stated that the PIC would have final responsibility and 
authority for the safe operation of the flights and would oversee the missions. The petitioner 
also stated that the PIC would be assisted by a GSO who would receive the same training and 
qualifications as the PIC and would be stationed at the GCS to monitor UA telemetry, 
airspace, and weather, and to the extent necessary, to issue commands to the UA through the 
GCS as instructed by the PIC.  
 
The petitioner stated that, if an off-nominal event occurs, the PIC would instruct the GSO to 
command the UA to return home or command a landing. The PIC and GSO would use both 
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on-board sensors to ensure safety and continuous communication with the SO. To mitigate 
any risk associated with a flyaway or off-nominal behavior that warrants flight termination at 
the takeoff or delivery sites, the SOs would have access to stations with a FTS. In the event of 
a deviation from course or radical departure from controlled flight, the SOs could recommend 
to the PIC and GSO to command urgent land. In the alternative, the SOs could activate the 
FTS, if warranted by an immediate safety concern, after ensuring the area beneath the UA is 
clear of hazards.  

 
The petitioner stated that Amazon’s UAS Traffic Management (UTM)11 system will compute 
an optimized flight profile based on: 1) customer delivery location; 2) package weight; 3) 
current environmental conditions; 4) air traffic and airspace constraints; and 5) take-off and 
landing location constraints. The flight trajectory would avoid all known overflight areas, 
such as sensitive government installations, hospitals, and open air assemblies. The UTM 
system would generate 4D trajectories based on multiple data sources that incorporate all 
terrain elevations, known obstacles, and obstructions. Transit flight would be planned to occur 
at or below 400 ft. above ground level (AGL), although there may be occasional transitory 
moments where, for operational safety reasons, cruise level may briefly exceed 400 ft. AGL. 
The petitioner argued that these are the same well-established principles used to safely 
manage manned aviation.  

 
The petitioner stated that the operations would be conducted only under day visual flight rules 
(VFR). The petitioner also indicated that it would not conduct operations when the wind 
velocity exceeds 24 knots, including total wind gusts; in known icing conditions; or in areas 
of significant meteorological activity.  

 
The petitioner stated that flights will be highly automated from the point of launch. The flight 
planning system incorporates a fail-safe design architecture whereby any proposed 
modifications to the mission profile that violates operating limits or airspace restrictions 
would automatically be rejected. The UA would depart an Amazon facility, ascend to its 
preprogrammed cruise altitude, and transition to horizontal flight, after which it would transit 
to the delivery location. The flights would be conducted BVLOS of the PIC using VOs and 
with the GSO remotely monitoring vehicle telemetry and system state. The PIC cannot 
remotely intervene to directly control the UA’s flight control system and will only direct its 
outcomes. The petitioner would maintain separation assurance from other aircraft through 
multiple layers of technical and operational safety mitigations that include the use of VOs, 
AOs, and SOs as discussed in the accompanying COA. Technical risk mitigations would 
include a UTM system that incorporates local ATC feeds, and full duplex communications 
between PICs and local ATC facilities. The flight path would be planned to avoid any known 
obstacles. Real-time UA identification and tracking capabilities would also be available to the 
FAA ATC facility that oversees local flight operations, in accordance with the COA.  

 

                                                           
11 Amazon’s UTM is its own internal system and unrelated to the FAA’s ongoing UAS Traffic Management 
(UTM) work that is exploring concepts of operation, data exchange requirements, and a supporting framework to 
enable multiple beyond visual line-of-sight UAS operations. 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

9 

The petitioner stated that its communication systems are designed to be highly reliable and 
redundant. A safe landing will occur without the need for any operator intervention in the 
highly unlikely event of a complete lost link situation. The petitioner stated that command 
links would be secure and redundant. It would operate beyond radio line of sight using land 
mobile infrastructure and networks, such as LTE cellular networks, for primary command 
functions with redundant communication links. Control links are unnecessary due to the UAs 
automated fail-safe capability in the event of degraded communications. In this management 
model, real-time situational awareness features are incorporated into the automated systems. 
The petitioner stated that its delivery-phase autonomy test program, backed up by over 10,000 
real-world data sets accomplished via flights in representative backyard locations, has already 
demonstrated the ability of the UA’s diverse sensors and algorithms to ensure that the 
approach path and delivery area are clear of obstructions. Further, the PIC and GSO would 
maintain real-time awareness of off-nominal events through system warning indications and 
VO, AO, and SO reporting and could direct system outcomes, including issuing a command 
to “urgent land.” Additionally, in the event of an off-nominal occurrence, the SOs would have 
the ability to terminate the flight using the flight termination system.  

 
The petitioner stated that it has a continuous airworthiness and maintenance department 
(CAM) that is responsible for all actions necessary to maintain, modify, and report its UA and 
associated equipment to an airworthy condition. CAM would utilize a formal maintenance 
tracking system, indexed to individual UAs and components, for all maintenance functions, 
including repair and inspection. This would be accomplished through a systematic 
maintenance program and the collection and analysis of data that the petitioner would use to 
continuously enhance the overall safety of the operation. As proposed by the petitioner, if a 
maintenance action is required, the UA would be taken out of service and sent to CAM. The 
issue would be rectified and recorded in a service difficulty report in accordance with the 
requirements of the petitioner’s part 135 operating certificate before the UA is returned to 
service. The UA would not be dispatched again until CAM has provided confirmation that the 
aircraft is in a condition for safe for flight operation by issuing an airworthiness release, 
which would be subject to the PIC’s review prior to flight.12 
 
The petitioner stated that its safety management system (SMS) would provide the structure 
and tools necessary to establish safety policies, identify and mitigate risks, audit those risk 
mitigations, promote safety, and drive continuous improvement throughout the organization. 
Its independent Safety & Regulatory team conducts monthly system wide safety meetings and 
quarterly safety briefs with senior leadership. Its automated online safety reporting system 
(SRS), which is a derivative of the Aviation Safety Action Program (ASAP) used by part 121 
airlines, encourages all team members to file safety reports on a confidential, non-retribution 
basis, and all reports are tracked and followed to conclusion. The petitioner stated that 
through customer feedback, flight data, consultation with subject matter experts, design 
reviews, and multidisciplinary workgroups, its Safety Managers drive the safety risk 
                                                           
12 14 CFR § 135.443(a) requires that prior to a certificate holder operating an aircraft after maintenance, an 
airworthiness release or an appropriate entry in the aircraft maintenance log must be completed. For the purpose 
of compliance with this regulation and operations under this exemption, the FAA considers an airworthiness 
release to be a record indicating the aircraft is in a condition for safe operation.  
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management (SRM) process, which initiates a safety risk assessment upon introduction of a 
new UA or substantial changes to an existing UA, changes to CONOPS, or identification of a 
new hazard.  
 
The petitioner stated that, as part of the SRM process, its Safety & Regulatory team identify 
and classify hazards, analyze and assess the risk based on probability and severity, create an 
actionable plan to mitigate the risk, monitor those actions, and measure and control those 
actions. The petitioner stated that its hazard mitigation is anchored by the petitioner’s SMS, 
along with other operating limitations. Vehicle reliability, redundancy when necessary, site 
location, aircrew training, on-board sensing, and off-vehicle systems all aggregate into a 
CONOPS. 
 
The petitioner stated that it has established an internal targeted level of safety (TLS) formula 
that reduces the risk posed by the proposed operations to persons and property on the ground 
to acceptable levels. The petitioner indicated that it would use a fault tree analysis tool to 
identify and allocate the reliability ‘budget’ that is required at the system, component, and 
subcomponent levels to ensure the UAS meets the minimum level of safety required by 
applicable regulations for a given area of operations. The petitioner indicated that under its 
safety and reliability model, TLS is derived from the following algorithm: Risk of 
Catastrophic Event per Mission = System Loss of Control Rate x Lethality x Population 
Density x Area of Impact x Non-Shelter Factor. The petitioner stated that, in enabling flight 
operations within safe margins, it will be able to correlate estimates for maintenance and 
manufacturing defects, operational errors, and projections for system performance and 
component reliability. The petitioner would use the data on-board systems.  
 
The petitioner stated that, as part of the MK27 UAS type certification process, the petitioner 
submitted an operational risk assessment (ORA) to the FAA that deconstructs each phase of 
its CONOPS, identifies potential failure modes, defines the mitigations required to bring 
operations to an acceptable level of safety, and associates those mitigations with the relevant 
airworthiness categories. The certification process, which was initiated in 2017, defines the 
design and performance requirements that are reflected in the MK27 UAS system 
architecture. The petitioner stated that the ORA was specifically developed to incorporate the 
various risks that would be present in its UAS commercial package delivery operations. The 
petitioner’s aircraft design process was baselined against mitigations that would allow it to 
meet the intent of the regulations that apply to the UA. The petitioner states that the 
mitigations and technologies that the petitioner would have to implement to meet the 
equivalent levels of safety of the regulations that would otherwise apply to the proposed 
operations are documented in its petition and its supplementary materials. The petitioner 
indicated that the proposed mitigations and technologies are part of its overarching strategy 
and long term goals to obtain a type certification for the MK27.  

 
II. Air Carrier Certification Process 

 
The petitioner is working with the FAA to receive its part 119 air carrier certificate for 
part 135 operations. An applicant for an air carrier certificate is generally required to develop 
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a number of materials that both help inform the FAA of how it will safely conduct operations 
in compliance with applicable regulations and allow the FAA to provide further guidance to 
the operator on how to operate safely. These documents include manuals describing 
operations in significant detail and a statement describing how the operator intends to comply 
with all applicable regulations. In this instance, the FAA has evaluated all of the 
aforementioned documents and relied on them in its analysis to issue this exemption, a 
necessary prerequisite to the issuance of an air carrier certificate.13 
 
For purposes of working toward air carrier certification and toward receiving more 
information related to this exemption, the FAA and the petitioner have engaged in 
correspondence, both written and oral. The FAA summarized the information it received that 
is relevant to the petitioner’s proposed operation in this document.  
 
Additionally, while Amazon has applied for a type certificate (TC) for the MK27 UAS, the 
FAA has also issued, Exemption No. 18602, to provide relief from the regulatory 
airworthiness certification requirements, subject to certain conditions and limitations. This 
exemption is consistent with the Secretary of Transportation’s determination under 49 U.S.C. 
44807 that the MK27 UAS, which Amazon would use for operations described in this 
exemption, may operate safely in the national airspace system (NAS). The FAA and Amazon 
expect that Exemption No. 18602 will eventually be superseded by an appropriate 
airworthiness certificate for the MK27, contingent upon successful completion of the type 
certificate process.  

 
III. FAA Analysis and Disposition of Petitioner Requests 

 
This section lists the regulatory sections from which the petitioner requested relief, covers the 
petitioner’s bases for requesting relief, and provides analysis and disposition of each request.  
As a preface to the analysis that follows, the FAA notes the following additional facts that 
informed the analysis of the petitioner’s requests. First, 49 U.S.C. 44701(d)(1)(A) directs the 
Administrator of the FAA to consider the duty of an air carrier to provide service with the 
highest possible degree of safety in the public interest. The FAA finds this standard scalable 
for the risk posed by the operation of a UAS in a commercial package delivery operation as 
compared to the risk posed by a manned aircraft carrying passengers. This exemption applies 
to commercial package delivery using its MK27 aircraft within the United States. Amazon 
intends to begin its part 135 operations within a UAS test range and indicated that when it 
seeks to expand the areas of operation it would submit the appropriate information necessary 
to support an amendment to the existing COA or the issuance of a subsequent COA. 

                                                           
13 Amazon has marked the information in these documents as proprietary. Accordingly, the FAA has listed the 
documents it considered in its analysis of the relief requested in "Amazon Exemption No. 18602 Supplemental 
Documents Considered" and posted this listing to the docket. 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

12 

The FAA has also carefully considered the petitioner’s plans to expand operations. Consistent 
with its analysis, the FAA has included conditions and limitations in this exemption that are 
not limited to one specific location or route plan but rather define the characteristics that make 
the operations and operating location acceptable for Amazon’s part 135 operations. While this 
approach differs from previously issued exemptions, the FAA has determined that this 
approach is consistent with the manner in which it authorizes other non-scheduled part 135 
operations, where those operations are not restricted to specific operational areas, but rather 
follow a prescribed set of requirements laid out in the regulations and their operating 
specifications, and will not adversely affect safety.   
 
Second, the operations enabled by this exemption are among the first of their kind – a 
convergence of prior experience the FAA has with both UAS operations and air carrier 
operations. As the FAA gains more data and experience related to operations of this kind and 
learns from each operator, the FAA might adjust its policy. Such adjustments might warrant a 
revision to this exemption or the issuance of a new exemption. The specific grants and denials 
in this exemption are related directly to the petitioner’s operation and may not be the same for 
another petitioner. The FAA’s determination to grant or deny relief under this exemption are 
subject to change based on future data. In many of these cases, once the FAA has gathered 
relevant data from the petitioner, it is plausible that the determination could be changed, or 
that a different petitioner with different data would have its request adjudicated differently, as 
is the case with any exemption request. 
 
Third, the petitioner is an industry partner in a Partnership for Safety Plan (PSP). Under the 
PSP, Amazon and the FAA are collaborating to develop and evaluate processes to enable 
scalable package delivery operations.  
 
Lastly, the relief granted in this exemption considers the unique characteristics associated 
with commercial package delivery operations using unmanned aircraft and the operating 
environment in which the petitioner will conduct commercial package delivery operations 
with its unmanned aircraft.  
 
14 CFR 61 
 
As discussed previously in this document, the petitioner proposes to use several different 
UAS personnel positions as part of its layered safety mitigation strategy. Because the relief to 
certain part 61 requirements are dependent on the part 135 pilot requirements, the part 61 
regulations will be discussed in the analysis of § 135.243. 
 
14 CFR 91 
 
Subpart B – FLIGHT RULES 
 
In general, the petitioner indicated that it would comply with operational rules that conform to 
airspace access requirements and provide for the exchange of safety critical flight information 
with ATC and with other airspace users.  Operations under this exemption would be 
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conducted in both controlled and uncontrolled airspace and below 400 ft. AGL. With regard 
to the general flight rules codified in part 91, Amazon seeks relief only to the extent that it 
cannot comply with the provisions due to operational or aircraft design constraints. 
 
§ 91.113(b)—(f) 
 
Section 91.113(b) and (c) prescribes that when weather conditions permit, regardless of 
whether an operation is conducted under instrument flight rules or visual flight rules, 
vigilance shall be maintained by each person operating an aircraft so as to see and avoid other 
aircraft. When a rule of this section gives another aircraft the right-of-way, the pilot shall give 
way to that aircraft and may not pass over, under, or ahead of it unless well clear. An aircraft 
in distress has the right-of-way over all other air traffic. Section 91.113(d) and (e) provide that 
when aircraft of the same category are converging at approximately the same altitude (except 
head-on, or nearly so), the aircraft to the other’s right has the right-of-way, and outlines which 
aircraft has the right-of-way if the aircraft are of different categories; they also provide that 
when aircraft are approaching each other head-on, or nearly so, each pilot of each aircraft 
shall alter course to the right. Section 91.113(f) provides that each aircraft that is being 
overtaken has the right-of-way and each pilot of an overtaking aircraft shall alter course to the 
right to pass well clear.  
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 91.113(b) through (f) to the extent necessary to allow 
BVLOS operations in which the person operating the aircraft will not have the ability to 
maintain sight of the UA, other aircraft, or obstructions. The petitioner stated that safe 
separation margins will be accomplished through multiple layers of technical and operational 
risk mitigations. The petitioner asserts that for its initial part 135 operations, the probability of 
an airborne encounter with other flight operations occurring below 400 ft. AGL, in an 
operating area away from the airport operations and other known flight operations is 
extremely low. The petitioner states that the use of VOs, UTM implementations, and 
interfaces with local ATC facilities makes it extremely improbable that the petitioner would 
have any loss of separation events- especially with manned aircraft.  
 
An exemption from § 91.113(b)-(f) is not necessary because this section is subject to waiver 
under 14 CFR § 91.905. Accordingly, the FAA’s Air Traffic Organization (ATO) has issued 
an accompanying Certificate of Waiver and Authorization (COA). The COA sets forth the 
requirements for alerting other users of the NAS to the UAS activities being conducted and 
sets the requirements necessary for safety in the airspace. Operations that occur under this 
exemption must comply with both this exemption and the terms of the COA. If a conflict 
between the COA and any conditions within this exemption exists, the most restrictive 
provision will apply. 
 
