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Setting the Stage:  Transitioning Roles of

Aviation Authorities

Presenters
Nick Sabatini, FAA, Associate Administrator for Regulation and Certification

Salvatore Sciacchitano, JAA Committee Chairman

Claude Probst, European Commission

Summary of Presentations

Mr. Sabatini reflected on the events of September 11, 2001, and the establishment of the Transportation Security Agency  (TSA) within the U.S. Department of Transportation.  He indicated that the Aviation and Transportation Security Act signed into law by President Bush on November 19, 2001, created the agency.  The agency was officially established and assumed responsibility for civil aviation security functions on February 17, 2002.  TSA has wide responsibilities for all modes of transportation including responsibilities for airport security and passenger screening in the United States.  The FAA continues to be responsible for its buildings and personnel as well as operational oversight of technical programs associated with aircraft design.  Specifically, the issues pertaining to cockpit security, transponders, and crew awareness.  The FAA and TSA are working together to ensure that the aviation system maintains integrity and continues to improve.  Mr. Sabatini took the opportunity to introduce 4 new members of his team and encouraged all attendees to get to know them during the conference.

Mr. Sciacchitano reaffirmed JAA’s commitment to supporting the European Commission in order to: ensure a seamless transition from JAA to EASA; avoid the occurrence of safety gaps; retain the safety achievements made by JAA; and, ensure that non-EU JAA states can continue to participate in a pan-European aviation safety process.  In addition to working with the Commission on transition planning, the JAA is also accelerating the adoption of those NPAs that can be passed to EASA and incorporated into relevant implementing rules.  Additionally, ECAC and the Commission have established a high level task force to address 1) operations and licensing issues for all JAA member states, and 2) regulatory activities in airworthiness and maintenance for non-EU JAA member states after the establishment of EASA.  Additionally, the JAA is evaluating the implications of possible transition scenarios.  Such scenarios can reach from a parallel existence of JAA and EASA to a transfer of all tasks to EASA and National Authorities and the closure of JAA.  An optimum scenario must be found before the end of this year.  Concerning the future of this annual conference, he envisioned the possibility of retaining an US-European conference with similar objectives.

Mr. Probst reported that the regulation establishing the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) has been completed.  The regulation is expected to go into force during the summer of 2002 and the agency will be operational one year thereafter.  He also indicated that work is ongoing in cooperation with the European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC) and the Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) to transpose the Joint Aviation Requirements (JAR) into Implementing Rules (IR) for EASA and to develop a plan for transition from JAA to EASA.  He briefed on the management structure of EASA and indicated that EASA will have a Management Board that provides strategic and budgetary control over the agency, a Board of Appeals that will operate as the first level of a dispute resolution mechanism and an Advisory Group of Interested Parties that will provide the means for those who pay fees to the agency to provide advice on how to manage the agency.  An Executive Director will manage the day-to-day operations of the agency and will be responsible for all technical decisions.  He indicated that there is much work to transform what is now a legislated agency into a brick and mortar organization in the next 12-14 months.

Discussion Issues

None

Summary/Conclusions

None

Raising the Safety Bar Globally –

Next Steps Beyond Harmonization
Presenters
John Hickey, Director of the Aircraft Certification Service, FAA


Jim Ballough, Director of Flight Standards Service, FAA

Klaus Koplin, Chief Executive, JAA

Yves Morier, Regulation Director, JAA

Robert (Bob) Robeson, Aerospace Industries of America 

Claude Schmitt, AECMA Airworthiness Committee

Moderator:  
Nick Sabatini,

Associate Administrator for Regulation and Certification

Summary of Presentations

The FAA and JAA made a joint presentation to outline the harmonization history, the existing harmonization workload, summarize the new proposed prioritization process and highlight the shared strategic vision for the future.  The presentation identified the need to continue to preserve the benefits of harmonization while recognizing that the existing rulemaking processes in Europe and especially the U.S. cannot accommodate all of the existing harmonization program rulemaking projects.  The authorities and industry will use the proposed new prioritization process to develop a prioritized rulemaking plan addressing both certification and operational safety goals.  The presentation also identified issues regarding a future action plan and shared strategic vision to raise the safety bar globally.

AIA also made a presentation which agreed with the authorities that raising the safety bar is necessary.  However, not every proposal has equal merit.  Given the finite resources, our efforts in raising the safety bar need to be data driven.  AIA suggested that guidance for allocating resources should come from objective analytical approaches such as those developed by Commercial Aviation Safety Team.  

AECMA  made a presentation describing what has been achieved by FAR/JAR Harmonization and what lessons have been learned from that endeavor.  The presentation also discussed recent events that have affected the rulemaking priorities and resources (September 11th and the economic downturn of the aviation industry).  AECMA provided their perspective on the problems with the FAA’s rulemaking process and discussed issues regarding the creation of and transition to the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA).  AECMA stressed the need to complete the harmonization work program and also prioritize rulemaking activities.  AECMA proposed that ICAO recognize the harmonized FAR/JAR codes for compliance with Annex 8 and requested that the FAA, JAA and TCCA open future rulemaking process discussions to other authorities.

Discussion Issues

GAMA requested clarification that the proposed prioritization process would also consider the needs of aircraft and operations besides part 25 and part 121.  The FAA verified that the rulemaking prioritization list to be developed with the new proposed prioritization process will integrate the needs for all airworthiness and operational parts.  The list will not only focus on transport airplane rulemaking.  The FAA stressed that we need input from all parts of industry to ensure the rulemaking prioritization list will have the right balance.  The JAA concurred with the FAA response.  

NBAA commented that there is more work than people to do the work.  NBAA asked if the slowness of the FAA rulemaking process is related to the legal review of the rulemaking documents.  The FAA responded that the FAA legal department is not the cause of the lengthy rulemaking process and noted that they have been spending resources associated with the creation of the TSA.  The FAA indicated that a total of seven attorneys are currently dedicated solely to AVR (certification and operations/maintenance) projects.  

Lufthansa requested that the FAA explain the barriers in the FAA rulemaking process. The FAA commented that the rulemaking process is inherently lengthy by design as each rulemaking project must be reviewed by many parties internal and external to the FAA to ensure the appropriate checks and balances are achieved.  Also, the current administration is reviewing each rulemaking package closely to verify that it is appropriately justified.   

ALPA commented that the presentations did not address harmonization for part 21.  The FAA agreed that there are clear differences between the European and U.S. certification processes and some improvements have been made.  However it was not the intent to include part 21 in the Harmonization Work Program.  The differences in part 21 between the U.S. and Europe does not impact the ability of those authorities to process rulemaking.  The real room for improvement is in single worldwide certification.

ALPA also commented that it appears to be a difficult task for the member states of ICAO to implement their own standards, and pondered how ICAO could raise the safety bar given that situation.  ALPA further commented that information on where the ICAO member states are in implementing the ICAO standards is not available to the aviation community.

The European Cockpit Association commented that in the area of flight crew licensing (JAR FCL), only 13 of 25 JAA member states have implemented the changes.  The European Cockpit Association requested that the harmonization work regarding flight crew licensing be discontinued because there is no clear safety benefit from those efforts and therefore the task would not likely be considered a high priority in light of the criteria associated with the new proposed prioritization process.  The JAA commented that the aim was to harmonize the rule to benefit those affected.  Progress has been made in the airworthiness area.  However, the JAA concurred that it is difficult to identifying the benefits of harmonizing licensing.  The JAA is working to complete this effort, rather than transfer it to EASA.  The FAA agreed that further work is necessary to bring this issue to closure.  The FAA also pointed out that many efforts to raise the safety bar do not rely on additional rulemaking (e.g. CAST, FOQA, ASAP, etc.)

Airbus commented that there have been numerous previous requests for an approach to rulemaking like the one proposed in the FAA/JAA joint presentation.  Airbus suggested the following:  that the FAA stop future ARAC activities and taskings; the authorities should cooperate on safety regulations (e.g. SFAR 88); co-locate the FAA and JAA personnel that work on regulations; focus on harmonization of operation codes for an increased safety benefit.  The FAA agreed that future ARAC taskings need to reflect our rulemaking priorities.  The FAA is also committed to processing enveloped harmonization rules.  For the other rules for which ARAC achieved technical agreement, the FAA has current policy that allows the use of those agreements in certification programs.  The FAA also commented that we are looking for better ways to work issues like SFAR 88 with the JAA.  

Airbus also asked if it was really necessary to have industry’s help with the rulemaking prioritization effort.  The FAA stated that it is important to have industry’s input into the prioritization effort to help drive the right safety benefit.

AIA commented that industry is frustrated that the FAA continues to publish new ARAC taskings while the FAA struggles with processing the existing rulemaking workload.  The FAA took action to make sure those new taskings are associated with high priority rulemaking projects (that will not be discontinued when the rulemaking prioritization list is finalized).  The FAA also commented that last year 12 new ARAC tasks were published and this year only 2 new ARAC tasks were published.  The FAA has responded to industry’s frustration.  

AEA commented that they do want to have input to the rulemaking prioritization agenda and appreciate the authorities consideration.

IAOPA asked if the FAA will implement a process similar to the JAA’s process of overseeing flight crew training in another country.  The FAA stated that they currently are providing oversight of training facilities outside of the U.S.  Review of that oversight, after the events of September 11th, indicate that the oversight is effective.  IAOPA then commented that with the strict licensing rules in Europe and resultant increase in the number of N-registered airplanes there, they still do not see a lot of oversight of those N-registered airplanes.  

Boeing suggested that the authorities should agree to expand the scope of Annex 1 and Annex 6 of ICAO standards to focus on acceptance of systems and processes rather than details of individual rules.  Boeing cited that the operation systems are fundamentally different in the U.S. and Europe.  The JAA commented that we need to raise the safety bar.  This is why CAST has been so important.  Rulemaking is part of the answer but the other part is industry involvement and commitment through voluntary actions.  Safety cannot be solely dependant on rulemaking.  The JAA invited more comments from industry on the proposed prioritization process.

A comment from industry requested that the ARAC activity for maintenance record keeping has lasted five years.  While harmonization may not be completed, why not take what has been developed and use it?  Maybe we could use the ARAC developed advisory circulars as a mechanism for implementing the ARAC working group technical agreements.  The FAA concurred that we are looking for more creative ways to publish consistent guidance and policy in lieu of rulemaking.  The FAA cited the example of cargo oversight where the team developed a proposal for consistent, clear guidance without the need for rulemaking.

GAMA stated that the U.S. has a process to improve safety for commercial aviation and general aviation (Safer Skies).  Does the JAA intend to participate?  The JAA explained that their safety agenda has not included a similar task or assessment (like Safer Skies).  Safer Skies involved leadership from the U.S. industry and differences in the European industry make it difficult for similar involvement on their part.   The issue of general aviation safety does not appear to be as highlighted in Europe which makes the job more difficult.