§ 91.119(b) and (c) 
 
Section 91.119 prescribes that except when necessary for takeoff or landing, no person may 
operate an aircraft below the following altitudes: an altitude allowing, if a power unit fails, an 
emergency landing without undue hazard to persons or property on the surface; over any 
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congested area of a city, town, or settlement, or over any open air assembly of persons, an 
altitude of 1,000 ft. above the highest obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 ft. of the 
aircraft; for over other than congested areas, an altitude of 500 ft. above the surface, except 
over open water or sparsely populated areas, and in those cases, the aircraft may not be 
operated closer than 500 ft. to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure; and if the operation is 
conducted without hazard to persons or property on the surface a helicopter and a powered 
parachute or weight-shift-control aircraft may be operated at less than the minimums 
prescribed in paragraph (b) or (c). 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 91.119(b) and (c), minimum altitude requirements over 
congested and non-congested areas. The petitioner states that cruise altitude for its proposed 
operations is 180 ft. AGL, and the maximum planned operating altitude of the MK27 UA is 
400 ft. AGL. The petitioner asserts that manned aircraft are commonly flown at en route 
altitude of at least 500 ft. AGL, and at least 1,000 ft. AGL over congested areas. The 
petitioner stated that as its UA are required to operate below a ceiling of 400 ft. AGL, an 
altitude below which manned operating will be extremely infrequent (other than takeoff and 
landing corridors at airports that the petitioner will avoid), relief is warranted. In a response to 
a request for information from the FAA, the petitioner clarified that they do not plan any 
flights to exceed 400 ft. AGL, although the AGL altitude could vary with temporary changes 
in underlying terrain (e.g. flight over a narrow ravine). They further stated that routes are 
planned to a consistent cruise altitude. 
 
After evaluating the petitioner’s proposed mitigations, the FAA grants relief from § 91.119(b) 
and (c) to permit the aircraft to operate at altitudes lower than those described at § 91.119(b) 
and (c). The aircraft is only permitted to operate at a maximum altitude of 400 ft. AGL to 
reduce risk to manned aircraft operations. Compliance with the mitigations found in the 
conditions and limitations section of this exemption will result in a level of safety equivalent 
to that provided by the regulation, which will ensure that safety is not adversely affected. 
 
§ 91.121 
 
Section 91.121 prescribes that each person operating an aircraft shall maintain the cruising 
altitude or flight level of that aircraft, by reference to an altimeter that is set, when operating 
below 18,000 ft. median sea level (MSL), to the current reported altimeter setting of a station 
along the route and within 100 nautical miles of the aircraft; and if there is no station within 
the area prescribed, the current reported altimeter setting of an appropriate available station, 
or if the aircraft is not equipped with a radio, the elevation of the departure airport or an 
appropriate altimeter setting available before departure; or at or above 18,000 ft. MSL, to 
29.92” Hg, or take the flight level equivalent of the minimum altitude in ft. and add the 
appropriate number of ft. specific in the chart, according to the current reported altimeter 
setting. 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 91.121 to have a typical adjustable barometric altimeter 
aboard the MK27 aircraft. The petitioner stated it will be operating below 400 ft. AGL, and its 
UAS will incorporate a combination of several altitude reporting systems, including a 
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barometric altimeter, a laser altimeter, and GPS-derived capabilities. The petitioner asserts 
that the UA’s altitude AGL is displayed to the PIC.  
 
Amazon intends to use several altitude reporting systems, including a barometric altimeter, a 
laser altimeter, and GPS-derived capabilities in lieu of the typical adjustable barometric 
altimeter. In a response to a request for information from the FAA, the petitioner clarified that 
as part of the initial preflight function, the altimeter is initialized using GPS and barometric 
settings, and the PIC validates aircraft position by referencing the position depicted on the 
GCS. Altitude is continuously updated during flight using the Extended Kalman Filter, which 
synthesizes multiple inputs over time, providing a higher level of navigation fidelity than a 
solution derived from a single input source.  Amazon proposes to operate at a cruising altitude 
of 180 ft. AGL rather than in reference to mean sea level. 
 
In consideration of the foregoing, the FAA finds that relief from § 91.121 is appropriate, and 
grants relief to operate the UA by reference to the height above ground level, rather than in 
reference to mean sea level, using the altitude reporting systems described. Because the PIC 
operating the aircraft will ensure that the altitude is continuously updated during flight, via the 
automated altitude reporting systems, the FAA finds that granting relief will not adversely 
affect safety. 
 
§ 91.151(a) 
 
Section 91.151(a) prescribes that no person may begin a flight in an airplane under VFR 
conditions unless (considering wind and forecast weather conditions) there is enough fuel to 
fly to the first point of intended landing and, assuming normal cruising speed, during the day, 
to fly after that for at least 30 minutes, or at night, to fly after that for at least 45 minutes.  
 
The petitioner requested relief from the § 91.151(a) prescribed fuel reserve minimums due to 
the UA capabilities and duration of flights. The petitioner indicated that it would plan flights 
and missions profiles to allow the UA to return to the petitioner’s facility with sufficient 
energy reserve to conduct a safe landing. The petitioner, as outlined in its Aircraft Flight 
Manual, stated that the battery minimum takeoff state of charge (SOC) will be 95 percent, and 
the minimum battery SOC for landing (reserve) will be 20 percent. Further, the petitioner 
stated that all missions and minimum required initial battery SOC are modeled and selected so 
the battery SOC does not drop below 20 percent during the course of any mission or 
emergency. The petitioner further clarified in a response to a request for information that the 
95 percent battery takeoff SOC and the 20 percent battery reserve SOC is verified via mission 
simulation, taking into account possible atmospheric conditions. The PIC is responsible for 
monitoring the SOC and taking action as appropriate. The PIC will command a landing to 
mitigate any condition that would result in an airborne SOC below 20 percent.  
 
 The FAA is granting relief from the provisions of § 91.151(a)(1) and (b) for the same reasons 
the agency identified in support of granting relief from § 135.209(a)(1) and (b).  
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14 CFR Part 135 
 
Subpart B – FLIGHT OPERATIONS 
 
§ 135.63(c) and (d) 
 
Section 135.63(c) and (d) prescribes that for multiengine aircraft, each certificate holder is 
responsible for the preparation and accuracy of a load manifest in duplicate containing 
information concerning the loading of the aircraft. The PIC of an aircraft for which a load 
manifest must be prepared shall carry a copy of the completed load manifest in the aircraft to 
its destination. The certificate holder shall keep copies of completed load manifests for at least 
30 days at its principal operations base, or at another location used by it and approved by the 
Administrator. 
 
The MK27 is a multiengine UA and the petitioner requested relief from the requirements 
related to the carriage of a load manifest, because the size and characteristics of the MK27 
make it impractical to comply with the regulation. The petitioner asserted that the FAA has 
previously held that similar rules that require carriage of manuals aboard aircraft are not 
applicable to UAS, provided the operator makes the manuals readily available for ground 
personnel and the PIC and available at the PIC’s duty station. The petitioner provides that it 
has developed procedures for the preparation and accuracy of a load manifest to ensure that 
they contain sufficient information concerning the loading of the aircraft and to ensure that 
the petitioner does not exceed critical loading factors. The petitioner has also provided that 
they have procedures to ensure that load manifests will be stored in accordance with the 
GOM.  
 
The FAA has determined that granting relief from the requirement to create duplicate copies 
of the load manifest in § 135.63(c) and from the requirement to carry a copy of the load 
manifest on the aircraft in (d) would have no adverse effect on safety when made available to 
ground personnel and the PIC and available at the PIC’s duty station. As a result, relief from 
§ 135.63(c) and (d) is granted as described and subject to the conditions and limitations of this 
exemption. 
 
§ 135.65(d) 
 
Section 135.65(d) prescribes that each certificate holder shall establish a procedure for 
keeping copies of the aircraft maintenance log required by this section in the aircraft for 
access by appropriate personnel and shall include that procedure in the manual required by 
§ 135.21. 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 135.65(d) because the size and characteristics of the 
MK27 make it impractical to comply with the regulation. The petitioner stated that the FAA 
has previously held that similar rules requiring carriage of an aircraft maintenance log aboard 
the aircraft are not applicable to UAS operations, provided the operator makes the log readily 
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available to appropriate personnel. The petitioner indicated that it has developed procedures to 
ensure that the aircraft maintenance log is available to the appropriate personnel.  
 
The FAA acknowledges that due to the size and characteristics of the UA, Amazon is unable 
to keep copies of the aircraft maintenance log in the aircraft. The FAA finds an equivalent 
level of safety can be met as long as the certificate holder ensures the appropriate portions of 
the aircraft maintenance log are readily available for use by ground personnel and the PIC and 
that the petitioner has procedures requiring the aircraft maintenance log to be readily available 
when the pilot is at his or her duty station. Accordingly, while this regulatory relief was not 
deemed necessary in previous exemptions, after further review, the FAA has determined that 
an exemption is an appropriate means for providing relief and that granting relief from 
§ 135.65(d) would have no adverse effect on safety when the conditions and limitations of 
this exemption are complied with. The FAA is therefore granting the requested relief. 
 
§ 135.93 
 
Section 135.93 prescribes minimum altitudes below which autopilot may not be used. Section 
135.93(g) states that the requirements in § 135.93 do not apply to operations conducted in 
rotorcraft.  
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 135.93, autopilot use and activation requirements. The 
petitioner stated that the MK27 conducts all navigation and flight through the use of an 
autopilot; therefore, the MK27 cannot comply with this rule. The petitioner further asserted 
that other UAs that incorporate fixed wing and vertical flight have been permitted to exercise 
the exception found in § 135.93(g), applicable to rotorcraft. Finally, the petitioner added that 
its MK27 UA has been designed to operate in a low-altitude, near-earth environment.  
 
As referenced by the petitioner, the FAA referenced the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) Minimum Altitudes for Use of Autopilots in previous grants of exemption for part 
135 UAS operations. The NPRM states, “since helicopters have historically been excepted 
from the minimum safe altitudes specified in the regulations for airplanes without adversely 
affecting safety, and autopilot or flight stabilization systems used in helicopters are more 
compatible with near surface operations than are many flight control guidance systems in 
airplanes, it is considered appropriate to except helicopters from the requirements of this 
section.”14   
 
The FAA acknowledges that although it has not made determinations regarding the type 
certification of the MK27, the automated flight characteristics of the UA more closely 
resemble those of a rotorcraft, for the purposes of this rule. Accordingly the FAA has 
determined that, consistent with the intent of the rotorcraft exception in § 135.93(g), relief 
from § 135.93 is appropriate and would not have an adverse impact on safety.   
 
 
                                                           
14 77 FR 71735 (Dec. 4, 2012). 
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Subpart C – AIRCRAFT AND EQUIPMENT 
 
§ 135.149(a) 
 
Section 135.149(a) prescribes that no person may operate an aircraft unless it is equipped with 
a sensitive altimeter that is adjustable for barometric pressure. 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 135.149(a) to have a sensitive altimeter that is 
adjustable by the pilot for barometric pressure. The petitioner argued that as with previous 
UAs that have been granted an exemption, the MK27 will operate below 400 ft. AGL, and 
employs several altitude reporting systems, including GPS-derived capabilities, a laser 
altimeter, and a barometric altimeter. The petitioner stated that it will deliver packages up to 
7.5 nautical miles from its facility with short mission timelines, making changes in barometric 
pressure negligible, and the need to adjust the altimeter accordingly, unnecessary. In a 
response to a request for information from the FAA, the petitioner provided more information 
on the altimeter concerning its initialization, validation, and in-flight updates.  
 
The FAA finds that on the MK27, operating without a barometric pressure adjustable 
altimeter aboard the aircraft would not adversely affect safety because the MK27 will operate 
under 400 ft. AGL and employs several systems to calculate altitude, including a barometric 
altimeter, a laser altimeter, and GPS-derived capabilities. In addition, the PIC operating the 
aircraft will ensure that the altitude is continuously updated during flight, via the automated 
altitude reporting system. Accordingly, the FAA finds that relief will not adversely affect 
safety and can be granted from § 135.149(a) subject to compliance with the conditions and 
limitations of this exemption.  
 
§ 135.161(a)(1)—(3) 
 
Section 135.161(a)(1) through (3) prescribes that no person may operate an aircraft under 
VFR over routes that can be navigated by pilotage unless the aircraft is equipped with the 
two-way radio communication equipment necessary under normal operating conditions to 
fulfill the following: communicate with at least one appropriate station from any point on the 
route, except in remote location and areas of mountainous terrain where geographical 
constraints make such communication impossible; communicate with appropriate air traffic 
control from any point within Class B, Class C, or Class D airspace or within a Class E 
surface area designated for an airport in which flights are intended; and receive 
meteorological information from any point en route, except in remote locations and areas of 
mountainous terrain where geographical constraints make such communication impossible. 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 135.161(a)(1) through (3), which require that its aircraft 
be equipped with two-way radio communication sufficient to fulfill the requirements outlined. 
The petitioner stated that the MK27 UA will not have a pilot onboard and does not have any 
procedures that require it to relay two-way radio communication or meteorological 
information through equipment installed on the aircraft. The petitioner indicated that its GCSs 
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would be equipped with reliable and redundant communication interfaces to communicate 
with ATC facilities, when applicable.  
 
The FAA finds that requiring two-way radio equipment on the petitioner’s MK27 UA is not 
necessary for the petitioner’s aircraft and that its absence would not adversely affect safety. 
The FAA has also determined that as long as the petitioner’s operation does not require the 
UA to relay two-way radio communications, then the operation can be conducted with an 
equivalent level of safety without radio equipment installed on the aircraft. The FAA has 
determined that the ground control station should be equipped with a communication device 
that complies with the conditions and limitations of this exemption when the certificate holder 
is required to monitor local air traffic control frequencies or when required to communicate 
with others on the ground, including the VOs, AOs, and SOs, to conduct its UA operations 
 
The petitioner’s GOM and Operations Techniques Manual provide procedures for flight and 
support crew radio communication, including communication with the Ground Control 
Station, local air traffic control facilities, and the Global Security Operations Center (GSOC). 
The PIC, upon initiating contact with a control tower when operating in controlled airspace, 
will report the following prior to requesting clearance for takeoff: (1) call sign, (2) location, 
(3) flight profile, (4) expected flight time in minutes, and (5) expected altitude to be flown 
(AGL). Compliance with these procedures will provide an equivalent level of safety to the 
regulation. Therefore, relief is granted subject to the conditions and limitations of this 
exemption. 
 
Subpart D – VFR/IFR OPERATING LIMITATIONS AND WEATHER 
REQUIREMENTS 
 
§ 135.203(a) 
 
Section 135.203(a) prescribes that, except when necessary for takeoff and landing, no person 
may operate under VFR an airplane during the day below 500 ft. above the surface or less 
than 500 ft. horizontally from any obstacle; or at night, at an altitude less than 1,000 ft. above 
the highest obstacle within a horizontal distance of 5 miles from the course intended to be 
flown or, in designated mountainous terrain, less than 2,000 ft. above the highest obstacle 
within a horizontal distance of 5 miles from the course intended to be flown. Section 
135.203(b) prescribes that except when necessary for takeoff and landing, no person may 
operate a helicopter under VFR over a congested area at an altitude less than 300 ft. above the 
surface.  
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 135.203(a), both vertical and horizontal minimums 
altitudes. The petitioner only requested relief from § 135.203(a)(1) because they considered 
the MK27 an airplane with respect to this section, and its operations will be limited to day 
VFR flights only and indicated that its operations would be limited to day VFR only.  
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As the FAA has not made determinations regarding the type certification of the MK27 UAS 
relief from both § 135.203(a) and (b) would be appropriate for the petitioner to conduct the 
operations described in its CONOPS. 
 
The petitioner asserted that the maximum operating altitude of the MK27 is 400 ft. AGL. The 
petitioner stated that the petitioner’s pre-flight mission planning takes into account published 
obstacles, and digital terrain elevation data.  
 
The petitioner did not provide a minimum safe altitude for its flight operations, but it did state 
in its CONOPS that once a flight is authorized for release, the planned cruise flight will be 
conducted at approximately 180 ft. AGL. Amazon further stated in its CONOPS that upon 
arriving at a customer location, that deliveries would be performed by releasing the package 
from 12 ft. AGL. The CONOPS also indicate that following delivery of the package, the UA 
would climb back to its transit altitude and return to the Amazon facility.    
 
There are different operational considerations for manned and unmanned aircraft operations 
that must be evaluated when considering a petitioner’s request for relief. For manned aircraft 
operating in VFR conditions, the pilot onboard has the ability to adjust the altitude of the 
aircraft to avoid ground obstacles, regardless of what altitude the altimetry system is 
indicating. For unmanned aircraft that are operated BVLOS, the PIC or VO have to rely more 
on the data that the system uses for altitude selection and indication, as well as the ability of 
the autoflight control system to maintain that desired altitude. Therefore, the ground obstacle 
and terrain data, aircraft altimetry system accuracy, and the autoflight systems tolerances to 
maintain a set altitude are important factors to consider. The petitioner also relies on AOs, 
whose specific task is to maintain visual contact with the aircraft at all times while in forward 
flight and report aircraft behavior to the PIC. 
 
The petitioner provided the FAA more information concerning the UAS altimetry system in a 
response to an RFI, providing details on the initial preflight check and the altimeter 
initialization, validation, and updates during flight. In addition, the petitioner’s proposed 
GOM provided information on how the petitioner’s GCS will conduct an assessment of the 
planned flight route, including a flight profile based on a safety assessment which identifies 
hazards to the operation or to the general public, and other mitigations as appropriate. In 
addition, the petitioner clarified in its response to the RFI that routes are planned to a 
consistent cruise altitude (with the exception of the package delivery and return to cruise) and 
once the UA is airborne, all PIC-initiated commands direct the UA to descend and land rather 
than climb. Additionally, the petitioner would incorporate trained and qualified VOs, AOs, 
and SOs as part of its operation. These persons would be in communication with the PIC and 
would be responsible for notifying the PIC if safety of the operation is compromised due to 
ground or flight hazards.  
 
As described by the petitioner, the MK27 UA will operate at a planned cruise flight of 180 ft. 
AGL, and will release the package from a height of no lower than 12 ft. AGL. In addition, 
Amazon’s pre-flight planning, as outlined in its GOM, will include a flight profile which 
identifies hazards to the operation or the general public, and takes into account published 
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obstacles and terrain elevation. The FAA finds that Amazon’s multiple layers of technical and 
operational safety mitigations, as discussed, ensure that granting relief from § 135.203(a) and 
(b) would have no adverse effect on safety. Therefore, the FAA grants the petitioner relief 
from § 135.203(a) and (b) for operations conducted by the petitioner under the conditions and 
limitations of this exemption. 
 
§ 135.209(a) 
 
Section 135.209(a) prescribes minimum fuel requirements for VFR operations. Specifically, 
§ 135.209(a) states that no person may begin a flight operation in an airplane under VFR 
unless, considering wind and forecast weather conditions, it has enough fuel to fly to the first 
point of intended landing and, assuming normal cruising fuel consumption: during the day, to 
fly after that for at least 30 minutes; or at night, to fly after that for at least 45 minutes. 
Section 135.209(b) identifies the minimum fuel requirements for helicopters. The petitioner 
requested relief from § 135.209(a) due to the UA capabilities and duration of flights. The 
petitioner clarified it only requested relief from § 135.209(a)(1) because it considers the 
MK27 an airplane with respect to this section and because the operations would be limited to 
day VFR flights only. However, as the FAA has not made determinations regarding the type 
certification for the MK27 UAS, relief from § 135.209(b) would also be appropriate for the 
petitioner to conduct operations using the MK27. 
 
The petitioner stated that it will plan flights and mission profiles to allow the UA to return to 
its facility launch point with sufficient energy reserve. The petitioner’s GOM considers 
factors including current environmental considerations, weather, air traffic, ground traffic, and 
takeoff and landing locations. The petitioner provides that in the case of abnormal events 
during an operation, the petitioner will operate with sufficient reserves to allow controlled, 
slow descent to hover and land in a safe location.  
 
The petitioner, as outlined in its Amazon Prime Air MK27, Unmanned Aircraft Flight Manual 
(UFM), stated that the battery minimum takeoff state of charge (SOC) will be 95 percent, and 
the minimum battery SOC for landing (reserve) will be 20 percent. Further, the petitioner 
stated that all missions and minimum required initial battery SOC are modeled and selected so 
the battery SOC does not drop below 20 percent during the course of any mission; even in the 
case of missions that are aborted (commanded to “Urgent Land” or terminated under the FTS 
due to another UA/UAS anomaly). The petitioner further clarified in a response to a request 
for information concerning verification of takeoff and reserve SOC, and indicated that the PIC 
is responsible for monitoring the SOC and taking action as appropriate and will command a 
landing to mitigate any condition that would result in an airborne SOC below 20 percent.  
 
The FAA agrees that, due to the capabilities of the UA, a performance-based approach to 
battery-power reserves is appropriate. Granting relief from the minimum fuel requirements 
will not adversely affect safety because the petitioner’s reserve power procedures and 
associated mitigations contained within their GOM and UFM, as discussed above, meet the 
intent of the rule. Moreover, a 20 percent battery reserve allows sufficient time for the PIC to 
initiate a safe landing. In addition, the FAA finds that the PIC must ensure a safe landing, and 
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may need to initiate a landing prior to an aircraft SOC of 20 percent; and the petitioner stated 
that the PIC will have final responsibility and authority for the safe operation of the flight, and 
will oversee the mission, and that the GSO will assist the PIC by monitoring the GCS and 
issuing commands to the UA through the GCS. 
 
Compliance with the mitigations found in the conditions and limitations section of this 
exemption will result in a level of safety equivalent to that provided by the regulation. 
Therefore, as described above, the FAA grants relief from § 135.209(a)(1) and (b), subject to 
the conditions and limitations of this exemption and finds that granting relief will not 
adversely affect safety. 
 
Subpart E – FLIGHT CREWMEMBER REQUIREMENTS 
 
As discussed previously in this document, the petitioner proposes to use several different 
UAS personnel positions as part of its layered safety mitigation strategy. The FAA analysis is 
based on the duties of the crewmember as defined by the petitioner. The FAA regulations do 
not fully contemplate the operation as proposed. As a result, the FAA evaluated the proposed 
roles of each personnel position and the tasks each person would perform and assessed those 
responsibilities against the existing crewmember requirements in part 135. That comparison 
has resulted in a determination that each duty position, as described by the petitioner, involves 
a pilot function that in part 135 is performed by the pilot in command (PIC).15 As such, 
without the relief provided in this exemption, under the existing part 135 regulations every 
duty position identified by the petitioner would require that the individual hold a valid 
commercial pilot certificate and a second-class medical certificate.16 
 
The following sections contain the FAA analysis of each duty position and describe the relief, 
where it is warranted, from the existing requirement. This summary chart is intended for 
reference and corresponds to the airman certification and qualification requirements as 
granted in this exemption.      
 
  

                                                           
15 Consistent with § 135.109, petitioner will designate a single individual as PIC for each operation. The PIC has 
final authority and responsibility for the operation and safety of the flight. However, because other individuals 
are performing assigned pilot duties, the FAA has analyzed the part 135 regulations that establish requirements 
for “pilots” performing assigned duties.  
16 Part 135 regulations establish the minimum qualification requirements for a PIC and second in command 
(SIC). The duty positions identified by petitioner are not contemplated in part 135 operations. The FAA has 
determined that an SIC is not required for the petitioner’s operation and the duty positions are all fulfilling the 
pilot functions of the PIC and therefore has applied the PIC certificate requirements to the crewmembers 
performing pilot duties in the petitioner’s operation. This approach is supported by the part 61 certificate 
requirements for pilots conducting operations for compensation or hire.  
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Crewmember Duty Positions and Functions 
 

Duty Position  Functions Airman 
Certificate 

Medical 
Certificate 

Operator in 
Command (OIC) 

Assigned pilot in command (PIC).  Private Pilot & 
107 RPC17 

Second-class 

Ground Station 
Operator (GSO) 

Responsible for inputting commands 
from assigned PIC into the Ground 
Control Station  

Private Pilot & 
107 RPC 

Second-class 

Safety Officer 
(SO) 

Responsible for the safety of the 
operational environment at the takeoff 
and delivery areas; authorized to 
terminate flight. 

107 RPC Second-class 

Visual Observer 
(VO) 

Responsible for identifying and 
communicating any potential aircraft 
conflicts or ground hazards to the PIC. 

107 RPC N 

Aircraft Observer 
(AO) 

Responsible for maintaining visual 
contact with the aircraft at all times 
while in forward flight and reporting 
aircraft behavior to the PIC. 

107 RPC N 

Flight Assistant 
(FA) 

Responsible for battery installation, 
preflight and post-flight inspection of 
the aircraft, and aircraft transportation. 

107 RPC N 

 

§ 135.243(b)(1) 

Section 135.243(b)(1) states that, except as provided in paragraph (a) of this section, no 
certificate holder may use a person, nor may any person serve as PIC of an aircraft under VFR 
unless that person holds at least a commercial pilot certificate with appropriate category and 
class ratings and, if required, an appropriate type rating for that aircraft.  
 
In prior exemptions, the FAA has noted that a commercial pilot has a foundational knowledge 
that is applicable to what a part 135 pilot in command needs to know and consider to make 
aeronautical decisions for a UAS operation. The FAA further explained that commercial 
pilots receive training and testing on meteorology to include the recognition of critical 
weather situations and the use of aeronautical weather reports and forecasts. Commercial 
pilots also receive training and testing on procedures for operating in the National Airspace 
System (NAS), and aeronautical decision making and judgment. A commercial pilot is also 
well versed in the use of an aircraft flight manual, abnormal and emergency procedures, the 
use of checklists, understanding the effects of exceeding aircraft performance limitations, and 
how to notify the National Transportation Safety Board in the event of an accident. 

 

                                                           
17 For the purposes of this exemption, RPC means remote pilot certificate. 
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In this exemption, the petitioner seeks relief for its PICs from the commercial pilot certificate 
requirement in § 135.243(b)(1) and states that its PICs will instead hold private pilot 
certificates and be trained in the petitioner’s approved training program.  
 
Under FAA regulations, a private pilot has, at a minimum, 40 hours of flight time, which 
includes 20 hours of training from an FAA certificated flight instructor, has passed an FAA 
knowledge test, and has satisfactorily completed a practical test with an FAA designated pilot 
examiner. This aeronautical knowledge and experience is significantly less than that required 
of a commercial pilot who must have at least 190 hours of flight time and have passed 
knowledge and practical tests that require a higher level of demonstrated knowledge and skill.   
 
In Exemption No. 18163A, the FAA granted relief from the commercial pilot certificate 
requirement and permitted the petitioner’s PICs to hold part 107 remote pilot certificates with 
an FAA-issued pilot authorization after the PICs successfully completed the petitioner’s FAA-
approved training and checking program. The FAA concluded in Exemption 18163A that, 
although the part 107 remote pilot certificate is relevant as a practical matter to the pilot duties 
in the petitioner’s part 135 UAS operation, the part 107 certificate does not itself contain pilot 
privileges for operations outside of part 107. As a result, the FAA issues a letter of 
authorization to the holder of a part 107 certificate in this instance authorizing the pilot to 
serve as a PIC for the petitioner in its part 135 operation. In addition, to overcome the absence 
of commercial pilot certificates, the FAA imposed additional requirements on PICs including 
supervised operating experience with check airmen and increased line checks (with 
alternating line checks accomplished by FAA inspectors).  
 
Because the petitioner in this exemption has proposed to use PICs who hold private pilot 
certificates, the FAA has analyzed that proposal to determine whether the additional 
requirements imposed in Exemption No. 18163A are appropriate. As explained in the 
following paragraphs, the FAA finds there is benefit from the petitioner’s PICs holding 
private pilot certificates that supports different conditions and limitations than those imposed 
in Exemption No. 18163A. As set forth in the conditions and limitations in this decision, the 
petitioner’s PICs18 must hold a private pilot certificate issued under part 61. In addition, the 
PIC must hold a remote pilot certificate issued under part 107, complete the petitioner’s FAA-
approved training program and checking program and receive a specific, FAA-issued pilot 
authorization. This authorization provides the authority for the pilot to serve as a PIC for the 
petitioner in its part 135 operation without holding a commercial pilot certificate.  
 
The FAA has determined that the regulatory minimum for a private pilot of 40 hours of flight 
time is appropriate and will not require the petitioner’s PICs to have additional flight time in 
manned aircraft. The FAA notes that, although the petitioner’s PICs are not required to hold 
commercial pilot certificates, the areas of knowledge for a commercial pilot certificate 
highlighted earlier in this section are covered to some degree in private pilot training and they 
                                                           
18 As previously noted, Amazon used the term operator in command (OIC) to refer to the PIC of an operation. 
OIC is not a regulatory term used by the FAA. Therefore, this exemption refers to a PIC to ensure regulatory 
consistency and to avoid any confusion or ambiguity from incorporating a non-regulatory term to refer to a 
regulated person. 
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have also been incorporated into the petitioner’s training program. In addition, the petitioner’s 
pilots will be trained specifically on the use of the aircraft flight manual, abnormal and 
emergency procedures, and the use of checklists for the UA with emphasis on crew resource 
management. The ground training will be continuously reinforced through flight training and 
checking to include computer-based simulation without using actual aircraft, followed by 
operations that simulate the petitioner’s part 135 operations. 
 
In light of the fact that PICs will hold a part 61 pilot certificate and have a certain amount of 
flight time and practical experience in the NAS, the FAA will not require additional oversight 
in the form of supervised operating experience or increased line checks for the petitioner’s 
PICs. However, the FAA will require the petitioner's PICs to complete recurrent training 
every six calendar months instead of a typical annual requirement as prescribed in § 135.343. 
Although a private pilot certificate represents aeronautical knowledge that has been reinforced 
by a pilot’s aeronautical experience flying an aircraft in the NAS, it is not the same level of 
experience a commercial pilot has. The FAA will also require Amazon check airman to 
review operational and training data and identify any lessons learned or areas of improvement 
that can be incorporated into the approved training program on a quarterly basis. The more 
frequent recurrent pilot training and check airman quarterly requirements are captured in the 
conditions and limitations section. In addition, Amazon crewmembers must maintain currency 
to operate as flight crewmembers by completing all mandatory initial, recurrent and remedial 
training, as assigned, attend a monthly safety meeting, pass a monthly crew currency quiz, 
function as a crewmember for one flight, using the system(s) of qualification/intended use 
(e.g. UA or system type) once per calendar month, and complete an annual simulation or 
tabletop check. These additional crewmember requirements are captured in the conditions and 
limitations section. The FAA will also be collecting data from the petitioner's training and 
checking program as well as the line checks to assess pilot and training program performance, 
which may inform future FAA decisions in this area. To enable the collection of this data, the 
FAA has added a condition and limitation requiring the petitioner to collect performance data 
on its training and checking program and the line checks administered to its pilots, and to 
provide this data to the FAA upon request. 
 
While the PIC is required to hold a private pilot certificate, the FAA is not requiring the PIC 
to hold the appropriate category, class, and type (if required) ratings for the aircraft flown in 
Amazon's part 135 operation, as prescribed in paragraph (b)(1). Because the petitioner's 
MK27 aircraft is not yet type-certificated, the appropriate category, class, and type is not yet 
defined. Additionally, the design and pilot interfaces are unique in comparison to traditionally 
type-certificated aircraft with a pilot on board. The MK27 does not currently fit into the 
existing category and class ratings for airman certificates issued under part 61 and the 
petitioner’s pilots will not have any ability to manipulate the unmanned aircraft's flight 
controls. For these reasons, the FAA has determined that for safe operations, the pilots’ 
experience manipulating flight controls to control a manned aircraft in flight is less relevant 
than the pilot’s experience with the MK27 aircraft itself. The FAA finds that the air carrier 
specific training for the Amazon operation and the MK27 aircraft, the more frequent recurrent 
training, and the checking events will ensure the PICs are properly qualified to control the 
aircraft and there is no adverse impact on safety. 
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Section 61.113 prescribes private pilot privileges and limitations. Paragraph (a) does not 
permit a private pilot to operate for compensation or hire.19 Although the petitioner did not 
request relief, the FAA is granting relief to this section for the pilot’s in Amazon’s part 135 
operation. To exercise the privileges of a private pilot certificate and permit serving as a pilot 
for compensation or hire in part 135, the FAA will issue a pilot authorization to each pilot that 
successfully completes an evaluation in accordance with §§ 135.293 and 135.299. Because 
the petitioner’s PICs will be exercising private pilot privileges, the FAA notes that, by 
regulation, they must be current under part 61 (e.g. §§ 61.2(b) and 61.56(c)). The FAA also 
notes that completion of the checking requirements required by §§ 135.293 and 135.299 does 
not satisfy recent experience requirements of §§ 61.56(d)(1) and 107.65(c) and has captured 
this in the conditions and limitations section. 

Section 135.95(a) states that no certificate holder may use the services of any person as an 
airman unless the person performing those services holds an appropriate and current airman 
certificate and is qualified, under this chapter, for the operation for which the person is to be 
used. While the petitioner did not request relief from this regulatory section, the FAA has 
determined that relief is necessary due to the relief granted in this exemption that allows the 
pilot to hold a private pilot certificate instead of a commercial pilot certificate. Therefore, as 
consistent with the conditions and limitations in this exemption, the FAA is granting relief 
from this requirement.   

§ 135.243(b)(2) 

Section 135.243(b)(2) requires a PIC to have 500 hours of time as a pilot, which includes at 
least 100 hours of cross-country flight time, of which at least 25 hours were at night.  
 
Because the petitioner’s aircraft will not intentionally land anywhere except the point of 
departure and the distance traveled from that point is minimal, cross-country experience is not 
necessary. Similarly, because operations will be conducted only during the day, night 
experience is not necessary for petitioner’s PICs. As such, the FAA grants relief from the 
cross-country and night experience requirements in § 135.243(b)(2).  
 