Summary/Conclusions

The FAA provided a summary of the panel discussion.  Harmonization is critically important and we need to continue supporting the principle of harmonization.  However, we must recognize that with limited authority and industry resources, we cannot continue to provide support for every rulemaking project.  We need to prioritize our resources using data to identify the appropriate focus areas.  We recognize that rulemaking alone will not increase safety.  Many on-going efforts, such as data gathering and information sharing, are very important and effective in raising the safety bar.  Our challenge is that because our current standards have produced an excellent system, the expectation for safety in our industry is very high. The authorities and industry must work together to develop creative approaches to achieve further gains in the level of safety in the aviation industry.

Implementing Interventions from FAA/JAA Safety Agendas

Presenters
Jay Pardee,  Manager, Engine and Propeller Directorate, FAA

Klaus Koplin, Chief Executive, JAA

Mac Armstrong, ATA and Industry CAST Co-Chair

Ron Hinderberger, Boeing

Moderator:  John Hickey, Director of the Aircraft Certification Service, FAA 

Summary of Presentations

The Commercial Aviation Safety Team (CAST) includes operators, manufacturers, employee groups, and U.S. Government representatives.  These commercial aviation stakeholders work through CAST to analyze accident and incidents in flight categories that cause the greatest loss of life, i.e., Controlled Flight into Terrain (CFIT), Approach and Landing (ALAR), Loss of Control (LOC), Uncontained Engine Failures (UEF), Runway Incursion (RI) and Weather (including Turbulence).  When the accident/incident analysis is completed, teams develop, prioritize, implement and track the safety interventions that will have the greatest effect on mitigating or eliminating fatal accidents in the targeted accident categories. 

JAA Joint Safety Strategy Initiative (JSSI) is a structured activity to define focused safety agenda; the JSSI is fully integrated with CAST and provides experts to the various CAST teams.  In addition, JSSI sponsors the Future Aviation Safety Team (FAST), which studies changes to the aviation system, identifies hazards and develops interventions.  In addition JSSI sponsored teams that have studied Design Related and Occupant Safety and Survivability.  The JSSI also participates with EUOCONTROL, ICAO-Europe and the group of Airport Safety Regulators in a joint Task Force studying Runway Safety.  

The current state of airline economics demonstrates just how critical it is that we have a rigorous and disciplined system to set priorities for scarce resources and apply those resources to the most important needs.  Analytical systems like CAST can help set these priorities.  

CAST and JSSI have identified high leverage safety enhancements that provide an opportunity to significantly reduce the commercial aviation accident rate.  Our challenge is to identify integration opportunities and develop enhanced implementation strategies. 

Discussion Issues

A lot of information was provided regarding commercial aviation safety, but what about general aviation?   General aviation is an important part of aviation in Europe.  The safety enhancements developed should be expanded to GA.   General Aviation is a part of Safer Skies and Professor Borivoj Galovic’s paper, “Strategy directions For Aviation Safety Issue In View of Small vs. Large Category Aircraft” will be forwarded to the JSC.

How can synergies be realized?   

· JIMDAT team or similar approach could be used to identify, evaluate and integrate enhancements. 

· JIMDAT is effective in looking at accident-developed enhancements, but may/will not work in other types of enhancements.  

· Broadbased team is needed.

· CAST and CPS has senior level individuals who participates,  A steering group could be formed to bring the safety agenda together.   The nature of how we review these enhancements, 

· Some synergies are already identified between the following teams:

· Design Related and CPS

· Design Related and CAST 

· FAST and FAA Studies

· CAST and CPS

· CAST and HWP

· Additional participation from other experts will improve our overall efficiency of

We may have to take some initiatives off the table.  Not every enhancement is equal, not every regulation is equal, but each has a relative impact and relative cost.  We continue to add the cost but the impact on safety improvement is not always clear. 

Is there a desire to provide operational incentives to make safety enhancements more cost effective?  

Worthwhile safety enhancements are good business and pay for themselves. Additional incentives are not necessary.  But, government and industry must work together to set the priorities. 

Progress has been achieved in the US and Europe, but we tend to forget that the accident rate is much higher in other countries through the world.   What is being done to improve the worldwide accident rate?  It is a significant challenge, but CAST, JSSI and the FAA are active in providing help to countries around the world.

What do the FAA and JAA do to control emotions?   A lot of energy is being spent on  restoring confidence of the passenger rather than data driven enhancement.  One approach is for governments to fund security and the operators to fund safety.  We have tools to prioritize the safety issues, but we do not have the tools to prioritize security enhancements.  But in the real world we must do both, safety and security.  

A lot of good work done by the JIMDAT.  The JIMDAT allows you to focus on the data; Data by itself is of no value you must know how to use it.  

What is the relationship between CAST/JSSI and the individual carrier’s Directors of Safety?    We have participation both from the bottom-up and from the top-down.  Each enhancement has been reviewed in detail by the operators.  

Summary/Conclusions

· Not all safety enhancements are equal, we need to evaluate and prioritize them.

· Airlines are experiencing an economic downturn. 

· Data driven approaches and other structured approaches are available to help find the best way to proceed.

· An integrated, prioritized list of safety initiatives, voluntary ones as well as those through rulemaking, is needed.  

Action Items

Provide the paper titled; “Strategy Directions for Aviation Safety Issue In View of Small vs. Large Category Aircraft” provided by Professor Borivoj Galovic, University of Zagreb to the JSC.
Implementation of Safety Management Systems: Challenges and Benefits

Presenter
Jim Ballough, FAA Flight Standards Service 

Paul Woodburn, IATA

Jim Done, CAA-UK

Mike Smith, Civil Aviation Safety Australia

Gene Barker, International Aerospace Quality Group

Moderator:  Don Sherritt, Transport Canada Civil Aviation 

Summary of Presentations

Mr. Ballough presented an overview of six FAA safety management programs for the aviation industry.  The first program, the Air Transportation Oversight System (ATOS), is proactive approach to increasing safety using system safety principles and applying risk management processes for air carriers.  Its key goals are to foster a high level of safety using a systematic, data driven approach to identify trends and to prevent accidents.  Additionally, its focus is to have the operator implement its own system safety culture, including its own safety audits and self-correction programs.  The program began initially with the top ten Part 121 air carriers and will be expanded to include all Part 121 carriers.  The primary voluntary safety programs that are administered by the Flight Standards Service are:  Voluntary Disclosure Program (VDP), Aviation Safety Action Program (ASAP), Flight Operational Quality Assurance (FOQA) Program, and Advanced Qualification Program (AQP).  The VDP provides a vehicle for certificated air carriers and production approval holders operating under Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) to voluntarily disclose apparent operator violations of 14 CFR.  The ASAP provides a vehicle for employees of Part 121 certificate holders and Part 145 repair stations to report safety concerns, including possible employee violations of 14 CFR.  FOQA is a program for the routine collection and analysis of digital flight data generated during line operations.  AQP is a voluntary regulatory alternative to the traditional training and evaluation requirements for pilots, dispatchers, and flight attendants that appear in 14 CFR, Part 121, Subparts N & O.  Lastly, Mr. Ballough presented an overview of the Global Aviation Information Network (GAIN) initiative, which is managed by the Office of System Safety.  The GAIN includes both U.S. and non-U.S. airline participants and provides an infrastructure for worldwide safety data sharing relating to accidents and incidents.

Mr. Woodburn provided an overview of the IATA principal safety activities and focused on the IATA Operational Safety Audits (IOSA).  The project goal is to formulate and implement IOSA as an internationally recognized evaluation system by which the level of competence and reliability of an airline to deliver a safe operation and manage attendant risks may be assessed.  The intent is to reduce, not add, to the number of airline audits, produce a system that can be applied to all airlines but will not be imposed, and will complement the ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Program.

Mr. Done presented the UK CAA Safety Management Systems initiatives from its beginning in 1997 to the present.  This included the establishment of a working group consisting of operational and maintenance specialists from the aviation industry to develop material addressing guidelines for safety management systems.  The guidelines are published as CAP 712, Safety Management Systems for Commercial Air Transport Operations.  He stressed that safety management systems should guide rather than prescribe and noted that an effective safety management system will provide a means of achieving enhanced safety performance that meets or exceeds basic compliance with the regulatory requirements associated with safety and quality.  He noted that future efforts would address safety management systems and human factors in managing safety in aviation maintenance. 

Mr. Smith defined a safety program as an integrated set of work practices, beliefs and procedures for monitoring and improving the safety and health of all aspects of an organization.  He identified the key elements of a safety program as:  internal hazard and incident reporting system set up; regular inspections, audits and assessments to identify hazards, database establishment to evaluate hazards and assess them according to their risk potential, and a method to put solutions into place to remedy hazards and risks.  He also discussed the set up of safety systems and the benefits of such programs.

Mr. Barker described how the Airworthiness Authorities and industry are cooperating for safety through the International Aerospace Quality Group (IAQG).  The IAQG was   founded in 1998 by leading aircraft companies, engine manufactures and prime suppliers of the industry.  It now includes the senior quality executives from 24 European countries; 20 in the Americas, and 9 in Asia.  The initial focus is to improve the processes used by the supply chain to deliver consistently high quality products, thereby reducing non-value added activities and costs.  The IAQG members agree to use standards internally and to flow requirements to their suppliers.  They stress, “Where quality and safety is concerned there is no competitive advantage.”  The IAQG has published the implemented the international aerospace quality management system standard, 9100, which uses ISO 9001 as a base.  A long range agenda is to establish a system where aircraft products and parts can be manufactured anywhere, move quickly and seamlessly to the end use, are supported by electronic documentation and there is one authority action for each counterpart industry action.  

Discussion Issues

The following issues were raised during the question and answer session.

One item involved the JAR OPS 1 requirement for air operators to have a safety management system.  Mr. Done responded that some of the systems discussed would allow an operator to meet the JAR requirements and that any operator who currently has a safety management system will have an advantage in meeting the JAR requirements.  Mr. Ballough noted that the FAA ATOS program is not referenced in the Federal Aviation Regulations but the system is mandatory for U.S. Part 121 operators through the FAA certification and inspection program.  

A question was raised as to the extent to which harmonization had occurred in the development of the various safety management programs.  Mr. Done noted that JAA, FAA and TCCA had all been involved in addressing the human factors aspect to safety management systems.  Mr. Woodburn noted that there is a harmonization element built in to the IATA audit process by the way cooperative work is required.

It was asked what behaviors should be changed when implementing safety management systems.  It was agreed by the regulators that there should not be a rush to penalize those who self disclose.  Mr. Ballough noted that ASAP and FOQA are just two examples of how trust and cooperation can occur between the regulator and industry.