The FAA also finds it unnecessary to require the petitioner’s pilots to obtain 500 hours of 
flight time in order to conduct part 135 operations under this exemption. This flight time in an 
aircraft would be of limited benefit because the design and pilot interface with the petitioner’s 
unmanned aircraft is significantly different from a type-certificated aircraft flown by a pilot 
on board. The petitioner’s PICs will conduct operations in the operational environment 
covered by part 107, including operating no higher than 400 ft. AGL, and under part 135 
which requires training and experience particular to the aircraft being flown.  
 

                                                           
19 There are a few exceptions to this as outlined in § 61.113, however those exceptions do not apply to the 
petitioner’s PICs. 
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Additional consideration is given to the fact that these aircraft are fully automated and the 
pilot cannot directly control the UA’s flight but rather can only direct outcomes that the 
aircraft will then execute based on programming. The approved training program employs 
scenario based training to ensure the pilots properly assess the situation and employ the safest 
option. The aircraft will then follow the commands input by the GSO, and the aircraft will 
perform that selected function based on the programmed parameters (such as avoiding pre-
programmed no fly zones when returning to base).  
 
The FAA is therefore granting the petitioner relief from the flight time requirements specified 
in § 135.243(b)(2) for its PICs. Instead, a PIC is required to hold a remote pilot certificate 
with a small UAS rating issued under part 107 and satisfactorily complete an FAA-approved 
air carrier training program that provides operation- and UAS-specific training. Additionally, 
as previously stated, the PIC must hold a private pilot certificate and meet all of the conditions 
prescribed to otherwise meet the requirements of § 135.243(b)(1).  
 
With the increase of UAS operations in the airspace under 400 ft AGL and the unique 
operating requirements for those operations as compared to part 91 operations, the FAA finds 
that requiring the PIC to hold a part 107 remote pilot certificate will ensure the PIC has 
knowledge of the operating environment in which the petitioner’s part 135 operations will be 
conducted. Holding a private pilot certificate will ensure the PIC has the foundational 
knowledge and experience (e.g., recognition of weather situations, aeronautical decision 
making) that are applicable to the petitioner's proposed operation and essential to ensure 
safety of a part 135 operation. The approved air carrier training program will ensure the PIC 
obtains extensive ground training, robust flight training specific to the MK27 aircraft to be 
operated under this exemption, more frequent recurrent training, and annual checking. 
Because these conditions of the exemption will ensure the petitioner’s PICs are experienced 
and qualified to operate the MK27 unmanned aircraft in part 135 operations at and below 400 
ft., the FAA finds that relief from the flight time requirements in § 135.243(b)(2) will not 
adversely affect safety. To best document experience operating the MK27 aircraft, the FAA is 
requiring each PIC to log flight information in accordance with his or her pilot authorization 
and to make it available to the Administrator upon request. 
 
§ 135.243(b)(3) 

Section 135.243(b)(3) requires each PIC of an airplane to hold an instrument rating or an 
airline transport pilot certificate. As previously discussed, the MK27 aircraft has not yet 
received a category and class designation. However, the FAA has considered the intent of this 
section and, given the “day VFR only” nature of the petitioner’s proposed operation, 
determined its PICs do not need to have the qualifications required to operate in the 
instrument flight rules (IFR) environment. Although the petitioner has requested relief from 
this section, the FAA finds that this section is inapplicable to the petitioner’s proposed 
operation, and relief is not necessary. The petitioner’s PICs may operate in accordance with 
their authorizations, without needing to hold either an airline transport pilot certificate or an 
instrument rating on a lower level of certificate. 
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§ 135.243 – Other Crewmembers 

Ground Station Operator (GSO) 
 
As described by the petitioner, a GSO assists the PIC in overseeing the mission by monitoring 
the GCS. The ground station displays the vehicle position along with the planned route, 
vehicle attitude, velocity, altitude, status of certain subsystems (e.g. motor RPM), as well as 
health warnings and cautions. In addition to this primary data, a diagnostics panel displays 
specific sensor measurements and will be monitored by the ground station operator. The GSO 
relays the vehicle telemetry stream and executes vehicle commands per PIC instruction. 
GSOs, as directed by the PIC, are able to command the UA to return home or command a 
landing as dictated by the specific circumstances. Due to the nature of the GSO’s assigned 
duties, which include operating the aircraft using the GCS, the FAA has concluded that GSOs 
are performing pilot functions in part 135. As such, the petitioner’s GSOs would be required 
to hold commercial pilot certificates.  
 
The petitioner proposed to use pilots who are qualified as PICs to serve as GSOs in its 
operations. This means that GSOs will hold private pilot certificates. For the same reasons 
stated above for PICs, the FAA grants relief from the requirement for GSOs to hold 
commercial pilot certificates. As set forth in the conditions and limitations, a GSO must hold 
a private pilot certificate under part 61 and a remote pilot certificate issued under part 107, 
complete the petitioner’s FAA-approved training and checking program for GSOs, and 
receive an FAA-issued pilot authorization. This authorization provides the authority for the 
pilot to serve as a GSO for the petitioner in its part 135 operation without holding a 
commercial pilot certificate. The GSO will also be required to complete recurrent training 
every 6 calendar months. 
 
Safety Officer (SO) 
 
In correspondence with the FAA, petitioner clarified that its SOs are responsible for the 
overall safety of the operational environment of the takeoff and landing locations and inform 
the PIC of air traffic conflicts, boundary violations, and deviations from planned flight paths 
and other abnormal events. The SO also is the only person physically present at the delivery 
point that is responsible for scanning the ground beneath the UA path for potential ground 
hazards and using the flight termination system to terminate a flight if an abnormal event 
occurs. The petitioner also clarified that, due to the SO’s general responsibilities and authority 
to communicate to the PIC to command “Urgent Land,” as well as their ability to use the 
flight termination system independent of the PIC, the petitioner considers the SO to function 
in a fundamental role which significantly assists the PIC with traditional PIC duties.  
  
The FAA has determined that the SO performs pilot functions because they are responsible 
for safe operations at the takeoff and delivery sites and have the authority to terminate flights. 
The FAA, however, is granting relief from the requirement for SOs to hold commercial pilot 
certificates. Because SOs are not required to have the breadth of knowledge that the PIC and 
GSO are required to have, the part 61 knowledge and practical testing as well as the 
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experience flying in the NAS is not necessary. To supplement what these persons need to 
know, the SO will be required to complete the approved training and checking program, hold 
a remote pilot certificate issued under part 107, and hold a letter of authorization that will 
include appropriate conditions for the performing the duties associated with the position.  
  
While the petitioner did not request relief from § 61.3(a), the FAA finds it necessary to grant 
the petitioner relief from this regulation. That section requires, in part, that a required pilot 
flight crewmember of a civil aircraft of the United States must hold a pilot certificate issued 
under part 61. Because SOs are granted relief from holding commercial pilot certificates and 
the FAA is not requiring them to hold an airman certificate issued under part 61, the FAA has 
granted relief from § 61.3(a).  
  
Given the overlapping responsibilities between the PIC and SO, the FAA will also require that 
the petitioner have documented procedures to ensure that the PIC and SO coordinate their 
responsibilities in a manner that does not impact the safety of the operation.  
  
Flight Assistant (FA) 
 
As described by petitioner, FAs are responsible for battery installation, preflight and post-
flight inspection of the aircraft, and transportation of the aircraft to and from the takeoff and 
landing area. One of the primary tasks for a PIC before flight is to conduct preflight planning 
and preparation, to include aircraft preflight checks. The operational requirement to conduct a 
preflight check is established in § 91.7 and requires the PIC to determine whether the aircraft 
is in condition for safe flight. This task is trained and evaluated for every FAA certificate 
level for flying aircraft with a pilot on board, including for private and commercial pilots.20 
Preflight inspection procedures is also an area of knowledge tested for the remote pilot 
certificate in § 107.49 and is an operational requirement for small UAS operations in 
§§ 107.15(a) and 107.49.  
 
In the petitioner’s GOM, it indicates that the FA will perform a UA preflight inspection 
ensuring airworthiness of the UA in accordance with the petitioner’s established procedures. 
Because this is normally a duty and responsibility of a part 135 PIC, the person performing 
these pilot functions is required to hold a commercial pilot certificate. Because part 61 pilot 
training on preflight inspections are focused on the specific airworthiness of manned aircraft, 
the FAA finds this training less relevant to the petitioner’s aircraft and operations. In order to 
provide the FA with adequate knowledge and training for duties that will be conducted on 
behalf of the PIC, the FAA will require FAs to hold a valid remote pilot certificate issued 
under part 107, complete training and checking in accordance with the petitioner’s approved 

                                                           
20 The FAA has emphasized the importance of preflight inspection, noting that ‘[a]ll pilots must ensure that they 
place a strong emphasis on ground operations as this is where safe flight begins and ends. At no time should a 
pilot hastily consider ground operations without proper and effective thoroughness. This phase of flight provides 
the first opportunity for a pilot to safely assess the various factors of flight operations including the regulatory 
requirements, an evaluation of the airplane’s condition, and the pilot’s readiness for their pilot in command (PIC) 
responsibilities.” FAA-H-8083-3B, Chapter 2. 
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training program, and hold an FAA authorization that includes appropriate conditions for the 
performing the duties associated with the FA position.21 The FAA finds that the knowledge 
requirements in part 107 combined with the completion of the petitioner’s approved training 
program provides an acceptable alternative to meeting the part 61 commercial pilot 
requirement for the training and evaluation for preflight preparation and procedures. 
  
Finally, as explained in the SO analysis, because FAs would be required to hold a commercial 
pilot certificate to perform pilot duties under part 135, the FAA is also granting relief from 
§ 61.3(a).  
 
Visual Observer (VO) and Aircraft Observer (AO) 
 
The petitioner’s VOs will ensure traffic deconfliction through direct scanning of the local 
airspace where the UA is operating and look for any potential ground hazards. The AOs will 
maintain visual contact with the aircraft and monitor and report to the PIC any off-nominal 
aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during forward flight path of the UA. 
  
In prior exemptions, the FAA concluded that VOs responsible solely for scanning the 
airspace, assessing the operational environment and aircraft performance requirements, and 
communicating information to the PIC were not performing pilot duties. Upon further 
consideration, the FAA has decided that, in an operation in which the UA goes beyond the 
visual line of sight of the pilot and relies on a “daisy-chain” of VOs for visual assessments 
that would normally fall to the PIC, it must conclude that the VO is performing pilot 
functions. The FAA has determined that the duties identified for VOs and AOs in the 
petitioner’s operations would require them to hold commercial pilot certificates. However, as 
VOs are responsible for confirming visibility requirements and overall weather conditions for 
the PIC, and in review of part 107 knowledge testing requirements, the FAA is granting relief 
from the commercial pilot certificate requirement and has determined that a part 107 
certificate is appropriate to ensure the safety of the operation. Similarly, the AOs are 
responsible for identifying any visually and audibly apparent performance-related issues and 
communicating those issues to the PIC. As such, AOs must be familiar with general UA 
performance characteristics as well as aeronautical decision-making and judgment. Therefore, 
in review of the part 107 knowledge testing requirements, the FAA has determined that a part 
107 remote pilot certificate will also be required for the AO. 
  
Due to their duties and responsibilities, VOs and AOs must satisfactorily complete an 
evaluation of their ability to perform scanning techniques and identify hazards. In addition, 
because their roles are an important part of the operation and their interaction with the PIC is 
critical to safe operations, the evaluation conducted will include all of their duties and 
responsibilities as defined in the petitioner’s GOM. A record of their training completion will 
be kept in their master training record to ensure only individuals who have successfully 
completed this training are utilized in these positions. 
                                                           
21 Because the remote pilot certificate does not carry the authority for operations outside of part 107, an authorization, with 
appropriate conditions, will be issued to FAs following an evaluation of their ability to perform the preflight and post-flight 
inspections. 
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§ 61.23 
 
The petitioner requested relief from § 61.23(a)(2) on behalf of their PICs and GSOs, which 
requires that a person exercising the privileges of a commercial pilot certificate hold at least a 
second-class medical certificate. The petitioner proposes to require each PIC and GSO to hold 
at least a third-class medical certificate. The petitioner stated that the fundamental difference 
between a pilot of a manned aircraft and the PIC and GSO positions for a UAS is that the PIC 
and GSO are not onboard the aircraft and will have immediate access to ground and support 
personnel in the event they experience a medical incident. The petitioner believes that access 
to additional personnel, along with the fact that the ground control station is an automated 
system capable of executing its mission safely without human intervention, obviates the need 
for PICs and GSOs to hold a second-class medical certificate. 
  
While the PIC and GSO are relieved from the requirement to hold a commercial pilot 
certificate, they are still conducting operations under part 135 for compensation or hire. As a 
result, the FAA is requiring as a condition of this exemption that the petitioner’s PICs and 
GSOs hold at least a valid second-class FAA medical certificate providing some assurance the 
pilot does not have a condition that would affect the safety of an operation. The FAA has 
determined that holding a second-class medical certificate provides reasonable assurance the 
pilot does not have a medical condition that would cause a safety risk to a flight operations 
because it requires a medical evaluation conducted by a designated airman medical examiner. 
Additionally, the FAA notes that PICs and GSOs will be exercising private pilot certificates 
and are thus prohibited from conducting flight operations during medical deficiency in 
accordance with § 61.53(a). 
 
While the FAA is providing relief from the requirement to hold a commercial pilot certificate 
for SOs, they will nonetheless be serving as required crewmembers for compensation or hire 
under part 135. Noting the differentiation between the duties and responsibilities of the SO, as 
discussed above in § 61.3, the FAA has determined that the SO has unique position 
requirements that differ from the VO, AO, and FA. As a result, requiring at least a second-
class medical certificate provides reasonable assurance that these individuals do not have a 
medical condition that would affect the safety of the operation. Accordingly, for operations 
under this exemption, the FAA finds that each SO must hold at least a second-class medical 
certificate. Because these crewmembers do not hold a part 61 certificate, § 61.53(a) does not 
apply. As a result, a condition has been added prohibiting individuals from serving as an SO if 
they have reason to know that they have a physical or mental condition that would interfere 
with the safe operation of the aircraft. SOs must also have adequate visual abilities in order to 
be able to see the unmanned aircraft clearly, recognize terrain, obstructions, see and avoid 
aerial or ground hazards and other aircraft without undue hesitation. SOs may use corrective 
lenses (eyeglasses or contact lenses) as necessary to maintain normal visual acuity. 
  
In consideration of the duties and responsibilities of the FAs, the FAA finds that holding a 
medical certificate is not warranted for this position. The preflight inspection performed by 
the FA occurs prior to actual revenue flight. Therefore, the risks associated with medical 
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episodes are lower for them. Accordingly, the FAA is granting relief from § 61.23(a)(2) for 
petitioner’s FAs. Nevertheless, the FAA is adding a condition that states that individuals 
serving as FA must not have reason to know that they have a physical or mental condition that 
would interfere with the safe operation of the aircraft. 
  
As a required crewmember, the FAs must also be identified in the operations specifications 
and the petitioner is required to keep evaluation records for them. These requirements are 
reflected in the Conditions and Limitations related to airmen.  
 
In consideration of the duties and responsibilities of the VOs and AOs, the FAA finds that 
holding a medical certificate is not warranted for these personnel. VOs and AOs do not have 
the ability to control or issue a direct command to the aircraft during flight operations; 
therefore, the risks associated with medical episodes are lower for them. In addition, there are 
multiple persons fulfilling these positions for any given flight, which also lowers the risk of a 
medical episode impacting the safety of flight. Accordingly, the FAA is granting relief from § 
61.23(a)(2) for petitioner’s VOs and AOs. Accordingly, a medical certificate is not required 
for VOs and AOs. 
  
However, VOs and AOs are required to have adequate visual abilities in order to be able to 
see the unmanned aircraft clearly, recognize terrain, obstructions, see and avoid aerial or 
ground hazards and other aircraft without undue hesitation. VOs and AOs shall use corrective 
lenses (eyeglasses or contact lenses) as necessary to maintain normal visual acuity. 
 
Subpart H – TRAINING 
 
§§ 135.337(b)(1) and 135.338(b)(1) 
 
Sections 135.337(b)(1) and 135.338(b)(1) state that no certificate holder may use a person, 
nor may any person serve as a check airmen or flight instructor of an aircraft, respectively, in 
a training program established under subpart H of part 135 unless, with respect to the aircraft 
type involved, that person holds the airman certificates and ratings required to serve as PIC in 
operations under part 135. 
 
While the petitioner did not request relief from these sections, the FAA is granting the 
petitioner relief from §§ 135.337(b)(1) and 135.338(b)(1). The FAA finds that relief from 
these regulations is necessary to enable the petitioner’s proposed operations. As discussed, § 
135.243(b)(1) requires the PIC of an aircraft under VFR to hold at least a commercial pilot 
certificate with the appropriate category and class ratings and, if required, an appropriate type 
rating for that aircraft.  
 
The petitioner proposes to use UAS check airmen and UAS flight instructors in its approved 
air carrier training program. Therefore, the requirements of §§ 135.337(b) and 135.338(b) 
apply to the petitioner’s part 135 operations. The petitioner’s supplemental materials indicate 
that crewmembers will progress from simulation to observation followed by application 
through a line-oriented flight training where the crewmember demonstrates competency under 
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the supervision of a qualified instructor. Finally, the crewmember will undergo a practical 
evaluation or “check ride.” The intent of a check ride is to evaluate and verify the individual’s 
job knowledge, technical skills, crew resource management and safety risk management in a 
real mission environment. Although the petitioner indicated that instructors will administer 
check rides for its crewmembers, under part 135, competency checks must be administered by 
an authorized check airman. 
 
Pursuant to §§ 135.337(b)(1) and 135.338(b)(1), the petitioner’s check airmen and flight 
instructors would be required to hold at least a commercial pilot certificate with the 
appropriate category, class and type (if required) for the aircraft. Consistent with the relief 
granted to petitioner’s PICs, the FAA is granting the UAS check airmen and flight instructors 
relief from the requirement to hold a commercial pilot certificate. However, because 
Amazon’s operations will be conducted in an unmanned operational environment similar to 
operations under part 107, the UAS check airmen and flight instructors must hold a private 
pilot certificate issued under part 61 and a part 107 remote pilot certificate. In addition, the 
UAS check airmen and flight instructors must hold a second class medical certificate. This 
condition of the relief is consistent with the airman and medical certificate conditions imposed 
on PICs and GSOs. 
 
Therefore, relief from §135.337(b)(1) and 135.338(b)(1) is granted subject to the conditions 
and limitations listed below.  
 
§§ 135.339(e)(3) and (4) and 135.340(e)(3) and (4) 
 
Sections 135.339(e)(3) and (4) and 135.340(e)(3) and (4) require that the initial and transition 
flight training for check airmen and flight instructors respectively must include training and 
practice in conducting flight checks from the left and right pilot seats.  
 
While the petitioner did not request relief from these sections, the FAA is granting the 
petitioner relief from §§135.339(e)(3) and (4) and 135.340(e)(3) and (4). The FAA finds that 
relief from these regulations is necessary to enable the petitioner’s proposed operations. 
 
The FAA recognizes that these requirements are impossible for the petitioner to meet because 
the ground control station does not have a left and right pilot seat. However, because these 
requirements apply to part 135 operations, the FAA finds it necessary to grant relief from 
these requirements to the extent the training must be conducted in both pilot seats. 
 
Therefore, the FAA finds that relief from §§135.339(e)(3) and (4) and 135.340(e)(3) and (4) 
would not adversely affect safety because the petitioner will comply with the  conditions and 
limitations listed below. 
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Subpart I – MAINTENANCE, PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE, AND 
ALTERATIONS 
 
§ 135.415(b) 
 
Section 135.415 requires that each certificate holder report the occurrence or detection of 
failures, malfunctions, or defects in an aircraft concerning several issues that may occur 
during flight, including fires, exhaust systems that cause damage, and engine shutdowns. 
Section 135.415(b) prescribes that for the purposes of this section, “during flight” means the 
period from the moment the aircraft leaves the surface of the earth on takeoff until it touches 
down on landing. 
 
The petitioner seeks relief from § 135.415(b) that defines “during flight" as the period from 
the moment the aircraft leaves the surface of the earth on takeoff until it touches down. The 
petitioner asked to limit service difficulty reports (SDR) reporting requirements to the period 
defined as the time between the moment the MK27 UA transitions to horizontal flight from 
the petitioner’s access controlled takeoff/landing area (AOA) to the moment it transitions to 
vertical descent upon return to the AOA. The petitioner stated that vertical takeoff and landing 
operations conducted over an AOA are akin to preflight inspection or taxiing in manned 
aviation and present no risk to the public or personnel on the ground should a malfunction 
occur; and as a result, any defects discovered during vertical operations over the petitioner’s 
AOA should not be reportable and relief is warranted.  
 
In response to a request for information, Amazon provided more information on its 
preliminary functional flight checks and UA positioning. In Exemption No. 18163, the FAA 
found that checks performed on the aircraft’s initial takeoff and ascent were akin to checks 
that are traditionally performed in manned aviation on a preflight inspection or during taxi. 
The FAA further found that those checks were performed while still within the controlled 
takeoff area while airborne, and extended through takeoff and into the initial ascent. However, 
in Amazon’s operation, the preliminary functional flight checks, including physical 
movement of flight controls and motor checks and virtual checks of system health, are all 
conducted on the departure pad prior to becoming airborne. Therefore, the FAA finds that in 
Amazon’s operation, narrowing the timeframe for service difficult reports to not include any 
checks conducted while the aircraft is airborne, would adversely affect safety and is not in the 
public interest, because checks are not conducted in flight. Therefore, the request for relief is 
denied.  
 
Subpart J – HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING PROGRAM 
 
§ 135.501(a) 
 
Section 135.501(a) lists the job functions for which § 135.503 requires the certificate holder 
to establish and implement a hazardous materials training program that satisfies the 
requirements of Appendix O of part 121 and ensures that each crewmember and person 
performing or directly supervising the acceptance, rejection, handling, storage, packaging, or 
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loading are trained to comply with all applicable parts of 49 CFR parts 171 through 180 and 
the requirements of part 135.  
 
Amazon will not accept hazardous materials as cargo. In accordance with FAA regulation, the 
petitioner is ultimately responsible for ensuring hazardous material is not loaded aboard its 
unmanned aircraft. Amazon’s Hazardous Materials Manual contains policies and procedures 
to ensure that before any item is added to the list of inventory available for shipment aboard a 
UA it is reviewed and a hazardous materials determination is made. If the item includes 
hazardous materials, it is excluded from the list of inventory available for Amazon package 
delivery. Therefore, consumers will only have the option to have an item delivered by 
Amazon after that item has been classified as non-hazardous.  
 
Amazon agrees that its employees who determine the hazard classification of items presented 
for inclusion in the petitioner’s sales and ordering application must receive appropriate 
training and testing in hazard classification. In further correspondence with the FAA, Amazon 
withdrew its request for relief for hazardous material training requirements.  
 

IV. Comments and Responses 
 

The FAA published a summary of the petition in the Federal Register on August 8, 2019 (84 
FR 39048).  In response to the publication, the FAA received and considered 51 comments, 
from 35 individuals and 16 aviation-related organizations. U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), Consumer Technology Association (CTA), Small 
UAV Coalition (Coalition), Association for Unmanned Vehicle Systems International 
(AUVSI), and one individual generally supported the petition, while Quad Axis, Experimental 
Aircraft Association (EAA), Coalition of Airline Pilots Associations (CAPA), Airlines for 
America (A4A), The Boeing Company (Boeing), National Agricultural Aviation Association 
(NAAA), National Federation of Independent Business (NFIB), Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association (AOPA), Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA), Helicopter Association 
International (HAI), Washington Progress Group LLC (WPG), and 34 individuals expressed 
concerns with the petition.  
 
Comments in Support of the Petition 
 
Among the comments received, those supporting the petitioner’s request include: U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), Consumer Technology 
Association (CTA), Small UAV Coalition (Coalition), and Association for Unmanned 
Vehicle Systems International (AUVSI). These commenters expressed support for the safe 
and efficient integration and expansion of the role of UAS operations in the NAS. Boeing and 
CTA stated that Amazon’s proposed UAS commercial package delivery operation would 
benefit the public at large, with CTA emphasizing that granting the exemption would enable 
consumers to obtain products ordered within 30 minutes without adding additional vehicular 
traffic to roadways. The Coalition noted that Amazon’s safety team has worked extensively 
with the FAA to develop a comprehensive, multi-faceted safety program to mitigate risks to 
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other aircraft and persons and property on the ground and to achieve a level of safety at least 
as equivalent to and in many respects greater than required for manned aircraft.   
 
Comments Concerning Proprietary Documents, More Information, and Relief under the 
Exemption 
  
Various companies and two individuals expressed concerns that the petition did not contain 
enough information for the public to evaluate the exemption request fully and to assess 
whether operations in accordance with an exemption would provide a level of safety 
commensurate with the rules from which the petitioner requested relief. They stated that 
without seeing more details on Amazon’s operation the public could not effectively comment 
on the safety of the operation as outlined by Amazon. Another individual stated that 
information provided in the Aircraft Flight Manual, which would provide data on 
performance, has not been published for public review and comment. WPG stated that the 
TLS is a safety standard and as such, judging the “acceptability” of a TLS is a policy decision 
that should be subject to public notice and comment procedures. Commenters also argued that 
as a matter of public safety policy, the FAA should disclose the approved TLS and the theory 
and rationale for finding that value acceptable. ALPA and one individual addressed service 
difficulty reports and stated that air carriers share deidentified safety information with the 
FAA and industry, which is also analyzed in the Aviation Safety Information Analysis and 
Sharing (ASIAS) activity. ALPA stated that air carrier safety has improved when safety 
related information is broadly disseminated. The commenter expressed concerns with 
Amazon’s proposal to withhold the safety analysis and information. 
 
ALPA and several individuals commented that the FAA should consider changes to its 
regulations through rulemaking rather than granting exemptions for UAS commercial 
operations. Several individuals also commented that UAS commercial operators should not be 
given exemptions on a case by case basis, and if they cannot comply with current regulations, 
they should adapt their system to be in compliance or work with the FAA to amend its 
regulations. One individual expressed concern that if the FAA grants this exemption, then 
many operators who wants to use UAS for commercial activities will also ask for an 
exemption. Lastly, ALPA was concerned that the timing of the public comment period was 
not conducive to fully vetting the petition.  
 
One individual recommended denying relief from § 135.63(c) and (d) concerning load 
manifest requirements. The commenter questioned how the accuracy of the weight and 
balance report could be reviewed if the exemption is granted. The commenter also stated that 
in the event of an accident in which the load manifest carried on-board the aircraft is 
destroyed, the duplicate copy of the load manifest could provide valuable information to 
investigators regarding cargo and weight and balance. One individual recommended denying 
relief from § 135.149(a), concerning the requirement that no person may operate an aircraft 
unless it is equipped with a sensitive altimeter that is adjustable for barometric pressure. The 
commenter argued that such a grant would conflict with 14 CFR part 23, § 23.2615 (a) (1) and 
(2), and (b) (1) and (2.). One individual recommended denying relief from § 135.161(a)(1)-
(a)(3), concerning communication and navigation equipment for VFR operations. The 
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commenter stated that this exemption would conflict with the requirements of 14 CFR part 
119, § 119.1(e)(7)(ii) (Day VFR conditions) and § 119.21(a) (4) and (5) (Commercial 
operators engaged in intrastate common carriage and direct air carriers); and the issuance of 
OpSpecs, as described in 14 CFR 135, § 135.23(c), may become a matter of contention-
OpSpec B031 and B032 may apply. One individual asked the FAA to deny relief from § 
135.93(g) and argued that the petition does not state the operating characteristics for the 
MK27 and those characteristics may conflict, in their entirety, with § 23.2105 Performance 
Data and § 23.2130 Landing.22 An individual recommended denying relief from § 135.415(b), 
service difficult reports, and stated that “Service Difficulty Reports contain a list of sixteen 
(16) failures, malfunctions, or defects required by the certificate holder which may occur at 
any time where the failure, malfunction or defect has endangered or may endanger the safe 
operation of the aircraft.” The commenter stated that the exemption conflicts with 14 CFR § 
107.21(b) In-Flight Emergency, and questioned the reasons for requesting an exemption if 
Amazon intends to fulfill the requirements of § 135.415 Service Difficulty Reports. 
 
In 2012, Congress first charged the FAA with integrating unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) 
into the national airspace system (NAS). Since then, the FAA has initiated rulemakings to 
further enable further operations of UAS. Recently, for example, the FAA published a Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for Operation of Small Unmanned Aircraft Systems over 
People.23 Because the proposed operation cannot fit squarely within the existing regulatory 
framework, a phased series of exemptions, leading to rulemaking, is appropriate and can be 
used to allow flight operations without adversely affecting safety in the interim. The FAA 
intends for this exemption to add to the foundational framework to safely enable UAS cargo 
delivery operations for compensation or hire within the United States. Utilizing grants of 
operationally-specific exemptions from current regulations to gather the information critical 
to future rulemaking is necessary to properly inform the safety analysis of any such rule. The 
operations authorized by this exemption will assist in providing the FAA with operational 
data necessary to properly inform the safety analysis of any such rule.  The FAA views this 
exemption as a first step toward rulemaking. The FAA is using these operational scenarios, 
under strict observation with conditions and limitations, to allow industry to begin operating. 
This, in turn, will provide the FAA with information to adjust the regulatory framework to 
enable more expanded UAS operations. 
 
The FAA reviewed the petitioner’s proposed operations and proposed safety mitigations, as 
further outlined in its CONOPS and manuals. The FAA conducted a safety risk analysis and 
completed a Safety Risk Management (SRM) for Amazon’s operations. The safety risk 
analysis considered the operational parameters, UAS capabilities and characteristics, UAS 
personnel, airspace, and operating environment. The safety risk analysis considered hazards, 
outcomes, and risk mitigations. The agency determined the risk of the proposed operations is 
acceptable and that any operation conducted by the petitioner under the terms, conditions, and 
limitations of this exemption can be conducted under an equivalent level of safety of 

                                                           
22 14 CFR §§ 23.2105 and 23.2130 provide airworthiness standards for normal category airplanes regarding 
performance data and landing.  
23 84 Fed. Reg. 3856 (Feb. 13, 2019).  
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applicable regulations. Regarding the comments on Amazon’s TLS and its calculated level of 
safety, the FAA notes that there is no minimum level of safety required by its regulations. As 
such, the FAA relied on its safety risk analysis for its review and determination of equivalent 
level of safety. 
 
As part of its safety risk analysis, the FAA relied on materials marked as proprietary by the 
petitioner to make determinations about the petitioner’s capabilities. Accordingly, while these 
materials have not been released in their entirety, they have been identified in the docket for 
this exemption. In response to comments concerning the release of the TLS, the FAA notes 
that it did not rely on the TLS in its analysis of the petition for exemption.  
 
Comments on General Safety Concerns 
 
NFIB, CTA, NAAA, WPG, and several individuals expressed general safety concerns.  
 
NFIB expressed concerns that bird strikes might pose a risk to human life and may cause 
damage or loss of control to the MK27. Many individuals commented that the risk to public 
safety in the form of a UAS or package falling on people or property or interfering with other 
air traffic, pedestrians, bicyclists, power or telephone lines, outweighed the economic benefits 
of granting Amazon’s request for UAS commercial package delivery. Several commenters 
stated that the FAA should require further testing before granting the exemption, including 
allowing Amazon to deliver along rivers, lakes, or oceans first, and requiring Amazon to 
prove to professional pilots who go through the Airmen Certification Standards that they are 
safe to operate UAS. Another individual stated that allowing a company to push forward and 
operate over the population with infantile technology that has to cause personal injury to 
people before being ensured to be in compliance with regulations designed for operation at 
the highest level of safety is reckless and irresponsible.  
 
NFIB also mentioned the FAA should consider how the MK27 operator would prevent a 
person from tampering with the authorized instructions or information so as to cause a 
catastrophic failure, protect against the jamming of an authorized command to land, and 
consider both the penetrability of the electronic systems and the facilities, and mitigating 
factors. NAAA was generally concerned with low-level aviation incidents and accidents. CTA 
commented that the FAA should use a data-driven approach to risk analysis and performance-
based evaluation of metrics to strike an appropriate balance between innovation and safety 
and to ensure the proposed operations can be does not undermine the safety of the NAS.  
 
NAAA, HAI, and one individual commented on fuel requirements. NAAA commented that 
the fuel requirements for flight in VFR conditions as specified in § 91.151 allow a margin of 
safety and similar consideration should be given to unmanned aircraft flights to allow for 
unexpected circumstances such as needing to stay airborne longer due to an emergency. 
NAAA stated that the FAA needs to establish a standard flight time the UA needs to have in 
its power reserve to safely land and enforce that flight time as a requirement for any petitions 
granted. HAI commented that Amazon provided no explanation of the capability aircraft once 
it reaches the “reserve” level and that the FAA should provide reserve power requirements in 
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terms of aircraft performance capability rather than fuel required, to clearly establish reserve 
power expectations and ensure a controlled and predictable termination of flight.  
 