Summary/Conclusions

It was agreed that there are several different approaches to safety management systems.  The common theme is that safety management should be an integrated system throughout the organization. The system must be pro-active in identifying and managing risks and hazards. To work, the system must be based on data. Safety management is the responsibility of all employees.  To be successful, there must be a strong commitment from senior management to promote the safety culture. Employees need to know that the data being provided is being used to identify marginal areas which need attention from a safety standpoint. Safety management systems must be based on mutual trust and cooperation between the regulators and the industry.  Any regulatory programs or guidelines need to be performance based, not prescriptive so safety management systems can be easily modified, updated and improved.

Certification, Maintenance, and Operations Workshop

Chairs
John Hickey, FAA Aircraft Certification Service

Georges Rebender, JAA Operations Director

Presenters
Dan Cheney, FAA Aircraft Certification Service

Carol Giles, FAA Flight Standards Service

Ruth Harder, FAA Aircraft Certification Service

Ron Hinderberger, Boeing

Yves Morier, JAA Regulation Director

Georges Rebender, JAA Operations Director

Summary of Presentations

Five presentations were made as part of this workshop.  While the presentations represent the work and perspectives of various groups, they all recognized the real safety improvement potential that can be achieved through further refinement of processes that encompass interfaces between certification, maintenance and operational activities.       

The FAA (Dan Cheney) provided an overview presentation of the Certification Process Study (CPS).  The study, led by the FAA and supported by many facets of industry, focused on the interrelationship of certification processes to corresponding maintenance and operational processes over the life cycle of commercial transport airplanes.  These interrelated process and interface issues have been highlighted in several recent accident investigations and led the FAA to initiate this critical study.  The CPS objective was to identify how these processes can be enhanced to further improve an already very safe system.  The CPS team identified fifteen findings and two observations during the course of the study.  These findings and observations capture common themes involving Information Flow, Human Factors, Lessons Learned, and Accident Precursors.

The FAA made a second presentation (Ruth Harder and Carol Giles) to outline work that has been accomplished by the FAA and industry group tasked with responding and addressing the CPS findings and observations.  A Strategic Plan has been developed that encompasses three phases.  Phase 1 was completed in April 2002 and involved formulation of the overall Strategic Plan.  Phase 2 is underway now and involves developing detailed change plans in four areas (Safety Information Awareness, Human Factors Integration, Repairs and Alterations, and Integration of the AIR and AFS Organizations within the FAA).  Phase 3 will involve implementation of the detailed change plans.  The CPS Response Team has identified that Safety Information Awareness is the area with the greatest potential to make improvements.  Achieving the potential improvements outlined in the CPS Strategic Plan will involve all parties (manufacturers, operators and authorities) being fully involved and committed to developing solutions.

A third presentation (Ron Hinderberger, Boeing) was given to provide the manufacturers’ perspective of CPS.  This presentation noted the value and significance of the overall CPS study.  The presentation also highlighted the importance of the CPS conclusions with respect to the work manufacturers perform in the areas of safety analysis as well as developing proposed maintenance and operational procedures and guidance.  In closing, Mr. Hinderberger noted the challenge that must be accepted is to define the process changes that will add the missing “links” in the safety assurance process while also continuing to improve the efficiency of the overall system.  These comments were supportive to the overall direction being taken by the CPS Response Team. 

The JAA also made a presentation (Yves Morier) to outline two JAA safety initiatives that relate to the CPS.  The presentation addressed initiatives being addressed by: (1) a ad-hoc group examining various design issues that could improve transport airplane safety and (2) the JAA-led Future Aviation Safety Team (FAST).  The conclusion of the presentation was that further work was needed to address certification/maintenance interface areas and the deep treatment of anomalies/accident precursors.  Both of these areas are consistent with CPS findings and align with the Strategic Plan developed by the CPS Response Team.  The JAA proposed some form of cooperative effort with the FAA in addressing at least these two areas.

The final presentation was provided by the JAA (Georges Rebender) and provided examples of how recent situations have been addressed within the JAA that involve interface areas between certification and operational issues.  Examples noted recognized situations occurring prior to the entry into service of an airplane and also those occurring after entry into service.  The examples demonstrated various techniques used to ensure the necessary safety margins were achieved as part of the problem resolution.   

Discussion Issues:

Representatives from both the JAA and AIA made supportive comments regarding the presentations.  The CPS report can now be accessed through the AIA website (www.aia-aerospace.org).  

A Boeing representative raised a question regarding the extent to which quality processes and systems were examined as part of the CPS study.  The FAA noted that the data (accidents, incidents, interviews and past studies) reviewed as part of the CPS study didn’t suggest that quality systems or processes were a noticeable factor in what continues to contribute to the cause of commercial transport airplane accidents.  

An Airbus representative noted that many process problems (lessons learned, human factors, data analysis) highlighted in the CPS report are currently being addressed by Airbus but acknowledged that all of these areas have potential for improvement.  Airbus extended an invitation for the CPS Response Team to visit their facilities to see many of the on-going efforts related to issues identified in the CPS report. 

The FAA will mail CD’s that contain the CPS report to those individuals that have requested copies.      

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

The FAA and JAA will further explore areas of cooperation regarding items targeted by the CPS Response Team.   

In closing, John Hickey (FAA) emphasized that the CPS report has identified areas that we need to focus on to make further improvements to an already very safe aviation system.  All of the presentations demonstrated the potential safety benefits that can be achieved by strengthening process links between certification, maintenance and operations.  Many of the CPS findings suggest non-regulatory changes.  The solutions will not be simple and everyone needs to recognize that time will be necessary to ensure the right solutions are developed and implemented.  The changes developed in response to the CPS findings must be integrated with other high priority safety initiatives (CAST, EAPAS and JAA activities) to form a cohesive, efficient and synergistic improvement to the overall system.       

Avoiding Divergent Paths: CNS/ATM Workshop

Chairs
John McGraw,
  FAA Flight Standards Service


Dan Hawkes,  UK CAA

Presenters
John McGraw,  FAA Flight Standards Service


Donald Streeter,  FAA Flight Standards Service


Hooper Harris,  FAA Flight Standards Service


Bruce Tarbert, FAA Air Traffic


Thomas Meyer, FAA Air Traffic


Dan Hawkes, UK CAA


Peter Stastny, EUROCONTROL


Frank Alexander, Northwest Airlines


Mike Adams, Alaska Airlines

Summary of Presentations

In keeping with the conference theme “Charting Our Direction: Strategies for the Future,” the presentations focused on implementation of new technologies and procedures that will improve both safety and efficiency.  This workshop “Avoiding Divergent Paths: Communication Navigation Surveillance/Air Traffic Management (CNS/ATM)” should lead to identification of areas of non-convergence in CNS/ATM.  

The presentations from Mr. Peter Stastny, Head of Safety Regulation Unit, EUROCONTROL and Mr. Dan Hawkes, UK Civil Aviation Authority (CAA), Safety Regulatory Group focused on the current European structure and the responsibilities and relationship between the Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA), EUROCONTROL, European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC), European Union (EU), North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).  In addition, Mr. Stastny discussed European developments in ATM safety regulation (related to new requirements promulgated in ICAO Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs) effective November 2001) noting that:

· Institutional issues such as how to develop a “just culture” exist;

· Maintaining safety will require interventions based on knowledge and the occurrence reporting;

- ECAC Ministerial requirement for penalty-free reporting;  

- Provides an ease of reporting and establish trust;

- There must be acknowledgement and feedback to the community; and  

· The organization should maintain independence and provide motivation.

Mr. Hawkes presented CNS/ATM programs explaining how divergence/convergence can be influenced in the following three main domains:

· Airspace Infrastructure

· Aircraft Operations 

· Aircraft Systems and Equipment Certification

Programs discussed included 8.33 KHz spacing, Reduced Vertical Separation Minima (RVSM), and Aircraft Collision Avoidance Systems (ACAS).  These programs have enjoyed successful implementation within Europe.  RVSM has been implemented in the North Atlantic area for several years and is steadily progressing throughout the global community.  United States implementation is expected by 2004.  

The program schedule for the implementation of digital communications (aeronautical data link) was described and noted that this is one area where harmonization is required.  The main need for harmonization is evidenced in the paths presented for recommended VDL mode applications.  The future potential for the implementation of broadband services currently under evaluation was presented.  It was noted that compliance with ICAO SARPs for data link accident recording provides a path for convergence.

Goals of current Required Navigation Performance Area Navigation (RNP RNAV) programs and achieving a total RNP RNAV environment were presented.  RNP RNAV will support aircraft with advanced capabilities, the “free route” concept, and state aircraft (military).  The development of a robust and universal database embraced by all authorities is a critical requirement for implementation.

Surveillance programs were presented including elementary and enhanced surveillance. The surveillance roadmap presented progressed through elementary surveillance, enhanced surveillance, Automatic Dependent Surveillance (ADS) services to Co-operative Air Traffic Service (ATS) ADS-B based services beginning after 2010.  A reference to the use of current internet communications protocols was presented.  

Areas of divergence identified in CNS/ATM current programs include the 8.33 KHz spacing, which has not been adopted in the United States.  Further, plans to embrace elementary or enhanced surveillance in the United States have not been defined.   To prevent fragmentation in the development of future systems requires continued harmonization activity.  Should fragmentation occur, we can and should avoid requirements for the carriage of multiple systems.  An example of this is demonstrated in that the United States has not adopted the international ACAS II (TCAS II v7) requirement.  TCAS II Versions 6.04 and version 7 both meet current United States requirements.  Of note is that there is a convergence in the navigation arena.

Mr. Hooper Harris, AFS-410, presented Required Navigation Performance (RNP) and Area Navigation (RNAV) implementation.  Of significant importance is to have a clear and unambiguous terminology.  This includes the definition and use of the terms RNAV, RNP and RNP RNAV.  The current ICAO definitions were provided as a starting point for the development/evolution of terms.  A transition strategy must accommodate existing navigation systems including GPS, ground-based Navaids and airborne systems e.g., inertial reference systems.  

The principle advantages of RNP RNAV identified included:  

· potential reduction of takeoff and landing minima, (particularly in terrain constrained environments which do not lend themselves to conventional navaid-based procedures); and 

· the potential to support the reduction in separation standards.  

In the future, it is envisioned that RNP and RNP RNAV will provide vertical guidance for non-precision approaches, which will enhance safety.

Mr. Frank Alexander, Northwest Airlines, presented an Industry Transition Plan identifying varying levels of RNP RNAV implementation through 2025.  Participants in the development of this plan were Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA), Air Transport Association of America, U.S. Air Force (DOD), National Business Aviation Association (NBAA) and the Regional Airline Association (RAA).  This transition plan describes a three-phase implementation with the initial emphasis on integrating capturing current aircraft capabilities into the NAS, e.g., the provision of vertical guidance (VNAV) for non-precision approaches.  Requirements for the various phases and domains were listed and were coincident with RNP implementation described by Mr. Harris.  