An individual commented that the petitioner indicates that catastrophic risk is evaluated with 
the inclusion of lethality, population density and non-shelter factors; this avoids recognition 
that catastrophic results from uncontrolled UAS groundings could include events other than 
immediate death from impacts with people.  One individual commented that since the 
petitioner implies that autoland capabilities will be developmental in nature, the viability of 
successful autoland maneuvers as a result of on-board failures must be questioned for an 
unknown period during development. The commenter asked the following questions: “(1) 
Will open areas where access by children could be possible be used for safe landings? (2) 
What are the security implications of a UAS being acquired by persons unknown? (3) Once 
GPS is lost, how will on-board flight plans that avoid “sensitive areas” constrain autoland 
landing site selections to avoid these sensitive areas?” One individual recommended the 
exemption include a prohibition on launching the UA from any site other than the Amazon 
launch site, and that after an emergency landing at an alternate site, the UA should be shut 
down and retrieved manually. One individual stated that Amazon’s maximum operating 
altitude is 1,180 ft. AGL and transit flight will be planned to occur at or below 400 ft. AGL, 
but Amazon has not described how it will monitor flight altitude during transition about Class 
G airspace and into Class E airspace.  
 
Another commenter stated that UAS commercial package delivery cannot be conducted safety 
with today’s technology, and he had no confidence that the UAS would not fail and crash, and 
that Amazon should be required to demonstrate that its UAS could not be hacked. Another 
individual stated that if the FAA grants Amazon an exemption, then UPS, FedEx, and 
numerous startups will apply for the same exemption, resulting in hundreds if not thousands 
of UAS flying at all altitudes and directions. One commenter stated that Amazon should be 
denied from conducting UAS commercial package delivery unless it is to supply basic human 
requirements such as clean water, food, and medicine in developing or disaster areas.  
 
One individual commented that Amazon indicates that 80-85% of its products are potential 
candidates for UAS deliveries, and established estimates for Amazon indicate that in the 
United States, Amazon ships in excess of 600,000,000 packages annually. The commenter 
stated that with 80% of these delivered by UAS and with a catastrophic failure rate of 1 per 
100,000 (not including auto-landings after detected anomalies) this would produce on the 
order of 5,000 uncontrolled descents annually. The commenter noted that the more complex 
the UAS design becomes in terms of sensors, software and equipment that UAS failure rates 
on the order of 1 in 100,000 may be difficult to achieve (General Aviation failure rates are on 
the order of 6 accidents per 100,000 flight hours). The commenter went on to state that 
assuming a more realistic failure rate of 1 in 10,000 (per Google’s recent petition) and a 
conservative 20% UAS utilization for Amazon, deliveries produce the potential for 10,000 
uncontrolled descents annually. The commenter stated that for such large-scale systems of 
UAS which can only be financially feasible in aggregate operation, the FAA should establish 
performance level failure rate requirements which provide the equivalent levels of safety 
when assessed at the system level as opposed to individual flight elements.  
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The FAA acknowledges these general public safety concerns related to persons, property, and 
other aircraft, and agrees that ensuring the safety of the public and property on the ground and 
aircraft in the NAS is essential. The FAA may grant an exemption from applicable regulations 
when an operator or an operation is unable to meet the regulatory requirements. To do so, the 
FAA must make a finding that granting the exemption is in the public interest and that 
operations conducted under the terms, conditions, and limitations of the exemption would not 
adversely affect safety, or that they would provide a level of safety at least equal to that 
provided by the rules from which the petitioner is being exempted. As mentioned earlier, the 
FAA conducted a safety risk analysis which assessed the hazards, outcomes, and risk 
mitigations for Amazon’s proposed operations. The agency determined the risk of the 
proposed operations is acceptable and that any operation conducted by the petitioner under the 
terms, conditions, and limitations of this exemption can be conducted under an equivalent 
level of safety of applicable regulations. 
 
 
The exemption requires compliance with certain terms, conditions, and limitations that 
address the safety concerns of the proposed operation. A VO would be staged alongside the 
flight route to scan the airspace around the UA and ensure traffic deconfliction, and scan the 
ground for hazards, and AOs would be positioned to maintain visual contact with the aircraft 
to monitor and report to the PIC any off-nominal aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected 
during forward flight during forward flight. In addition, Amazon will begin its part 135 
operations over sparsely populated, rural farmland. Amazon estimates that it would deliver 
packages to 10 houses initially. The agency has determined the risk is acceptable and that 
carrying out such operations in accordance with the terms, conditions, and limitations of this 
exemption would achieve an equivalent level of safety to that provided and intended by the 
rules that would otherwise apply to the proposed operation.  
 
Furthermore, the FAA has determined that a 95 percent battery takeoff SOC and a 20 percent 
battery reserve SOC is an appropriate mitigation for the operation and that the conditions and 
limitations associated with the fuel requirements provide an equivalent level of safety.  
 
Comments on Intrusiveness and Privacy 
 
Several individuals expressed property, privacy, and environmental concerns such as a 
potential for the UAS to invade airspace in neighborhoods and over homes and private 
property, to pollute airspace, and to endanger persons, property, and pets. Several commenters 
questioned how they could guard the use of the sky over their properties, whether they had 
rights to prohibit UAs from flying over their homes, and whether property owners would be 
compensated for the use of their airspace when UAs fly over their property. Others questioned 
who would be responsible for cleaning up the debris if a UA or parts of a UA falls on their 
property, and whether Amazon would compensate them for littering on their property. Some 
commenters expressed concerns with the annoyance, stress, and emotional or physical 
discomfort caused by increased auditory and visual noise attributed to UAS operations and 
UAS intrusions on personal space. Other commenters were concerned with noise pollution, 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

41 

stating that UAs make an irritating noise, that a multitude of companies will follow Amazon, 
essentially creating a freeway over neighborhoods, and calling on the FAA to require Amazon 
to minimize the noise that its UAs make. Other commenters stated that Amazon’s UAs will 
incorporate a variety of video and other sensors, passing low over residences and private 
places, with the potential to record or take pictures of property, and the potential for violation 
of privacy is enormous.   
 
The FAA acknowledges the privacy concerns raised by commenters. While the FAA has 
consistently stated that privacy concerns are beyond the scope of the FAA’s mission to ensure 
safety and efficiency of aviation operations in the airspace of the United States, the FAA 
intends to continue collaborating with the public, stakeholders, and other agencies with 
authority and subject matter expertise in privacy law and policy.  
 
Comments on Environmental Concerns  
 
Some commenters expressed concerns regarding the impact UAS commercial package 
delivery would have on the environment. One commenter stated that the use of UAs in rural 
areas is incompatible with wildlife protection and farm animal safety, and two commenters 
stated that the FAA should conduct an environmental impact report on the effects of regular 
UAS use on migratory bird mating, nesting and migration patterns. Another commenter stated 
that the impact UAS commercial package delivery would have on the honeybee population is 
unknown, and since there is a decline in their numbers, it is of particular concern. Still other 
commenters were concerned about the annoyance, stress, and emotional or physical 
discomfort caused by increased auditory and visual noise attributed to UAS operations. 
Finally, some commenters expressed concerns about noise pollution, stating that UAs make 
an irritating noise, that a multitude of companies will follow Amazon, essentially creating a 
freeway over neighborhoods, and calling on the FAA to require Amazon to minimize the 
noise that its UAs make. 
 
UAS operations under the exemption that Amazon is seeking in conjunction with its existing 
and upcoming Certificate of Authorization or Waiver (COA) would occur over a limited area 
that consists of sparsely populated, rural area consisting primarily of wheat fields. Amazon is 
already operating in this area under its existing COA. The only change that would result from 
issuing this exemption and upcoming COA would be the addition of commercial package 
delivery. The area of operation would not change. FAA has no indication that Amazon’s 
existing operations have interfered with wildlife or farm animals, or that noise from existing 
operations has been an issue of concern for people in the area. Given the legal, technical, and 
practical limitations on UAS operating under this exemption and the associated COAs, as well 
as the existing noise levels in the area, it is extremely unlikely that this exemption would 
result in noise exceeding the FAA’s threshold of significance. While the upcoming COA will 
authorize flights under part 135 rather than part 91, it will not change Amazon’s geographical 
area of operations. If Amazon seeks to add operations outside the geographical area approved 
in the COA, that action would be subject to a separate FAA approval, including additional 
environmental review, as appropriate. In response to the comment that other companies will 
want to follow Amazon, FAA notes that this exemption and its associated exemption and 
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COAs apply only to Amazon. If another operator wishes to operate a UAS under part135, that 
operator would be required to undergo its own FAA approval process, including 
environmental review if appropriate.  
 
Comments on Impact to Manned Aviation and Collision Risk 
 
A4A, NAAA, ALPA, and several individuals had concerns with the impact UAS commercial 
package delivery would have on manned, or traditional, aviation.  A4A commented that the 
FAA should take appropriate action to inform aviation operators of the presence of Amazon’s 
delivery service using UAS in locations where the service is being conducted in proximity to 
airports, to help raise awareness of airlines flying into airports in that area. NAAA 
commented that it applauds Amazon for the research and development it has put into 
developing sense and avoid technology, however due to the difficulties associated with seeing 
UAs and the high cockpit workloads of aerial applicators, it is critical that the FAA enforces 
requiring UAs to yield right of way to manned aircraft. NAAA also commented that while 
Amazon intends to begin delivery operations in a low population density area, which does not 
mean that the areas are low risk, because aerial applicator operators and agricultural aircraft 
primarily operate under 400 ft. AGL. ALPA commented that its long-held position is that all 
operations in the NAS must be conducted to a level of safety that does not threaten to reduce 
safety levels of other operations, including airline operations. Several individuals expressed 
concerns that UAs pose a greater risk to manned aircraft operations than do bird strikes, 
because UAs weigh more. Another individual expressed concern that UAs would interfere 
with firefighting operations. Other commenters expressed concern that UAs would interfere 
with recreational model aircraft operators, which could lead to confusion and additional 
restrictions on recreational users. Another commenter was concerned that UAs would overlap 
with general aviation, such as helicopters used to respond to emergencies.  
 
Quad Axis, EAA, Boeing, NAAA, HAI, and several individuals expressed concerns regarding 
see and avoid and right of way issues. EAA and NAAA commented that manned aircraft 
pilots are not able to locate UAs flying in their airspace, because the UAs are too small to be 
seen under the traditional “see and avoid” principle that relies on the mutual ability of flight 
crews to physical see all other nearby aircraft when operating under VFR. EAA went on to 
state that in VFR flight, the safety threat of UAS to manned aircraft is asymmetric because the 
risk of physical harm from a collision is solely borne by the occupants of manned aircraft. 
EAA argued that UAS must carry the burden to “sense and avoid” manned aircraft and other 
obstacles, and additional equipment mandates upon manned aircraft are unacceptable, as they 
represent a burden to the general aviation community undertaken for the benefit of UAS 
interests. EAA stated that while operations below 400 ft. are certainly far less frequent than 
those above this altitude, EAA does not share Amazon’s optimism that the probability of an 
encounter at this altitude is superlatively low; and while the risk does not necessarily preclude 
Amazon from operating as requested, it does highlight the importance of effective sense and 
avoid technology. An individual stated that pilots have enough of a workload as they work to 
see and avoid manned aircraft, and they do not need the additional hazard of having to see and 
avoid UAs. Another individual stated that he cannot trust UAs to see and avoid manned 
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aircraft, and another individual stated that if the operator can’t see and avoid aircraft, the 
operation is reckless and should be denied.  
 
Regarding sense and avoid technology, Boeing stated that it is unclear from the petition how 
an equivalent level of safety for sense and avoid functions will be achieved as compared to 
conventional aircraft operations. Boeing also indicated that the petition lacks performance 
standards or definitions for well clear, safe distance, or right-of-way, it does not describe the 
design assurance or reliability standards for the sensors and algorithms upon which the system 
is dependent, and does not describe the data sources and associated data fidelity for flight 
planning, terrain mapping, or object identification. HAI commented that it is not aware of any 
testing or evaluation results that validate the effectiveness of Amazon’s proposed SAA 
solution; and it understands that Amazon’s supporting documentation may contain proprietary 
data that certifies the effectiveness of the proposed technology. HAI commented that in light 
of this, HAI must strongly recommend that any approval by the FAA for BVLOS operations 
be coupled with the requirement that the unmanned aircraft system utilize a tested and 
certified SAA system acceptable to the FAA. Additionally, EAA proposed that Amazon must 
show that their sense and avoid technology performs to, at minimum, a 10-9 failure rate for 
both collaborative and non-collaborative aircraft, which they state is the equivalent standard 
for critical systems on manned aircraft.   
 
Quad Axis asked how priority of airspace is determined, and stated that there is no discussion 
of de-confliction of property with other non-Amazon UAs; and that remote identification and 
UAS traffic management (UTM) must be greatly advanced before these programs can expand. 
One individual stated that all other aircraft should have right of way over a UA. HAI 
commented in opposition to Amazon’s request for relief from § 91.121, Altimeter settings, 
stating that maintaining right-of-way from other aircraft is an essential element of flight 
safety; and Amazon’s request for relief from these regulations is vaguely stated as “relief to 
these requirements to the extent necessary,” and the explanation for the relief fails to justify a 
departure from foundational right-of-way rules. HAI further stated that it understands that 
Amazon believes they have a sense and avoid solution; however, having the ability to sense 
and avoid does not substantiate a relief from right-of-way requirements.  
 
In further correspondence with the FAA, the petitioner proposed to begin its part 135 
operations solely within a UAS test range, using a VO to ensure traffic deconfliction through 
direct scanning of the local airspace near the UA and scanning the ground for hazards, an AO 
to maintain visual contact with the aircraft monitor and report to the PIC any off-nominal 
aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during forward flight, and using an SO to scan 
for hazards at the takeoff and delivery sites. It states that the limited operations are the first 
step in its incremental approach and that future iterations will include enhanced vehicle 
capabilities such as onboard sensor based detect and avoid functionality.  
 
Operations must comply with the additional performance-based parameters listed in this 
exemption’s conditions and limitations, and Amazon will begin its part 135 operations by 
delivering to homes within the associated airport property or adjacent areas for which the 
petitioner has arranged exclusive use or access control. The petitioner will operate with 
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continuous two-way VHF communication with the associated Class D ARCT and use them 
for traffic advisories and de-confliction. Amazon indicates its initial part 135 operations will 
be conducted in an operational area that is highly rural and that they will fly only one airborne 
mission per aircrew and at no time will the UA be out of visual range of the flight operations 
team. Amazon stated that as a technical mitigation, Amazon will use a FTS to ensure direct 
control over the MK27 during all phases of flight.    
 
The FAA agrees that ensuring the safety of the NAS and any potential conflicting traffic is 
essential. The FAA is using these operational scenarios, under strict observation with narrow 
conditions and limitations, to allow Amazon to begin operating. In this exemption, as 
discussed further in the Background section of this document, Amazon will begin its 
commercial package delivery service within a UAS test range, which includes associated 
airport, and established conditions and limitations to address safety concerns. The agency has 
determined this operation would not adversely affect safety and is in the public interest. The 
petitioner will have VOs to monitor the surrounding airspace and detect potential conflicting 
traffic in the absence of detect-and-avoid technological solution, in addition to other 
mitigations provided by the Certificate of Waiver or Authorization. The petitioner will also 
use local air traffic control information services. 
 
The FAA has determined that flight operations may be conducted only when visibility is at 
least two statute miles, regardless of VFR minimums for the class of airspace within which 
the operation is being conducted. VOs must be regularly stationed along the route of flight as 
required to ensure overlapping of visual range between adjacent observers and maintain and 
utilize two-way communication between the VOs and the pilot. SOs must monitor the flight 
and the delivery site and be able to activate the FTS if warrant or request the PIC to command 
“Urgent Land.” This will enable the remote pilot to make an informed decision that could 
result in commanding the UAS to “Urgent Land” in order to avoid endangering the other 
aircraft.  
 
Comments on UA Identification and UTM 
 
Quad Axis, Aerospace Industries, and Boeing commented on UAS identification. Quad Axis 
stated that Amazon’s UA should be required to register with an N number. Aerospace 
Industries stated that regulations like those proposed in the remote identification rulemaking 
are needed to ensure UAs can be monitored and tracked in real time, and UTM is a remaining 
piece needed to allow for UAS commercial package delivery. Boeing commented that it is 
unclear from the petition how an equivalent level of safety with the Amazon UTM system 
will be achieved, as compared to conventional air traffic management; as an example, the 
petition describes the use of strategic deconfliction via UTM, yet there are currently no UTM 
interface or planned avoidance standards approved. Boeing went on to state that additionally, 
the petition stated that there will be full duplex communications between PICs and local ATC 
facilities, and that real-time UA identification and tracking capabilities will be available to the 
FAA ATC facility that oversees local flight operations; however, the standards for 
establishing communication with ATC are not discussed, the communication protocols are not 
described, and it is not apparent what requirements will be in place for cybersecurity or anti-
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spoofing. One individual asked how the petitioner intends to comply with the requirements in 
14 CFR §§ 91.225 and 91.227, concerning Automatic Dependence Surveillance ADS-B-OUT 
and ADS-B-IN.   
 
The FAA considered Amazon’s proposal to operate with continuous two-way VHF 
communication with the associated airport’s Class D ARCT and to utilize them for traffic 
advisories and deconfliction, as a means to mitigate the risk of non-cooperating or no-radio 
VFR traffic encroachment. Amazon indicated that the MK27 aircraft is equipped with an 
ADS-B receiver to monitor the regional and local traffic activity. However, the ADS-B 
equipment will not be activated in any capacity for operations within a UAS test range. Under 
the operating conditions, including operating in Class D airspace, with two-way VHF 
communications, within controlled airspace, using VOs, SOs, and AOs, the FAA determined 
that the use of ADS-B is not necessary for operations within a UAS test range, and will be 
otherwise be used as directed by Amazon’s COA. The VOs, AOs, and SOs will be deployed 
along the route for deconfliction and careful screening of the flight area, ground, and airspace 
hazards. Additionally, Amazon has registered the MK27 aircraft under part 47 and obtained 
an N number. The FAA notes that Amazon’s UTM and remote identification system are both 
internal to Amazon and not required for this operation. As such, the FAA did not consider 
them during its assessment of the safety of Amazon’s operations. The FAA has determined 
that the petitioner’s proposed actions are appropriate mitigation for the risk of the limited 
operations covered by this exemption and that the conditions and limitations of this exemption 
provide an equivalent level of safety to those required by applicable regulations.    
 
Comments on Pilot Certification and Medical Certificates 
 
Coalition, Boeing, NAAA, HAI, UAVSI, and several individuals commented on pilot 
certification or medical certificates. Coalition, Boeing, NAAA, and HAI and one individual 
oppose Amazon’s request for relief from the requirement that its PICs hold a commercial pilot 
certificate. Coalition stated that part 107 standards, including airmen certificates are 
insufficient to ensure safe operations of UAS. Boeing stated that it is unclear how a private 
pilot certificate, in combination with the flight training and qualification program, will 
provide an equivalent level of safety to that of a commercial pilot certificate, because the 
standards and requirements for the commercial pilot certificate were created to address the 
public’s expectation that pilots in commercial service should possess a higher level of 
knowledge, skill, and ability than someone operating an aircraft for recreational or private 
use. NAAA stated that the additional hours required to earn an advanced pilot license required 
for commercial operations is justified since commercial operations are more complicated than 
pleasure flights, and in general a higher class of license is justified because this requirement 
increases safety in the NAS, and safety should not be compromised. NAAA went on to state 
that UAV’s will be operating within airspace shared by manned aircraft, who need to be 
assured that UAV pilots are competent at operating their aircraft. HAI commented that a 
commercial pilot license, and all FAA requirements that come with it, must be upheld, and a 
Part 61 private pilot certificate is insufficient for part 135 commercial operation with this type 
of aircraft.  
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NAAA, HAI, and one individual commented that at least a second class medical certificate 
should be required for UAS commercial package delivery. NAAA stated that even though the 
PIC will be on the ground and have access to support personnel, there is no guarantee these 
support personnel will be available at all times and there is no way an equivalent level of 
safety can be guaranteed for users of the NAS and individuals on the ground; NAAA 
therefore believes a class two medical certificate is necessary, to ensure safety of people in 
other aircraft operating in the airspace as well as those people on the ground who may be 
injured in the event of an accident. NAAA went on to comment that all pilots operating 
aircraft, should be in sufficient health to safely operate their aircraft, and the location of the 
pilot, whether on the ground or in an aircraft, should have no bearing on this requirement. 
HAI commented that the operations as described by Amazon will require an advanced level of 
aviation skill, knowledge and overall excellent health standards, and since medical certificate 
differences between class II and class III are quite distinct, HAI believes the higher standards 
associated with a class II medical certificate are the appropriate level for commercial part 135 
operations.  
 
The FAA is requiring the PIC and GSO to hold a private pilot certificate under part 61, and 
remote pilot certificate issued under part 107, hold a class II medical certificate, and complete 
the part 135 training program. The applicants training program is scenario-based, allowing for 
enhanced teaching, application and assessment of each PIC and GSO’s aeronautical decision 
making as it relates to each aspect of their flight operations. Additionally, this approved 
training program places extensive focus on all aspects of low-level flight not relevant for 
manned aviation operations. For the reasons discussed in the disposition of relief section, the 
FAA has determined that these requirements will ensure no adverse impact to safety for this 
operation.   

 
V. Public Interest and Safety  

 
The petitioner stated that granting its petition will serve the public interest by helping the 
FAA gather data that will advance the future of UAS commercial package delivery operations 
and the safe and efficient integration of UAS into the NAS. The petitioner asserted that this 
vital public interest – enhanced safety – has been served through grants of exemption for 
various UAS, both small and large, and for operations across myriad use cases, including 
research and development for package delivery, infrastructure inspection, and agricultural 
aircraft operations. The petitioner provided that its package delivery operations will similarly 
bring enhanced safety to the NAS and that, as with other UAs over 55 pounds that have been 
granted exemptions from certain regulations, the petitioner’s MK27 has reduced weight and 
proportions when compared to traditional aircraft, will eliminate the risk to passengers and 
crew, and will reduce the risk to persons and property on the ground by carrying no 
flammable fuel.  

 
Moreover, the petitioner stated that the FAA has recognized that it is in the public interest to 
grant exemptions that promote safe progression of UAS integration into the NAS. The 
petitioner stated that package delivery is a vital step in this progression. The petitioner 
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asserted that UAS package delivery reduces stress on surface transportation infrastructure, 
and has less environmental impact than traditional surface or airborne transportation methods.  

 
The petitioner stated that granting its petition would continue to foster the FAA’s safe and 
reliable collection of data needed to authorize carriage of property by UAS operators. More 
importantly, compliance with the conditions and limitations of this exemption would allow 
Amazon, as an air carrier operating under part 135, to provide service with the highest 
possible degree of safety in the public interest. 

 
The petitioner stated that granting its petition for exemption will not adversely affect safety. 
The petitioner stated that it will operate under the same regulations, with the same level of 
FAA oversight and safety requirements, as every part 135 air carrier operating manned 
aircraft currently. The petitioner asserted that the process of air carriers seeking targeted relief 
from certain regulations to facilitate their specific operations is also well established and 
appropriate. The petitioner provided that it has begun the respective processes to obtain type 
certification for the MK27 and a part 135 operating certificate to conduct commercial package 
delivery operations with UAS. The petitioner stated that this petition is also carefully crafted 
to seek relief from only a limited number of regulations that would be impractical to apply as 
written to its UAS and CONOPS; and that, while the petitioner’s operations may be new and 
novel, its approach to aviation safety is not. 

 
The petitioner intended to continue this building-block approach under its part 135 operating 
certificate. It stated that it will field its operations in a measured and iterative way, starting 
initially with flights over the UAS test range and expanding as its proficiency develops; and 
will initially deploy SOs, VOs, and AOs as an additional mitigation and will expand beyond a 
1:1 UA to PIC ratio only once the FAA has determined that such operations are safe. As 
described in the petition and in supplemental documents, through the combination of SOs, 
VOs, ATC coordination, and other proposed actions, the MK27 would operate safely under 
the exemptions granted from applicable regulations.  
 
For the reasons discussed in this exemption, the FAA finds that a grant of exemption to the 
petitioner is in the public interest. As part of integrating unmanned aircraft into the national 
airspace, the FAA is enabling unmanned commercial package delivery operations. The FAA’s 
first step toward authorizing the carriage of property by UAS operators is gathering data 
through the issuance of exemptions from current regulations. 

 
VI. FAA Decision 

 
In consideration of the foregoing, I find that a grant of exemption is in the public  
interest. Therefore, pursuant to the authority contained in 49 U.S.C. §§ 106(f), 40113,  
and 44701, delegated to me by the Administrator, Amazon Prime Air is granted an exemption 
from 14 CFR §§ 61.3(a); 61.23(a)(2); 61.113(a); 91.119(b) and (c); 91.121; 91.151(a); 
135.63(c) and (d); 135.65(d); 135.93; 135.95; 135.149(a); 135.161(a)(1)-(3); 135.203(a)(1) 
and (b); 135.209(a) and (b); 135.243(b)(1) through (3); 135.337(b)(1); 135.338(b)(1); 
135.339(e)(3) and (4); and 135.340(e)(3) and (4) to the extent necessary to allow Amazon to 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

48 

conduct part 135 air carrier operations for commercial package delivery using its MK27 UAS, 
subject to the conditions and limitations listed below. 

 
VII. Conditions and Limitations 

 
In this grant of exemption, Amazon is hereafter referred to as the operator or the certificate 
holder. 
 
Failure to comply with any of the Conditions and Limitations of this grant of exemption 
renders this entire exemption void.  
 

A. General 
 

1. Operations authorized by this grant of exemption are limited to those that occur with 
the Amazon Prime Air MK27 UAS, subject to Exemption No. 18602. 
 

2. If the operator plans to request an expansion of the scope or area of operations 
currently permitted by its Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA), the operator 
must contact its certificate management team. The FAA may require satisfactory 
completion of validation testing prior to approving the new scope or area of 
operations.  

 
3. All operations conducted in accordance with this exemption must also be conducted in 

accordance with Exemption No. 18602, until the MK27 aircraft receives an FAA 
airworthiness certificate.  

 
4. The certificate holder must make available to the pilot in command (PIC) at the 

Ground Control Station of the UAS any time the aircraft is operating, all documents 
used by the operator to ensure the safe operation of the UAS, including, this 
exemption and Exemption No. 18602, and all documents required to be on board the 
aircraft under parts 91 and 135. These documents must be made available to the 
Administrator or any law enforcement official upon request. 
 

5. If a discrepancy exists between the conditions and limitations in this exemption, the 
procedures outlined in the operator’s part 135 manuals, or any provisions issued under 
a waiver to any part of part 91, the operator must comply with the most restrictive 
provisions. 
 

6. This exemption is applicable only to UAS commercial package delivery operations 
and training, currency, or proficiency flights associated with the certificate holder’s 
UAS commercial package delivery operations.  
 

7. This exemption is only valid for a “will-not carry” hazardous materials program. A 
change to a “will-carry” hazardous materials program requires a new evaluation by the 
FAA and amendment to this exemption. 
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8. This exemption is not valid for operations conducted outside the United States.  

 
B. Flight Operations 

 
9. All operations must be conducted under day visual meteorological conditions (VMC). 

Flights under special visual flight rules (SVFR) are not authorized.  
 

10. Under this exemption, each operation must be conducted with a dedicated PIC.  
 

11. Flight operations must be conducted referenced to ground level, with a minimum safe 
altitude during cruise of 180 ft. AGL. The altitude of the aircraft must not exceed 400 
ft. AGL. 
 

12. The altimetry system must be calibrated, the accuracy of value validated, and 
determined to be operational for each flight by the PIC. 

 
13. The operator must have procedures available: 

a. For the responsible person to ensure the barometric calibration system is 
operative for flight. 

b. For loss of barometric pressure calibration or input. 
c. To ensure that the aircraft’s barometric calibration system is operative for all 

flight operations and accurate to a value as determined acceptable by the FAA 
Administrator. 

 
14. The warning indications on the ground control station display for a landing outside the 

planned landing site, and all other warning indications, must be operational prior to 
commencement of operations. 
 

15. All altimetry augmenting instrumentation and software such as, but not limited to, the 
barometric sensor, the inertial measurement unit, the laser vertical range finder, or any 
other installed altimetry sensors or software must be operational prior to the flight.  
 

16. The certificate holder must adhere to the following requirements:  
a. All operations must fly over airport property and contiguous parcels for which 

Amazon has pre-arranged exclusive use or access control. 
b. Operations over or within 250 ft. laterally of moving vehicles are prohibited. 
c. Sustained flight within 250 ft. laterally of roadways is prohibited. 
d. Operations over human beings and structures are prohibited. Additionally, the 

UA must remain at least 100 ft. laterally from any person or structure during 
all phases of flight.  

e. Transitions over roadways are prohibited except as provided in the FAA-
approved Amazon Prime Air MK27, Concept of Operations. 

f. Operations are permitted only in sparsely populated areas.  
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17. The certificate holder must designate safe emergency landing area(s) that are no less 
than 100 ft. in diameter, which the UA can reach in case it is unable to complete the 
intended flight. These landing areas must:  

a. Be known in advance to the PIC and GSO operating aircraft in that area; and 
b. Be 250 ft. from structures, vehicles, people, and roads. Provide for a landing 

without undue hazard to persons or property on the surface.  
 

18. For all operations, the UA must be equipped with an anti-collision light that must be 
visible for at least 3 statute miles and operational between the beginning of evening 
civil twilight and the end of morning civil twilight.  
 

19. The ground control station display must be available to all persons required to monitor 
it during flight operations. It must display, at all times, airborne UA location 
information for the aircraft for which the ground station operator (GSO) is responsible 
for monitoring. The operator’s manual must include procedures that require the GSO 
to monitor the display to maintain flight location information for the airborne UA. 
 

20. For all operations, the PIC, GSO, safety officers (SO), visual observers (VO), and 
aircraft observers (AO) must ensure and maintain primary and secondary direct 
communications with each other throughout the flight operation. 

 
21. The PIC is prohibited from beginning a flight unless (considering wind and forecast 

weather conditions) there is enough available battery power for the UA to conduct the 
intended operation and to operate after that with at least: 

a. 20 percent reserve power; or 
b. The UAS manufacturer’s stated minimum power reserve requirement.  

 
22. The operator’s manual must include procedures for the retrieval of missing or overdue 

aircraft. After conducting an initial search, if unable to locate a missing or overdue 
aircraft, the manual must have procedures for the timely notification of an FAA 
facility. 

 
23. Prior to each flight, a pre-flight inspection must be conducted and the UAS must be 

determined to be in a condition for safe flight. The pre-flight inspection must account 
for all potential discrepancies, such as inoperable components, items, or equipment. If 
the inspection reveals a condition that affects the safe operation of the UAS, the 
aircraft is prohibited from operating until the necessary maintenance discrepancy has 
been documented and corrective maintenance action has been performed by qualified 
maintenance personnel and the UA is found to be in a condition for safe flight. 
 

24. Prior to conducting operations, the PIC must verify that the flight termination system 
associated with “urgent land” capability is available to the PIC, GSO, and SOs and 
operating properly.  
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25. Operator must provide notification to the delivery customer to remain clear of the UA 
during the delivery stage of flight. 
 

26. The operator must maintain a record of the Maximum Total Payload carried on each 
flight and include the information in § 135.63(c)(1) through (8). This record must be 
kept for at least 30 days at its principal operations base, or at another location used by 
it and approved by the Administrator. 
 

27. The operator must have procedures in its GOM for the loading of its aircraft. Those 
procedures must ensure that the necessary information is available to address the 
Maximum Take-off Weight (MTOW) and the Maximum Total Payload and must 
prohibit exceeding the MTOW and Maximum Total Payload for each flight. 
 

28. The operator must provide current copies of the aircraft loading procedures to all 
persons responsible for the loading of their aircraft. 
 

29. The operator must use actual weights for determining the weight of cargo loaded onto 
its aircraft or another method authorized by the Administrator. 

 
30. The UA must have a valid GPS signal at departure.  

 
31. Prior to each flight, all GPS availability or quality issues contained in advisory and 

warning publications or programs, including but not limited to GPS NOTAMs must be 
checked. The operator must initiate an urgent landing in the event of any loss or 
degradation of GPS at the earliest safe landing area. 
 

32. If the operator’s procedures or areas of operations require any type of communication 
with persons for the operation of the UA, the ground control station must have the 
required communication device(s). That device and its installation must be acceptable 
to the Administrator and be readily available to the PIC and GSO while at their normal 
duty stations.  

a. The operator’s procedures must require a means of direct VHF communication 
with ATC facilities, as appropriate. 

b.  The operator must have a primary electronic communication device used for 
communication between the crewmembers that provides real-time voice 
communications and a reliable back-up communication method that is 
acceptable to the Administrator. 

 
33. Any required communication device must have an adequately sized, uninterruptable 

power supply or battery so that it remains continuously powered while the PIC and 
GSO are conducting UA operations that could require its use. 

 
34. The PIC must have accurate meteorological information for the area of operation. 
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35. The certificate holder must ensure that appropriate portions of the manual pertaining 
to the duties and responsibilities performed by each UAS personnel are available to 
UAS personnel during the performance of their duties. 
 

36. When conducting each flight, the operator must use VOs, AOs, and SOs to perform 
the functions as outlined in the operator’s approved manuals.    