Requirements identified in the transition plan took into account the capabilities and/or limitations of general aviation and state aircraft.

Mr. Bruce Tarbert (ATP-104) presented an informative presentation on “RNAV & RNP RNAV Implementation: ATC Issues”.  Direct benefits of RNP RNAV identified in this presentation included repeatable tracks and reduction in pilot/controller communications.  To date, city pair routes have already been established that are providing the aviation industry with over $28 million in annual savings.   Criteria are under development, as is the associated rulemaking, that will provide the full operational benefits of RNAV to the entire user community.  

Some issues discussed related to the ability of the controller to identify aircraft capabilities – performance based, in lieu of the current use of equipment suffixes.  

Issues relating to the capabilities of various Flight Management  Systems with regard to the operational impact to Air Traffic were discussed.  The lack of accepted standards for engagement of both LNAV and VNAV was identified.  To echo the sentiments expressed by Mr. Hawkes, Mr. Tarbert mentioned navigation database issues and how these points are described in space. 

Mr. Mike Adams, Alaska Airlines, presented a briefing on the Benefits of RNP currently being realized.  This briefing described the path used for the operational approval of Special RNP approaches (for Alaska Airlines) at several challenging airports.  The implementation of these procedures allowed the completion of 65 flights into Juneau, Alaska in the first 9 months of 2001 that would have been canceled using only previously available (public) procedures (VFR arrival).  The presentation included actual video of the procedures flown utilizing the autopilot and autothrottles.  Through the availability of vertical guidance, the approaches were smooth and crew workload was minimized by use of the autopilot.

Mr. Donald Streeter, AFS-400, briefed the Capstone Project.  Along with the Alaska Airline implementation, Capstone is a real world implementation of new technologies.  Originating in Bethel, Alaska (Phase I), the FAA program procured equipment for approximately 160 aircraft.  This included a suite of avionics including Automatic Dependent Surveillance – Broadcast (ADS-B), a moving map display incorporating a terrain warning feature, and Flight Information Service (FIS) providing weather to the cockpit.  Additionally, the use of NextGen weather on graphic displays is being made available.  In addition, the Capstone project has accomplished installation of automated weather observation systems (AWOS) and the implementation of GPS approaches for several remote Alaskan fields.  In addition, ADS-B is now being utilized by Air Traffic Control in Anchorage for the provision of radar-like services in non-radar airspace. 

In Southeast Alaska, Phase II will include the implementation of RNAV routes in the fall of 2002.  GPS/WAAS will be utilized to allow lower Minimum En route Altitudes (MEA).  This will drive the development of affordable glass cockpits for low-end aircraft utilizing the Highway in the Sky (HITS) flight path guidance technology.  The FAA expects that lessons learned in the Capstone project will provide a common path for the future implementations of CNS/ATM capabilities for general aviation and air carrier operations in the U.S. and foreign airspace.

Discussion Issues:
One significant area of concern addressed was the need for improving the current nav data process and resolving data integrity issues.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Conclusion:  The workshop met its goal, through the presentation of current paths in the areas CNS/ATM.  These presentations revealed opportunities for improving the coordination process.  While there remain differences in some of the paths today, it was apparent that in the area of navigation, the paths are actually converging.

Another area of note in that workshop recognized the need for an interface with air traffic management; and, that air traffic management was represented by both 
EUROCONTROL and FAA authorities in this workshop.  
Note:  The panel received notification of the workshop with limited preparation time.  Organization of this workshop should be locked in at least 6 months prior to allow adequate preparation.
Action:  Ensuring that Senior FAA Air Traffic officials are informed of the issues contained in these discussions to assist in reducing possible areas of divergence.
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Summary of Presentations

Dave Hempe opened the panel and provided an overview of the topic of the panel.

Koos van der Spek indicated that for some years the European operating industry has raised the FAA acceptance of repairs approved by European national authorities as a problem for importing used product into the U.S. system.  He also noted concerns in Europe with the rigor of repairs approved under the field approval process.  He stated that with the publication of the new JAR 21 Subpart M, we are now at a place where we can move forward.

Dave Hempe presented that we have a successful history of Type Validation Principles at the aircraft level.  The question is how to move from the product to component level. He discussed how to develop a systems approach for approval of repair data.  He also discussed the need that this approach be streamlined.

Web Heath’s presentation stated that there will always be repairs and this has become a global issue.  In the past the lack of recognition of the approval system of the different authorities has led to a very bureaucratic process.  He discussed the roles and responsibilities of the operator, OEM and Authority.  He raised a number of issues on repairs that have given rise to problems.  He stated that one long standing significant problem is inconsistent classification of major and minor.  He proposed that we try to agree to common definition of repairs and their classification.  He presented possible language out of the JAR and ACJ.  He proposed to charter an industry team to come up with proposed draft of a petition for rulemaking.

Werner Luehmann’s presentation discussed that type certification has long been an international business but maintenance has not.  He stated that 50% of the work at Lufthansa Technik is for other operators.  He set out a comparison of the FAA and JAA system in a chart.  He indicated that most of the problems are associated with moving aircraft across registries.  He stated that because of the lack of recognition of the approval systems of the different authorities the present processes waste resources.  He stated that another problem was with FAR 43 Appendix A.  He stated that the problem would be solved in Europe with the new JAR 21 Subpart M.  He stated that industry wishes a commitment for mutual acceptance of data.  He also stated that documentation is an important issue.  He stated that we need a quick and simple solution to solve these day to day issues.

Martin Eley’s presentation covered the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the U.S. and Canada.  He covered the history of the MOU and its context to the BASA.  He stated that this MOU was based on the clear need for the acceptance of repair data.  The U.S. and Canada felt that this was an important issue and established a team to resolve it.  The team proposed a phased implementation.  He covered the current status of the MOU and described the proposed next phase.  Based on the work of the team, the U.S. and Canada will work on a future agreement.

Leo Weston’s presentation discussed the importance of having a paperwork trail.  He covered the regulatory requirements for the import of an aircraft.  He covered what is acceptable data for repair.  He stated that the aircraft when repaired or altered must meet all airworthiness requirements.  He stated that lack of maintenance documents, unreadable documents and documents not in English impede the import of the aircraft.  He stated that there are no regulatory requirements on how to transfer aircraft.  All aircraft imported into the U.S. must comply with FAR 21.183(d) and 43.15.  He felt the issue was much broader than repair data.

Gert Litterscheidt’s presentation covered that approval of repair design data is a certification issue.  He stated that maintenance must be carried out in accordance with that approved data.  Maintenance organizations must discipline themselves to only work to approved data.   Since repairs are not always in the TC holder published data, the maintenance organization must obtain approval of these additional repairs.  He stated that repairs must be documented on JAA Form 1.  He stated that there is a need for a prompt and efficient approval of repair.

Koos van der Spek presented the European system for both JAA and non-JAA applicants in the past, present and future.  He stated that now JAA applicants use JAR 21 Subpart M change 3.  He also covered how repair data is discussed in the Joint Certification/Validation Procedures.  He stated that the future was the new Subpart M.  He stated that a JIP related to the new subpart would be discussed at the July Certification Sectorial Team (CST) meeting.  He stated that presently for non-JAA applicants, they will remain under NAA.  NPA 21-27, which was to introduce a new JAR 21 Subpart N-M, was transferred to the IR 21 Core Group.  This NPA was to treat repair data in accordance with an arrangement.  He covered the basic principles of new JAR 21 Subpart M at change 4.  He laid out the definition of repair.  It also had the same concept for classification for repairs as for type design.  He covered who could approve major and minor repair data.  He stated that temporary repairs were only allowed for fatigue and damage tolerance.

Discussion Issues:

A question was raised on what is going to happen to BASAs when EASA comes in.  The response was that that was an issue that was still in work.

A question was raised addressing Webster Heath’s statement that 85% of the repairs that they are asked to review are not major.  It was noted that they must have approved data.  He raised the issue of that the authority must approve limitations before flight with damage will be authorized.  He discussed that receiving a no technical objection from Boeing may not be acceptable to the authority.  

A question was asked about dates for next agreement between U.S. and Canada.  Martin Eley stated that the dates are not known at this time since the team report is forthcoming.

A suggestion was made about changing the definition of major repair in FAR 1 to clearly separate data approval and accomplishment of the repair similar to JAR 21.  He also stated that FAR 43 Appendix A needs to be overhauled.  Dave Hempe responded that we will work what we can without rulemaking.   Web Heath stated that we need to look at a different definition for commercial aviation.

A comment was received from the Australian CAA to consider guidance from ICAO continued airworthiness requirements.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

With the adoption and publication of the new JAR 21 Subpart M and shortly adoption of the associated JIP, a harmonized European regulatory system is available for implementation by the JAA.  This will provide the opportunity for NAA mutual acceptance and for FAA/JAA discussion how to facilitate acceptance of repairs.

FAA and TCCA will review the forthcoming repair data team report in order to move forward with a new agreement on acceptance of repair data.

Rather than regulatory action at this stage, the group advocated that the FAA and JAA compare their systems, identify differences and discuss what needs to be done to determine equivalency of their systems.

As a follow-on, decisions will determine if additional guidance or regulatory action eventually is needed.  This will include how to involve industry.

It was agreed that we should move forward now to begin to address this issue.  The FAA and JAA will establish a joint repairs ad hoc group under the CST-CMT and the Maintenance Sectorial Team (MST).  The goal is to hand over the work of this group to EASA with the aim to continue the work.
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Summary of Presentations

Vi Lipski and Klaus Koplin opened the session.  The goal of the workshop was to communicate what the FAA and JAA are doing with relation to security, to understand what industry has done and to solicit views regarding further security initiatives including transponders, video monitors in the cabin and crew alerting systems.  After September 11, 2001 security moved to the forefront of safety.  In a time where resources are scarce we are looking for creative means of working together with industry to accomplish security tasks.  On the European side, ECAC and the EU agreed with the objective of closing and securing the cockpit door, but at this time the regulatory work has not been finalized.  Several states have introduced the closed cockpit door as a requirement.

FAA Presentation:  The FAA presentation provided background and a timeline of  U.S. efforts in the area of security both prior to and post September 11, 2001.  This included the publishing of the SFAR 92, Immediate Adopted Rules related to ballistic penetration and intrusion resistance of the cockpit door and policy memoranda providing guidance for compliance.  In addition, the next steps planned by the FAA in this area were presented including:

-
Issue an NPRM for a Part 25 performance standard matching the current requirements for the flight deck door, to be used for the structure surrounding the flight deck door (bulkheads, floors, ceilings, etc.).

-  
Issue an NPRM for a Part 25 performance standard related to additional design for security measures (least risk bomb location, etc.)

-  
Evaluate the need for rulemaking in additional operational areas (Parts 91, 121 cargo airplanes without a door installed, 125, 129 and 135)

-  
Issue an NPRM for Part 121 mandating the modification of transponders to provide continuous transmission

-  
Issue an NPRM for Part 121 rulemaking addressing flight crew awareness including monitoring and crew alerting.

-  
Review responses to the Request for Comments issued by the FAA regarding the expansion of security requirements to certain Part 23 aircraft (Commuter category).

The operational aspects related to crew training and defensive practices were presented as well as an overview of the most recent ICAO requirements.

The presentation concluded with FAA expectations for aircraft operated under Part 129.  

FAA rulemaking with regard to Part 129 operations is in process.  Our original expectation was that aircraft operated to and from the U.S. would have internal locking devices installed by April 2002 and that cockpit doors on these aircraft will be modified to meet the new Part 25 performance standards as well as being fully compliant to current regulations by April 9, 2003.  This will ensure an equal level of safety for passengers flying to and from the United States, regardless of the airline used.

JAA Presentation:  The JAA presentation provided an overview of European groups who have taken actions addressing security including the European Union, the European Civil Aviation Conference, EUROCONTROL and the JAA.  The JAA have issued a Policy Paper (November 20, 2001) providing guidance similar to SFAR-92, issued by the FAA, with the difference that certain operational issues were required to be addressed.  The JAA also issued a statement (February 26, 2002) recommending that the flight deck door be locked during commercial flight operations.

The JAA has currently issued two NPA's with content similar to the FAA’s immediate adopted rules.  The major difference between the FAA and JAA rulemaking is that the JAA is proposing a compliance date similar to the ICAO date of November 1, 2003, rather than the FAA compliance date of April 9, 2003.

The JAA is taking the following additional actions.

-
Issuing an NPA proposing the amendment of JAR OPS-1 including operational requirements and guidance material in line with the ICAO annex 6 requirements and the earlier JAA recommendations.

-
Circulation of an advanced NPA seeking comments on

· Installation of Video Cameras in the cabin

· Installation of a continuous transmission transponder

· Crew Alerting Systems

In closing, the JAA indicated their continued support for security initiatives, but emphasized the fact that the JAA can only recommend.  It is up to the European Union and the National Authorities to mandate these recommended security measures.

Airbus Presentation:  Airbus opened their presentation indicating that we are in a changing era where security is being viewed at the same level as safety for the aircraft.  While safety is a known entity for our business, security is an unknown.  Airbus also reiterated its commitment to support operators needing to comply with the “Phase II” requirements for April 2003.

A summary of the recent developments in the approval of the Airbus design changes was provided.  JAA approval of the reinforced cockpit door for the single aisle fleet was completed May 15th 2002.  Kits for the service bulletin are currently being shipped. The modification for the wide body and long range aircraft is still undergoing certification. The current schedule for certification of Airbus modifications shipping of kits and will allow U.S. operators of Airbus aircraft to comply by April 2003.

Airbus is continuing to develop modifications for a cockpit door surveillance system (video), continuous transmission transponder.  There has been little interest by airlines in a system to improve cockpit-cabin communication.

In closing, Airbus indicated that communication is essential.  The airlines must be aware of what the NAA’s are working on and harmonization between authorities should be maintained.  Airbus continues to be committed to working on additional security improvements and is looking into all  possible relevant options.

Discussion Issues:
Association of European Airlines commented that the European Union should follow action of U.S. in mandating door locking and strengthening.  They indicated that modification to transponders is not a priority at this time.  The main concern they have is that they would like to see more consultation and harmonization between authorities before adoption of measures.

There were several questions from ALPA related to the actions being taken with regard to flight crewmembers in facilitating their movement through airport security and also related to background checks.  Clarification was provided that the Transport Security Administration and the Department of Justice are addressing these areas

Additionally, ALPA asked about the FAA position related to non-lethal weapons in the cockpit.  The FAA indicated that this decision is being made at higher political levels.  FAA involvement will be to incorporate any decision into the training for the crew.

European Cockpit Association was asked to provide comment as well.  They stated that they have been cooperating with ALPA in these efforts through IFALPA, but that there were some differences from the European perspective.  The main concern was that the decision to close and lock the cockpit door should be the decision of the captain rather than something that is mandated.  In addition they provided the opinion that any decision to lock and secure the door should be done in combination with other measures such as adding video monitors and ensuring the lock is operable from the crew stations.  Additional concerns mentioned were liability when a Phase I door is installed and background checks for students at flight training schools outside the JAA.

A representative from the Airline Pilot’s Association asked when and with whom does the final authority rest?  Where does the captain fit into the security process?  An example provided related to a lawsuit being filed by the ACLU regarding captain’s authority to remove persons who could be potential threats.

The FAA clarified that the Captain is the final authority, but that authority is exercised in accordance with FAA, TSA and airline regulations and policies.

Klaus Koplin provided additional clarification that the European Union is looking at revising the current proposed legislation to require the closing and reinforcement of the cockpit door.  The overall security legislation is being held up due to a disagreement regarding funding.  The European Parliament is proposing the governments cover the costs of implementation while the Council disagrees.

A representative from the UK CAA provided their perspective and plan for additional action.  They indicated that it is a difficult situation to balance safety and security.  This will be increasingly challenging as safety and security will be addressed by different agencies in the U.S. and communication between the agencies will be critical.  This is a worldwide problem rather than a U.S. problem and the UK stands with the U.S. in this effort.  If security is strengthened in one area there is the potential to simply move the problem elsewhere.  ECAC Doc 30 (security document) primarily addresses ground security but has links to cabin/flight crew training.  The act of closing and securing the cockpit door can create numerous operational issues that organizations should be aware of when starting this process.  The UK is sharing their lessons learned with the JAA.  Finally, the UK is planning to take action at a national level, possibly within the next month, to mandate security requirements and compliance dates similar to those mandated in the U.S.

A comment was made from an airline representative that while the FAA is in the process of issuing a FAR 129 requirement, no equivalent process is available for Europe.  They would like to see harmonization in this area with a JAR 129 requirement similar to the FAR 129 requirement.

Klaus Koplin provided clarification that introduction of a JAR 129 was considered in early JAA discussions.  It was determined that this was an area that would fall under individual state's responsibilities and was not something to be addressed by the JAA.  He indicated that the FAA gave early notice on their intent due to the high political pressure within the U.S. and that the European states must acknowledge this.  There could however, be improvements in the coordination of these issues.

A representative of the European Cabin Crew emphasized that one of their major concerns continues to be crew resource management (CRM).  They would also like consideration of licensing the cabin crew in a similar way to that being discussed for the flight crew.  They also provided the opinion that arms should not be allowed in the cockpit.

The FAA concurred that CRM issues must be taken seriously.  It is planned that the new training being developed due to the security initiatives will take this into consideration.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Airplane security remains a high priority for the authorities and industry.

The FAA and JAA agree with respect to the technical content, but differ with respect to applicability and compliance date of the flight deck door security measures.  The JAA is recommending to follow the ICAO applicability and compliance date.

Several concerns were expressed in the workshop including: 

-
FAR Part 129 rulemaking

-
Compliance dates

-
Crew resource management

-
Captain’s authority

-
Authority communication

-
Harmonization

The FAA and JAA have committed to enhancing coordination on airplane related security issues.  The FAA has also committed to support the national authorities in their certification efforts in applying U.S./FAA requirements. The FAA is still seeking views and opinions with regard to other security measures such as video monitors and crew alerting systems.  Industry is tasked to provide comments to the FAA and JAA through their respective NPRM’s/NPAs regarding video cameras, transponders and crew alerting systems.

The FAA and JAA continue work together to implement airplane security measures and restore public confidence in the aviation system.
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Summary of Presentations

Dorenda Baker presented the background of this initiative which was tasked at the 17th Annual FAA/JAA International Conference.  The industry challenged the authorities to simplify product acceptance so that resources could be put into safety initiatives.  The 24 authorities present in Chicago agreed to support two TORs, one for a single worldwide certification code, and the other for a single certification process.

Overall, the international working group that has evaluated the single worldwide code has been well-supported by industry and 10 civil aviation authorities, as well as the JAA, the Interstate Aviation Committee and ICAO.  The ICAO assembly passed a resolution (A-33-11) supporting this project for a “globally harmonized design code” as well as the study of a harmonized aircraft certification process.  This resolution assisted the group to consider harmonized codes vs. a single code.

Thaddée Sulocki explained that baseline codes were paired with the means to achieve their implementation.  This resulted in 15 options. These 15 options were evaluated using the Analytical Hierarchy Process, a multi-criteria decision-making process.  This method allowed the group to screen for anomalies in voting, reconsider their votes, and hold constructive discussion.  The group used 7 criteria to vote on the options with the highest weight given to the expected degree of global implementation (worldwide acceptance).

Baruch Marom and Frank Manuhutu presented the group’s top three options as well as what would be necessary to move from the current state to implementation of each option:

· Option 7:  Code based on the harmonized FAR/JAR and voluntary adoption by individual states.

· Option 8: Code based on the harmonized FAR/JAR developed by FAA and JAA and adopted by ICAO. 

· Option 11:  International Aviation Requirements developed through a cooperation agreement and adopted by ICAO.

Finally, the co-chairs discussed the group’s recommendation—Option 8, implemented through a phased approach:

· Phase l:  Promote the current FAR/JAR harmonization program; 

· Phase II:  Develop concept for having the FAR/JAR recognized under the ICAO umbrella in some manner, e.g., as technical instructions.

· Phase III:  Seek ICAO agreement and implement.

The group also recommended that an individual or group be tasked to undertake and monitor implementation of the recommendation.

Copies of the final report were made available at registration to attendees and will also be part of the Conference CD.

Following these presentations, Oleg Lukienko, Aviation Register gave the Interstate Aviation Committee’s perspective on the steps needed to create a global code, by  pulling together the common elements of the major existing codes into a “core global code.”  Full consideration is needed for requirements that reflect local operating conditions.  Examples were shown of the differences between AP25 and FAR 25.  In the future it might be possible to add or eliminate these national requirements to the core code.  Further work should be on harmonizing the methods of compliance.  

The co-chairs then asked for feedback on the group’s recommendations and next steps.  

Discussion Issues:
A diverse range of views were expressed in the discussion, with no overall consensus on which option to progress.  

The National Business Aviation Association questioned why such a huge program was being considered outside of the ICAO CAEP.  FAA responded that the harmonized FAR/JAR 36 was actually consistent with ICAO Annex 16 and this was coordinated during the CAEP.

Transport Canada asked whether moving the harmonized FAR/JARs would assist the FAA to overcome barriers to more rulemaking.  If the regulations were mandated in ICAO, could the remaining harmonization projects be expedited because the FAA would not file a difference against its own standards?   The panel replied that the group had not envisioned incorporation through ICAO at the level of a standard.  Its best place might be as technical instructions referred to in the body of a standard.  The ICAO precedent is the material to support Annex 18 on Dangerous Goods.  Whatever option is taken, we must determine the desired level of “bindingness.”  Appendix 5 of the group’s report lists all the options for ICAO adoption/recognition.