 
37. Prior to beginning flight operations, the PIC must ensure that: 

a. The FAs complete their duties, including weighing the item for delivery, 
loading the UA and calculating the gross takeoff weight and center of gravity, 
and aircraft preflight inspection(s).  

b. There is a VO plan that ensures there are sufficient VOs available to identify 
and communicate any potential aircraft conflicts or ground hazards to the PIC. 

c. A briefing is conducted so all required VOs are aware of the operational 
requirements and their responsibilities as required by this exemption and 
outlined in Amazon’s manuals.  

d. There is an AO plan that ensures there are sufficient AOs available to be able 
to maintain visual contact with the aircraft and monitor and report to the PIC 
any off-nominal aircraft behavior visually or audibly detected during forward 
flight.  

e. A briefing is conducted so all required AOs are aware of the operational 
requirements and their responsibilities as required by this exemption and 
outlined in Amazon’s manuals.  

f. There is an SO plan that ensures there are sufficient SO(s) available to ensure 
the safety of the operational environment at the takeoff and delivery sites, and 
use the flight termination system or recommend that the PIC or GSO command 
“urgent land,” as required.   

g. A briefing is conducted so all required SOs are aware of the operational 
requirements and their responsibilities as required by this exemption and 
outlined in Amazon’s manuals.  

h. The GSO is aware of his or her duties and is stationed at a fully functional 
aircraft ground control station with flight monitoring and flight termination 
capability. 

i. Procedures are in place that ensure reliable communication between the PIC, 
GSO, FAs, SOs, AOs, and VOs.  

j. All crewmembers listed in this condition and limitation comply with their 
respective plan.  

 
38. In addition to complying with their duties and responsibilities as outlined in the 

operator’s manuals, VOs must continuously scan their area of responsibility and 
remain in communication with the PIC, SO, and AOs as required. VOs must 
continuously scan their area of responsibility and immediately notify the PIC when 
they observe any of the following: 

a. Any obstruction not plotted on the obstruction map or obstruction database. 
b. The erection of an obstruction that begins during the course of a shift. 
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c. Any other obstruction, hazard, or non-participating conflicting air traffic that 
could pose a risk to the operation. 

d. Any open-air assembly of people. 
e. Any weather condition that causes the VOs to be unable to view obstructions, 

hazards, or the UA. 
 

39. In addition to complying with their duties and responsibilities as outlined in the 
operator’s manuals, SOs must continuously scan their area of responsibility and 
remain in communication with the PIC, VOs, and AOs as required. SOs must follow 
protocol concerning use of the flight termination system and communication with the 
PIC for “urgent land”. SOs must immediately notify the PIC when they observe any of 
the following: 

a. Any air traffic conflicts. 
b. Any boundary violations. 
c. Any deviations from the UA’s planned flight path. 
d. Any potential ground hazards beneath the path of the UA/UAS. 
e. Conditions that they determine requires them or the PIC or GSO to suspend 

operations and terminate the flight. 
f. Any weather condition that causes the SO to be unable to view new or existing 

obstructions, hazards, or the UA. 
 

40. If for any reason, including but not limited to: biological necessity, nourishment, 
hydration, or illness, an PIC, GSO, VO, AO, or SO must leave their duty station, all 
UAs in flight in sectors where the VO, AO, or SO will vacate his or her post must be 
recovered to the launch site; and no flights must be initiated through that sector 

 
41. All sparsely populated terrain and all human-made obstructions must be cleared by not 

less than 100 ft. laterally until the UA has slowed to less than 20 knots and is within 
250 ft. laterally of a takeoff, landing, or delivery point.  
 

42. The PIC must: 
a. Ensure the aircraft is operated at an altitude that would not cause a hazard to 

persons or property on the surface. 
b. Take into consideration all equipment/system tolerances when determining 

such altitude. 
 

43. For all human-made obstructions exceeding 100 ft. above the terrain that the operator 
intends to fly over, the maximum height of such obstructions must be physically 
verified either by the operator or a third party that is acceptable to the Administrator to 
be accurate to less than +/- 5 ft. error. 
 

44. The operator must provide sufficient VO(s) so that an airspace radius of not less than 2 
statute miles surrounding each UA in flight is being observed, and so that the VO can 
observe the area beneath the intended flight trajectory throughout the flight. 
 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

54 

45. The certificate holder must provide sufficient AO(s) so that visual or audible 
identification of an off-nominal aircraft behavior during forward flight can be 
performed adequately from the ground.   

 
46. The PIC, GSO, VOs, AOs, and SOs, must be fit for duty when the UA are in flight. If 

for whatever reason, including but not limited to: biological necessity, nourishment, 
hydration, or illness, the PIC, GSO, VO, AO, or SO must go off duty, all UAs in flight 
in sectors where the VO, AO, or SO will vacate his or her post must be recovered to 
the launch site; and no flights may be initiated through that sector. 
 

C. UAS Personnel: Pilot in Command, Ground Station Operator, Safety 
Officers, Visual Observers, Aircraft Observers, and Flight Assistants 

 
47. The operator must provide training to all persons whose duties and responsibilities are 

impacted on all exemptions and authorizations to which the operations described in 
this document will apply, including the conditions and limitations of the 49 U.S.C. 
44807 exemption and this operational exemption. 
 

48. Each PIC, GSO, check pilot, and flight instructor must hold a private pilot certificate 
issued under part 61, and a remote pilot certificate issued in accordance with 14 CFR 
part 107 that remains current in accordance with § 107.65. The pilot must have the 
pilot certificates and a valid government issued photo ID in his or her possession and 
make them available to the Administrator, or any law enforcement official, upon 
request. 
 

49. To serve as a check pilot in the operator’s approved training and checking program, a 
person must be qualified as a remote PIC for Amazon by: completing its approved 
training program; satisfactorily completing the training modules applicable to check 
pilots; and holding an FAA-issued check pilot approval letter. 
 

50. To serve as a flight instructor in the certificate holder’s approved training and 
checking program, a person must be qualified as a remote PIC for Amazon by 
completing its approved training program, satisfactorily completing the training 
modules applicable to flight instructor; and being authorized in accordance with 
Amazon’s training program to serve as a flight instructor. 
 

51. Each check pilot and flight instructor must hold at least a second class medical 
certificate when serving as a required crewmember. A copy of this certificate must be 
kept in the pilot’s records.  
 

52. Each PIC and GSO must hold an FAA-issued pilot authorization and comply with the 
conditions and limitations therein to serve as the PIC or GSO of an MK27 aircraft in 
the certificate holder’s part 135 operation. Except for the initial cadre, all PICs and 
GSOs are issued the authorization following satisfactory completion of Amazon’s 
approved training and checking program. When conducting part 135 operations using 
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the MK27 aircraft, each PIC and GSO must have in his or her possession, and make 
available upon request from the Administrator, a copy of the FAA-issued pilot 
authorization.  
 

53. The operator’s SOs, VOs, AOs, and FAs are required to hold a valid remote pilot 
certificate issued in accordance with part 107 and an FAA-issued pilot authorization. 
These documents must be kept in each person’s possession and made them available 
upon request from the Administrator.  

 
54. Each PIC, GSO, and SO is required to hold a second class medical certificate in 

accordance with § 61.23(a)(2). Amazon must retain a copy of this certificate in the 
pilots’ records. Additionally, PICs and GSOs are prohibited from conducting flight 
operations during medical deficiency in accordance with § 61.53(a). 
 

55. Prior to commencing operations under part 135, the PICs, GSOs, SOs, VOs, AOs, and 
FAs must pass an oral test given by an assigned FAA Operations Aviation Safety 
Inspector or authorized company check pilot on the subject areas identified in the 
certificate holder’s training program.  
 

56. Except for the initial cadre, PICs and GSOs must also complete supervised operating 
experience with a check pilot prior to serving as a PIC or GSO in a part 135 operation. 
 

57. The PICs, GSOs, SOs, VOs, AOs, and FAs must complete recurrent oral and flight 
testing in accordance with § 135.301 and comply with the conditions set forth in the 
pilot authorization. PICs and GSOs must complete recurrent training every six 
calendar months. 
 

58. No person may act as PIC, GSO, VO, AO, SO, FA, or direct participant in the 
operator’s part 135 operation if he or she knows or has reason to know that he or she 
has a physical or mental condition that would interfere with the safe operation of the 
aircraft. 
 

59. The operator must keep in its records for its PICs, GSOs, VOs, AOs, SOs, and FAs a 
copy of the pilot certificates and pilot authorizations that each person holds in 
accordance with § 135.63(a)(4)(ii).   
 

60. Any new procedure or authorization (e.g., multiple aircraft operations) may require the 
qualifications, training, or checking of the PIC and other crewmembers to be amended. 
As a result, an amendment to this exemption may be required. 
 

61. Prior to commencing operations under part 135, each PIC and GSO must complete 
initial testing and a line check in accordance with §§ 135.293 and 135.299, 
respectively. For the purposes of meeting § 135.299(a)(3), the representative airport 
for takeoffs and landings is the authorized area, as identified in the operations 
specifications. Each PIC and GSO must successfully demonstrate his or her respective 
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duties and responsibilities through sufficient flight cycles for the operations they will 
be authorized to conduct. The evaluation must include normal and abnormal 
operations and scenarios with the maximum number of aircraft-to-pilot ratio sought. 
Completion of this evaluation must be kept in the pilot’s records. 
 

62. Completion of the checking requirements required by §§ 135.293 and 135.299 does 
not satisfy recent experience requirements of §§ 61.56(d)(1) and 107.65(c). 
 

63. The certificate holder must collect performance data from its training and checking 
program and the line checks, and make that data available to the Administrator upon 
request. The data collected must include all of the following: 

a. Identification by subject area or training module how often additional training 
or retraining of each crewmember was given. 

b. Identification of any areas of retraining given to each crewmember during a 
satisfactory checking event. 

c. Unsatisfactory tests and checking events and the reason(s) for the 
unsatisfactory performance by each crewmember. 

 
64. Amazon check airman must review operational and training data quarterly to identify 

any lessons learned or areas of improvement that can be incorporated into the 
approved training program. 

 
65. The operator’s VOs and AOs must have adequate visual abilities in order to be able to 

see the unmanned aircraft clearly, recognize terrain, obstructions, see and avoid aerial 
or ground hazards and other aircraft without undue hesitation. VOs and AOs must be 
able to establish and maintain by unaided vision, except vision that is corrected by the 
use of corrective lenses to maintain a normal field of vision allowing them to see all 
potential hazards without hesitation. 
 

66. Prior to commencing operations under part 135, initial cadre VOs, AOs, and SOs used 
in the operation must pass an evaluation given by an assigned FAA Operations 
Aviation Safety Inspector. Subsequently, VOs, AOs, and SOs are trained and checked 
in accordance with the Amazon-approved training and checking program using an 
approved check pilot. A record of this evaluation must be kept in the VO, AO, and SO 
records. The evaluation includes all of the following areas, as appropriate to their 
duties: 

a. Duties and responsibilities as defined in the General Operations Manual to 
include normal and abnormal procedures. 

b. Aircraft preflight procedures and use of checklists. 
c. Communication and coordination procedures (i.e., crew resource management) 

with the pilot and other operations personnel as described in the General 
Operations Manual and the Flight Manual. 

d. General meteorology focused on cloud types and associated weather conditions 
that may be hazardous to the MK27 aircraft. 



 
 

AFS-19-128880-E 

57 

e. Use of scanning techniques and the ability to identify and report to the pilot 
any airspace hazards, ground hazards, aircraft distance from clouds, and any 
other reportable information, as applicable, and as described in the General 
Operations Manual. 

f. Knowledge of the operational environment (i.e., airports, active 
helipads/routes, hospitals) and the ability to maintain situational awareness for 
the operation; and 

g. If the VO, AO, or SO is qualified to serve in this role for Amazon outside of 
part 135, knowledge of operational differences between the part 135 operation 
and any other authorized Amazon operations as it pertains to his or her 
responsibilities.  

 
67. Prior to commencing operations under part 135, initial cadre FAs used in the operation 

must pass an evaluation given by a designated FAA Operations Aviation Safety 
Inspector. Subsequently, FAs are trained and checked in accordance with the Amazon 
FAA-approved training and checking program using an approved check pilot. A 
record of the evaluation must be kept in the FA’s records. The evaluation includes all 
of the following areas: 

a. Duties and responsibilities as defined in the General Operations Manual to 
include normal and abnormal procedures. 

b. Aircraft preflight and postflight procedures and use of checklists. 
c. Communication and coordination procedures (i.e., crew resource management) 

with the pilot and other operations personnel as described in the General 
Operations Manual and the Flight Manual. 

d. If the FA is qualified to serve in this role for Amazon outside of part 135, 
demonstrates knowledge of operational differences between the part 135 
operation and any other authorized Amazon operations as it pertains to his or 
her responsibilities. 

 
68. No person may serve in more than one crewmember or operational role concurrently. 

The PIC and GSO must remain in their respective roles until the aircraft has landed. 
 

69. The certificate holder must ensure the FAs responsible for the loading of its aircraft 
have been trained on the operator’s loading procedures. 
 

70. The operator is authorized to conduct operations at a UA-to-pilot ratio of 1-to-1. Any 
changes to UA-to-pilot ratios for the certificate holder must be authorized by the 
Administrator. 
 

71. Each competency check completed in accordance with § 135.293 must be conducted 
at the FAA authorized UA-to-pilot ratio for that individual pilot. 

 
72. All flight instructors and check pilots must remain in the immediate vicinity of a 

person being trained or checked.  
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73. The authorized ratio of flight instructor to pilot(s) must be listed in the approved 
training program.  
 

74. When performing the duties of a check pilot in training, checking, or in operational 
experience, the check-pilot to pilot ratio must not exceed 1-to-1. 
 

D. Recordkeeping ad Reporting  
 

75. The operator is responsible for maintaining the following data: 
a. Date, name, and certificate number of the designated PIC responsible for each 

flight. 
b. Date, name, and certificate number of the GSO responsible for each flight. 
c. Date, name, and certificate number of the VO(s) responsible for each flight. 
d. Date, name, and certificate number of the AO(s) responsible for each flight. 
e. Date, name, and certificate number of the SO(s) responsible for each flight. 
f. Date, name, and certificate number of the FA responsible for each flight. 
g. Duration of each flight. 
h. The length of the rest period prior to each duty period for each PIC, GSO, VO, 

AO, SO, and FA. 
i. Total hours on duty per calendar day for each PIC, GSO, VO, AO, SO, and 

FA. 
j. Total duty time the designated PIC and the GSO spent operating the aircraft 

per calendar day. 
k. Total number of “Urgent Land” commands per calendar day distinguishing 

between aircraft, pilot-initiated and SO-initiated, and reason. 
l. Total number of rejected loads per calendar day. 
m. Any occurrence of failure to clear obstructions 
n. Any loss or degradation of GPS 
o. Any loss or degradation in the GCS-UA communications link (degradation 

includes momentary loss) 
p. Any instances where the planned trajectory was revised due to changes in 

weather or other environmental factor 
q. Full report of cause of any “Urgent Land” command 
r. Data informing the accuracy of the altimetry system and the reference data 

(concerning terrain and obstacles) 
 
76. After the certificate holder initiates operation under part 135, the certificate holder must 

report the following for all flights conducted within a calendar month, for each successive 
calendar month, and send its report to the responsible Flight Standards office by the 10th 
day of the month immediately following the data collection month: 

a. The number of part 135 flights that were initiated. 
b. The number of part 135 flights that were completed as initially planned 

without any interventions, incidents, or accidents. 
c. For flights that involved any interventions, incidents, or accidents, the 

certificate holder must provide the following information: 
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i. The causal factors for each event. 
ii. The number of crewmembers, their respective roles (PIC, GSO, VO, 

AO, SO, and FA), and their locations. 
iii. Whether there were any communication breakdowns and whether they 

led to the intervention, incident, or accident.  
d. Whether the certificate holder has initiated any corrective actions to prevent 

items from c. from happening in the future; and if so, the specifics of such 
actions. 

 
77. For flights that involved any interventions, incidents, or accidents, the certificate holder 

must send a report to the responsible Flight Standards office within 24 hours of the event 
and provide the following information: 

a. A description of the event, including operational and environmental factors.  
b. A description of the initial, known contributing factors for the event. 
c. Specify the number of crewmembers involved in the operation and their 

respective roles (PIC, GSO, VO, AO, SO, and FA).  
 
If you request an extension to this exemption, please submit your request by using the 
Regulatory Docket No. FAA-2019-0573 (http://www.regulations.gov.). In addition, you 
should submit your request no later than 120 days prior to the exemption’s expiration date 
listed below.  
 
If you require an amendment to this exemption, please submit your request no later than 120 
days prior to the date you need the amendment using the process indicated above.  
 
Any extension or amendment request must meet the requirements of §11.81 of 14 CFR. 
 
This exemption terminates on September 30, 2022, unless sooner superseded or rescinded. 
 
Issued in Washington, D.C., on August 27, 2020.      
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