Baruch Marom expressed his personal preference for option 7 and moving forward with a single certification process.

Pratt & Whitney Canada reflected on the origins of harmonization and said that products are already harmonized.  They are smarter than the regulators.  What industry was seeking from harmonization was a way to make the process more economical.  Therefore, keeping the possibility of national variants as a part of the recommendation is a concern.  This will create expenses.  Group needs to consider if a code is pursued, what is its “governance environment,” for example, regulations in U.S. vs. standards in Canada.

Baruch Marom agreed that if national requirements differ, they need to be transparent to the industry.  Dorenda Baker noted that the expectation that additional national requirements would be linked to specific operating environments.  These specific requirements would only be applicable to aircraft operating in that extreme environment.

Civil Aviation Authority of Israel (CAAI) cautioned that ICAO is a political body and it may be possible we would never see results.  If national requirements are retained after all this effort, then what is the benefit?  CAAI prefers Option 7 and reminded the group that there has already been very good cooperation on harmonization between the FAA and JAA solely based on voluntary actions.

Dorenda Baker concurred that the group had discovered they are at a place where the FAA/JAA  harmonization process is working now; their task was to explore options for a higher level of global recognition.

General Electric suggested another approach based on their experience with SNECMA-CFMI joint certifications.  The code is not a problem because they choose to certify to the most stringent requirements of the FAR/JARs.  The certification process is the problem and by working with a joint process, CFMI has had success.

Thaddée Sulocki noted that this group’s effort was for the feasibility of a code.  The follow-up TOR is for the certification “process.”  JAA also developed its regulations by identifying and limiting differences between national authorities.  You may not need one code to ease worldwide certification, but to have one code certainly helps.

Yves Morier, JAA, congratulated the group on its work and well-balanced perspective.  With EASA coming soon, certification specifications will succeed the JARs and will not be binding.  Therefore, JAA cannot promote “bindingness” in ICAO because this is contrary to what the future holds for Europe.

Airbus cited Airbus’ experience with 75 certifications X 3 for complex validations programs such as those with Japan/China/Russia/Brazil --over 200 programs.  Often, additional import requirements are discovered very late in a project.  JAR 25 originated from the A320 program where 100 national variants were identified within Europe.  Now, with the certification bases for the A380 there are still 100 significant regulatory differences between the FAR and JAR.  Joint certification is the basis for progress so long as industry meets the most stringent requirements.  Hopefully, the A380 program will be the opportunity to harmonize FAR/JAR 25.

ICAO’s representative commented that ICAO was not the generator of this project.  The team determined that ICAO’s involvement was important and consulted ICAO on how to put any code forward.  ICAO searched for the best method to provide flexibility and has suggested that they be technical instructions.  There would be two levels of consideration for any ICAO adoption, a technical and political debate.  So flexibility, high level recognition, and encouragement of other States were all considerations.  The goal is to make it cheaper and easier for manufacturers.  

Frank Manuhutu noted that although ICAO had not initiated this project, ICAO had embraced and fully supported it by endorsing it in the ICAO Assembly resolution.

Newport Aeronautical Development noted that as an early advocate of the group, it had made a good practical recommendation.  ICAO’s endorsement should only be keeping “hands off” the technical requirements and/or perhaps gathering together the national variants.  He stated that the U.S. Congress generally objects to the government giving up its authority to any international organization.

To sum up, the co-chairs asked if the attendees could support the group’s recommendation and what next steps were recommended.   A discussion would have to be made in the Aircraft Certification Workshop on Thursday.  For example, how should the group communicate the results of this effort?  They planned to send the report itself to all ICAO member states.  Should they also meet with the ICAO Secretariat?  Is the phased approach acceptable?

Honeywell said the harmonization process has been successful.  The authorities should tell industry what they want, and industry will do it.

CAAI and Transport Canada recommended going ahead with option 7.  Canada further suggested moving ahead with the single process TOR work.  Russia was believed to support Option 11, but the Aviation Register clarified that the phased approach was acceptable.  Then the FAR/JARs need to be consolidated in a “book” and begin to collect differences to this code.  The Aviation Register believes it is too early for a final decision on a single option.

Pratt & Whitney Canada stated that bindingness is an issue, and therefore, they would prefer only technical instructions in the ICAO context.  Since the conference has been focusing on the need to prioritize our resources, this activity should be on the back burner.  Look for a simultaneous certification process.

Cessna agreed that adoption has to be voluntary for the existing FAR/JARs.  But manufacturers need one place to look to identify all variants and this needs to be known in up front in a certification program.

CAAI noted that there was no possibility of reaching a final decision now.  Attendees would have to consult with their management.  The group should put its recommendation forward and formally consult with States.

The co-chairs noted that FAA/JAA was not looking for a final decision but rather a general sense of what attendees thought of the proposal before the discussion in tomorrow’s Aircraft Certification workshop.  The FAA/JAA would then be the advocates of the Conference position if there is any further consultation with States.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Since there was no clear consensus from the workshop itself, further discussion between the co-chairs and FAA/JAA management resulted in the proposed next steps discussed below under the aircraft certification workshop.

New Options for Safety Research Workshop

Chairs


George Marania, FAA Aircraft Certification Service

Luc Angerand, JAA Research Committee Chairman

Maher Khouzam, TCCA Regulatory Standards, Aircraft Certification

Robin Ablett, JAA Research Committee

Presenters

Luc Angerand, JAA Research Committee Chairman

Maher Khouzam, TCCA Regulatory Standards, Aircraft Certification

Gene Hill, FAA Chief Scientist and Technical Advisor for In-flight Icing

Summary of Presentations

Fifteen attended the workshop, with representation from FAA (2), JAA (2), CTA Brazil (1), JCAB (1), industry (8) and university (1).

Luc Angerand, co-chair of this workshop, is the chair of the JAA Research Committee. He stated that the objectives of this workshop are to provide the status of cooperative activities on the Coordinating Committee, Cabin Safety, Icing and Human Factors and to get feedback from attendees.

He described the annual meeting of the Coordinating Committee, which was held in January 2002. The Committee identified further needs for setting up two additional Technical Teams: (1) Advanced Structural Materials and (2) Aircraft Interior Environmental Quality. They also identified the need to consider the safety implications of new security measures. They also established a website at

 http://aar400.tc.faa.gov/aar430/faa.htm.  The next annual meeting will take place in January 2003.

Maher Khouzam (TCCA) discussed the Cabin Safety Research Technical Team status. Members include FAA, JAA, TCCA, JCAB, CASA and included research and regulatory personnel. Russia, Brazil and PRC also are joining the Technical Team. The focus of this Team is on “acute” events addressed by changes within or closely associated with the cabin, not chronic matters.

Main areas of interest include Materials Fire Safety, Systems Fire Safety, Evacuation, Crash Dynamics, and Operational Issues. Research is being conducted specifically in thermal/acoustic insulation flammability, fuselage burn through resistance, On Board Inert Gas/Oxygen Generator Systems (OBIGGS/OBOGS), Evacuation Experiments, and Evacuation Modeling. Supporting activities include accident databases, prioritization, and benefit analysis. Mr. Khouzam described recent issues in access to Type III exits, OBIGGS/OBOGS, fuel tank inerting, flammability of hidden materials, and associated fire detection/suppression.

Gene Hill (FAA) gave a summary of the status of the Icing Research Technical Team. This team includes FAA, JAA, and TCCA representatives. A primary focus is environmental icing. Topics include icing facilities: tankers, simulators, etc; different aspects of de/anti-icing fluid research; e.g., flow-off; extending use of Type I fluid for anti-icing for snow. Additionally, SAE has approved specifications for in-flight and ground icing detectors and icing simulators.

The FAA has efforts to develop minimum standards for icing simulators and test facilities. The JAA (CAA-UK) has established work in large droplet splash investigation.  Mr. Hill showed video examples of research results that illustrate that icing/droplet behavior, some of which is not completely accounted for in the existing accretion codes. In addition, work is underway in the FAA, Canada, and JAA-DGAC-F on meteorology, including diagnostics, detection, and forecasting. This supports the Harmonization Working Group. Also, there is work on training/information dissemination to assure that the flight crews have the information they need on inflight icing. Future collaboration will continue these efforts and support additional development of SAE standards.  In 2003 there will be a JAA/FAA/TCCA Icing Workshop.

Luc Angerand (JAA, DGAC-F) presented the status of the Human Factors Technical Team, which has members from FAA, JAA, and Transport Canada. They met in October 2001 in Boston. Joint projects are being done on Electronic Flight Bags and the Certification of New Flight Deck Interfaces project. Transport Canada presented their program on pilot fatigue research program at the January 2002 Technical Team meeting. More areas of common interest are planned to be coordinated and include mixed crews (culture, language, etc), advanced ATM, HUD Symbology, CRM, and Primary Flight Displays. The results of the research projects are being used in advisory material (EFB) or in harmonization working groups (Certification of New Flight Deck Interfaces). Future activities will include continuation of the existing efforts and initiating efforts on the other areas of common interest. Emphasis will be on increased sharing of information.

Luc Angerand asked for comments on:

· The addition of two Technical Teams: Advanced Structural Materials and Aircraft Interior Environmental Quality

· The need to define safety and cost implications of security concerns

· Other concerns

Agenda for the future should include the practicalities, given the scarce resources and reductions in regulatory activities that have been discussed in this conference.

Discussion Issues:

The representative of the APFA asked about the research on turbulence. Robin Ablett responded that the work has barely started but the objective is to give the cabin crew time to get the passengers back in their seats. Right now it is generally a couple of minutes, but we would like to get it up to 15-30 minutes. This will be especially important for very long flights (16+ hrs). George Marania also mentioned research at NASA that is underway on sensors to detect turbulence.

A Boeing representative said that the research coordination committee is a good idea. However, he was disappointed at some things he did not see. An objective was to reduce duplication but he did not see any examples of stopping anything. Instead of developing a portfolio it seems to be groups of experts. 

He suggested a strategic approach to managing a portfolio of research to address hazards. A good objective is to develop practical research solutions. He also suggested expanding the technical committees to include airlines and manufacturers. Maher Khouzam responded using Cabin Safety and Icing as examples. Industry has been brought in the meetings and activities in specific efforts, workshops and harmonization working groups. 

For guidance on fruitful areas of research, it was suggested that the Coordinating Committee should look at the CAST and JSSI interventions. Look at data after interventions are implemented. Gene Hill: Also interest in icing from industry. One example of reducing the projects is the work on large super-cooled droplets, where they were looking for the best researcher in the world, so that the work is done only once. For example, work on ground operations for icing is only done by Transport Canada. Robin Ablett stated that they are only looking at projects of interest to all three authorities and to the specialists willing to work together. Conferences on individual technical issues are conducted.  They include industry participation in order to present research results and get feedback.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

The coordination of research across the authorities is valuable and should continue. In addition, providing the status of those efforts is also valuable and these progress reports should continue. 

As the Coordinating Committee proceeds, they should consider a strategic portfolio for the research that considers the CAST and JSSI interventions. In addition, the Coordinating Committee should consider whether industry is appropriately included in the activities in order to assure the practicality of the solutions developed.

For next year’s presentations the Coordinating Committee will include information regarding industry’s opportunities to provide input with respect to the research requirements.  The Coordinating Committee will also include information in the accomplishments that better identifies terminations and transitions in the research.

The representative from CTA Brazil expressed interest in participating in the icing and human factor technical teams.  The Coordinating Committee will follow up. 
Challenges of Institutional Changes in Europe Workshop

Chairs


John Hickey, FAA Aircraft Certification Service




René Gaudin, JAA Committee (France)

Presenters
Claude Probst, European Commission


Klaus Koplin, JAA Chief Executive


Mary Cheston, FAA Aircraft Certification Service


Claude Schmitt, AECMA Airworthiness Committee


Barry Valentine, General Aviation Manufacturers Association

John Hickey opened the workshop by comparing the emergence of EASA as a “shadow hanging over us”; change is always difficult and the path is fraught with anxiety and uncertainty.  The concern is for the near term and how we transition to EASA.  The FAA has a lot at stake and will spend the necessary resources to make EASA a success. 

René Gaudin while outlining that regional approach in Europe probably started with Charlemagne and continued under Napoleon, stated that EASA is mainly an European affair but recognizes the international impact and the need for international input.

Summary of Presentations

Claude Probst, European Commission, presented the process to establish EASA in two parts, namely to ‘build the house’ and secondly to ‘move into the house’.

The first phase is marked with the development of the rulemaking process, the adoption of the necessary implementing rules (IR), airworthiness codes and advisory and guidance material. They will be developed using the existing material and following a transparent process. In addition the implementing procedures for the Agency to become operational must be developed and the inspection/standardization system be in place based on best practice. Finally the Agency must be staffed, thereby balancing the Agency staffing and use of NAA resources, while ensuring that Member States can fulfill their own tasks.

The second phase includes new certification tasks and the transfer of on-going certification tasks for European and imported products.  Also, it covers the transfer of type certificates, the approval of modification and repairs, parts and appliance approvals and DOA approvals. One might consider the ‘grand fathering’ of existing type certificates.  EASA would reissue when and if it sees fit.

Claude Probst concludes that there is a clear view what has to be done to get the Agency up and running. Remaining tasks lie in the field of the actual transfer of tasks from national authorities to the Agency. The transition policy should be based on the following guiding principles: no safety gap, avoid undue postponement for exercising Community powers, minimize the burden for industry, clear roles and responsibilities and use of recognized experts. The Commission is willing to consider if needed, to maintain in the interim a JAA-type coordination to facilitate confidence building in the new system.

Klaus Koplin, JAA Chief Executive, outlined in his presentation the role of the JAA, and the activities JAA is involved towards transition to the EASA.  Key element is that JAA wants a smooth transition without a safety gap.

Klaus Koplin explained the core-group concepts, the fields that are addressed, the composition of the core-groups and the guidelines along which these groups should work. With regard to the guidelines it was stressed that the core-groups should adapt the current aviation regulations to EASA language, and that they must not re-invent the wheel. It was noted that the progress in these groups is communicated with others through the JAA Sectorial Teams and that the NPA-process will not be used.

Secondly the Central JAA communicates actively with the external consultant established by the Commission on a number of issues, in particular the structure of EASA, Advisory Body of interested parties, communication and publication strategy, rule making, enforcement, standardization, certification (people, organization and products), training and transition.

Central JAA is also involved in the discussion on the transition addressed in the EU/ECAC/JAA task force. Two key-issues are addressed in this task force. How will all JAA members manage regulatory activity in Licensing and Operations after EASA?  How will JAA countries that are not EU members manage airworthiness regulatory and certification activities after EASA?

Klaus Koplin concluded that EASA shall be operational as planned and coordination and cooperation between JAA and EASA is essential. Any “new” JAA must be in place before EASA begins. There is a need to address all European countries, not just EU countries. And the transition process must be transparent.

Mary Cheston opened by stating that the creation and implementation of a single European aviation authority signals a new era for the international aviation community.  The two greatest challenges will be to ensure a smooth transition to EASA and fostering a relationship with the new authority that ultimately will be expressed through a bilateral agreement with the European Union.

In transitioning to EASA there needs to be clear responsibility for continued operational safety, uninterrupted flow of aeronautical products and services, and transparency in the development and finalization of essential requirements, implementing rules, certification specifications, guidance materials, and any other procedures that affect third parties.  The consequences of not adhering to these transition principles could be severe.

Mary Cheston further explained the expectations and protocol for establishing a bilateral relationship with the EU.  EASA must have a strong safety focus and cannot be influenced by other factors.  The FAA will need to obtain the confidence in EASA before initiating the bilateral process.  Until that time, the US will rely on existing bilateral agreements. 

EASA brings an opportunity to streamline processes and fix things that are not working well with the current European system.  It also can bring all of Europe to a common high safety standard.  However, there are still other challenges that will need to be worked out, such as a viable enforcement system, standardization, and sustaining ICAO responsibilities. 

The FAA has provided a transition proposal identifying over 80 items where a clear understanding is needed.  There is also considerable pre-transition and pre-bilateral work required that has been proposed to the European Union.  In closing, it is absolutely imperative that the FAA is engaged early and continuously to ensure we have confidence in EASA when it goes into effect in September 2003.

Claude Schmitt presented issues from a European industry perspective.  The two most pressing issues are the definition of the EASA and the transition to EASA.  AECMA has conducted a study on an appropriate EASA organization with focus on criteria, industry consensus, and resources.  The study contains a suggested organizational model with a headquarters and lead regions (directorates) for products.  Final report should be available soon.

European industry would like the EASA advisory body to include all interested parties.  In reformatting text to EASA requirements, the European industry would like no change to technical content, no disruption to harmonized requirements, and consistent numbering to existing JARs. Claude Schmitt reinforced points mentioned in previous presentations that there must be a clear, coordinated transition plan that addresses roles and responsibilities, industry needs of no disruption of certifications, and addresses the need for a bilateral agreement between EU and US.

Barry Valentine expressed concerns regarding the handling of current projects and projects that will be initiated in the one-year transition period.  While Barry Valentine expressed satisfaction with the commission in allowing U.S. industry input, he also expressed the importance to maintain this communication channel.  Of particular importance is to allow industry input on transition and implementation plans as well as the finalization of the Implementing Rules, such as IR 21 and IR 145.

Barry Valentine then provided some specific recommendations.  All current projects in progress should remain with JAA/NAAs and EASA should accept (grandfather) all certificates issued by JAA and NAAs.  The current validation processes should be adopted “as is” and work improvements in the future.  The U.S. industry would also like to see the establishment of fixed-fees.   

Discussion Issues:
One commentator brought into memory that during the setting up of JAA, confidence was built on individuals. However access to these individuals was lost after establishment. It is important that as EASA moves forward that we can continue to have contact with the same specialists we have built confidence with. The panel responded that it is the very purpose to keep such people in teams.

With regard to the language and translation of documents, the question was raised what the language regime will be under EASA.  Concern that with adoption of, for example IR 39, airworthiness directives would need to be translated in 12 languages.  Claude Probst responded that he cannot provide a definite answer to the concern raised. In some cases translation into all the official Community languages will be needed, if so prescribed.  In other situations the language issue will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis.

The question was raised whether the JAA still have sufficient resources and commitments to oversee transition projects that will remain for a number of years.  Klaus Koplin responded that as there will be no safety gap it means that if JAA can’t provide resources, then resources will have to come from somewhere else, e.g., NAAs. This issue is known and addressed in the transition-plan. A solution might be to integrate JAA action in EASA but this and other options are still under discussion.

The European industry has been pleading for a single European Authority for years.  However, the scope and impact of the change were underestimated.  Reaffirmed that the people we worked with and trusted should continue to work with us.  In addition, it was stressed that industry must be involved in the consultants work. 

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Conclusions:

· Transition plan that ensures no safety gap and uninterrupted flow of products and services

· Emphasis now is on certification and airworthiness but other fields should not be forgotten [licensing and operations]

· The interim and final EASA structure needs the necessary resources and experienced staff to be successful

· Foster a relationship leading to a bilateral agreement between EU and U.S.

· Maintain processes and tools that were developed between FAA and JAA to ensure efficient practices, e.g., Type Validation Principles and harmonization processes

· The transition needs to be a managed program

· All of us have a responsibility to make the transition to EASA a success
Actions:

There were no actions associated with this workshop.
Combined Flight Crew Licensing/Operations Workshop

Chairs: 
Emily White, FAA Flight Standards Service


Jim McDonald, FAA Flight Standards Service

Georges Rebender, JAA Operations Director

Fergus Woods, JAA Licensing Director

Summary of Presentations

Introduction:  The workshop was opened by the Co-chairs.  It was noted that during the workshop, the agenda items 2 and 3 would be briefed by Jim McDonald, FAA, and agenda items 1 and 4 would be briefed by Emily White.

Agenda Item 1:
Report out from Harmonization Management Team on Combined Flight Crew Licensing/Operations Issues

1.A.  Action Items from the 18th Annual JAA/FAA Conference

The action items were briefed as reported in the conference handout material.

1.B.  Accomplishments in addition to the action items

The accomplishments were briefed as reported in the conference handout material.

1.C.  Work Plan for the Coming Year

The work plan for the coming year was briefed as reported in the conference handout material.

Agenda Item 2:
MMEL Development: FAA/JAA/TCCA

The information was briefed as reported in the conference handout material. It was highlighted that different approval processes currently exist together with differing document ownership issues (in US the FAA owns MMEL whereas in Europe and Canada the ownership rests with the manufacturers).  Good progress is being made and it is estimated that we are up to 1 ½  year away from the establishment of a foundation document for MMEL. At this juncture Georges Rebender congratulated both FAA and TCCA on the excellent progress made on this project. It was reported that great success was being achieved and that the benefits of the work was already being experienced. 

It was noted that emerging common technical processes will undoubtedly ease matters and will avoid work duplication in several areas (e.g. pilot qualifications and MMELs). 

Agenda Item 3:
Pilot Type Rating Determination and Training Program Development for Aircraft Types:  FAA/JAA/TCCA.

The information was briefed as reported in the conference handout material. Efforts on this project are being focused on large aeroplanes, smaller aeroplanes (FAR/JAR 23) will follow. Expectations and confidence on this project remain high.

For the first time, a common flight test programme has been established for the A340-600 involving all three authorities.

Regine Vadrot (Airbus) made a presentation on this issue, in support of the process and the results so far are excellent. The A340-600 type rating determination commenced in spring 2001 and the analysis of the differences between the variants was made. Issues discussed included MMEL, flight crew, cabin crew and special operations (ULR). It was clear from the experiences of Airbus that there are clear benefits for manufacturers and operators since this process avoids the need for discrete evaluations by different authorities, and gives consistency. By these means it is hoped to arrive at a single report, which will be recognised worldwide. 

Agenda Item 4:
FAA Certification Concepts for Powered Lift Aircraft (BA609 Tiltrotor)

The information was briefed by FAA as reported in the conference handout material and supported by JAA. It was mentioned that the JAA helicopter sub-committee chairman participates in this project from an OPS perspective.  F Woods reported that the JAA Licensing Sectorial Team sub group for helicopters are monitoring events and will report any progress made. 

Agenda Item 5:
Considerations of any issues from the Thematic Workshops of this 19th Conference

No issues were forthcoming under this item.

Agenda Item 6:
Manufacturer’s proposal for Temporary Validation of Manufacturer’s Pilots

Regine Vadrot made a presentation of the proposal put forward by AIA and AECMA, the purpose of which is for manufacturers’ pilots to gain licence validation in order to assist all operators, especially very small operators, with the entry into service of their new aeroplanes. Areas in which relief is needed include: Flight instruction and line flying under supervision (or IOE), delivery/ferry flights, and flight demonstrations for sale support. 

As an example, Airbus petitioned for an exemption to the FAA.  An exemption to conduct ferry flights only was granted for a duration of two years, and must be renewed.  What is sought is a permanent process to grant temporary validations rapidly, for all categories of flight.
FAA and JAA responded and undertook to examine the proposal at the next HMT meeting. 

Discussion Issues:
Referring to the issues covered under agenda item 6, Ron Swanda noted that these difficulties exist on both sides of the Atlantic, and Georges Rebender added that line flying under supervision would have legal implications for AOC holders. 

Fergus Woods stated that the merits of the proposal are recognised, but there were likely to be difficulties in resolving the issues raised. 

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

The workshop agreed that satisfactory progress had been made on the items covered under agenda item 2, 3, and 4, and the issues would continue to be reported at HMT meetings. 

An action item to examine the manufacturer’s pilots licence validations proposal was taken and will be reported back at the next HMT meeting. 

Flight Crew Licensing Workshop

Chairs: 
Emily White, FAA Flight Standards Service 


Fergus Woods, JAA Licensing Director

Summary of Presentations

Agenda Item 1A:
Actions from the last Annual Meeting:

1. Comparison work on FAA/JAA theoretical knowledge and practical testing requirements to recommence as soon as practicable when JAA resources have been identified.  Industry comparison of Part 142/JAA TRTO to be made available.  Work to be completed to meet timescale of June 2002 for model IPL.

Status:
Industry work had now been received and is under final FAA review.

2. FAA and JAA to reach agreement on a model IPL by June 2002. 

Status:
Timescale not achievable due partly to external factors.  FAA and JAA believe that the work can be completed by the end of 2002.

3. Manufacturers organizations to finalize proposal for special validation conditions for test/training pilots for submission to FAA/JAA.

Status:
Complete.  Industry proposals for licensing received in May 2002.

Agenda Item 1B:
Accomplishments in addition to the action items:

Work is progressing between FAA, JAA and TCCA on the harmonization of pilot type rating and the resultant required training.

Agenda item 1C:
Work plan for the coming year:

1. Joint FAA/JAA work under the IPL Work Plan will begin.

2. FAA will continue to participate in the JAA LST and to provide the JAA with items of regulatory interest.

3. FAA and JAA will continue to exchange information of interest on FCL activities and look for ways of mutual participation.

4. FAA and some JAA Member States will participate in the ICAO Annex 1 review.

5. Continue harmonization work in the areas of pilot type rating and training program development (a combined FCL/OPS item).

6. FAA/JAA will review manufacturers proposal for special validation conditions for training/testing pilots (a combined FCL/OPS Item).

Agenda item 2:
FAA Rulemaking/Amendment Update

a) FAA had completed draft of NPRM on Pilot, Flight Instructor, Ground Instructor and Pilot School Certification Rules.  This proposal covers refining changes to CFR 14 Parts 61 and 141.

b) Section 113 of the Aviation and Transport Security Act (passed by Congress in November 2001) introduced conditions under which foreign nationals or aliens could undertake FAA pilot training.  The Act applies to aircraft of 12,500 lbs or more.  Comment that this legislation may introduce another complication to the issue of FAA flight schools training for JAR-FCL licenses, as recently agreed by the JAA Committee by implementation of  NPA FCL 14 in its entirety.

Agenda item 3:
JAR-FCL and Implementation Update

Update on implementation status of JAR-FCL, with two more States achieving mutual recognition status since the previous conference and the probability of six more doing so by next year’s conference.

Two outstanding issues still required further work and refinement.  

a) “Mutual Acceptance”.  

JAR-FCL requires the mutual acceptance of licenses issued in accordance with JAR-FCL to be recognized without formality by all other JAA States.  Under the JAA arrangements this can only be done by a change in each State’s national law, and this was proving difficult to achieve in some States for a variety of reasons, mainly the extent of law changes required to implement all adopted JARs, not only FCL.

b) “Overseas Issues”.  

i. Although the JAAC had now made the approval of non-JAA FTOs possible, there were still practical considerations and matters of detail to be resolved when implementing the agreed requirements.  During discussion it was commented that some elements of European industry remain opposed to this decision.

ii. Validation and conversion of non-JAA licenses was a difficult issue still unresolved although new proposals had been formulated within the JAA.  During discussion it was commented that the need for such a validation or conversion was not driven by pure safety considerations, but more by commercial demands.  It was accepted that many prior harmonization initiatives had been undertaken on this basis, e.g. to avoid multiple certification actions. A similar comment applied to the IPL work.  It was noted that the licensing requirements of both the FARs and JAR-FCL only address the safety aspects.  Solutions to the validation and conversion problem should avoid providing means of circumnavigating both FAR and JAR-FCL licensing requirements. 
Agenda item 4:
IPL Work Plan

The comparison work by the FAA detailing those areas of the requirements that differed between the FAA and JAA was now complete.  The material will be forwarded to the JAA for study and comment, and form the basis of the model IPL.

Agenda item 5:
ICAO Annex 1 review

Information item for workshop members on the background and future plans of the ICAO Flight Crew Licensing and Training Panel (FCLTP).

Agenda Item 6:
Issues from Thematic Workshops of the 19th Conference

No issues were forthcoming under this item.

Agenda Item 7:  AOB.  AECMA/AIA Proposal -  Manufacturers’ Pilots 

This issue had been raised at the combined FCL/OPS Workshop but it is considered that the licensing aspect needed to be addressed as a first step to resolving other problems.  General agreement on the proposal but reservations from industry on a manufacturer’s pilot conducting line flying under supervision (or IOE).  Both JAA and FAA will consider the proposals from AIA and AECMA.  Action addressed by combined FCL/OPS workshop. 

Discussion Issues:
With the impending introduction in the UK, and possibly other States, of a non-JAR compliant national PPL for recreational purposes it was felt necessary for there to be a path from this license into the commercial field.  This is a matter for the JAA that will be addressed in due course.

In the context of training at non-JAA FTOs, European industry felt it essential all requirements, including airfields and aircraft used must meet the same standards to provide a level playing field for all FTOs.  However, these national standards also vary within the JAA and the major factors such as taxation on training and particularly fuel were outside the control of the JAA or any national authority.

It was suggested that the way rulemaking was carried out should be a matter for harmonization.  The NPRM process requires an assessment of the impact of a rule change on the industry, but the JAA cannot mandate this for all States.  Despite the practical difficulties envisaged, JAR-11 will require all NPA proposals to include a regulatory impact assessment.  This is also likely to be an EASA requirement.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Conclusions:

The Work Plan for the coming year was agreed.

While some subjects for harmonization were progressing well, such as type rating determination, others (IPL) had yet to make any significant progress.  It was essential to continue to work on these issues.

Actions:

1. Joint FAA/JAA work under the IPL Work Plan will begin, aiming for completion of the model IPL by the end of 2002.

Operations Workshop

Chairs: 
Eric van Opstal,
FAA Flight Standards Service

Georges Rebender, JAA Operations Director

Summary of Presentations

Introduction:  The workshop was opened by the co-chairs.  

Agenda Item 1:  Report out from Harmonization Management Team on Operations issues. 

1.A.  Action items from the 18th Annual JAA/FAA  Conference

The action items were briefed as reported in the conference handout material.  

Kathy Perfetti, FAA, briefed the fractional ownership issue to the workshop attendees.  

John McGraw and Kathy Perfetti provided a joint briefing on the FAA TAOARC activity. An explanation was given on the development of new terms of reference (TORs) that would apply to the AWO Harmonization Working Group.  

1.B.  Accomplishments in addition to the action items

The accomplishments were briefed as reported in the conference handout material.  

1.C.  Work Plan for the Coming Year

The work plan for the coming rear was briefed as reported in the conference handout material.  

At the request of AEA, and other European bodies, the subject of Child Restraint Devices has been added to the Work Plan to further progress with harmonization.  

Agenda Item 2:  Simulators (HWP Item)  

The information was briefed as reported in the conference handout material .  FAA and JAA simulator specialists were unable to attend the meeting  to provide an in-depth briefing.  However this topic is reaching maturity, and the levels of implementation are most satisfactory.  

Agenda Item 3:  Performance (HWP Item)  

This topic was briefed by Jim McDonald of the FAA, as reported in the conference handout material.  The JAA is being kept informed by the FAA on their activity as regards to safety levels and margins in connection with such issues as Obstacle Clearance, One-Engine Inoperative, and Contaminated Runway standards.   

Agenda Item 4:  ETOPS (HWP Item)  

The information was briefed as reported in the conference handout material.  Mohan Pandey, Boeing, briefed on the latest activity of the ARAC ETOPS Working Group.  The group has considered all issues in regard to the assigned tasks.  It is planned for the working group to submit its recommendations to the Air Carrier Issues Group in July, and to the FAA by late August.  

The JAA is preparing IL-20 Information Leaflet for conversion into NPA, and the ARAC recommendations will be considered from a harmonization aspect in this work.  This was supported by an AEA representative.  

Agenda Item 5:  Consideration of any issues from the Thematic Workshops of this 19th Conference.  

No issues were forthcoming under this item.  

Discussion Issues:
1.  ALPA raised their concerns about the planned transition from JAA to EASA from both an operations and FCL aspect.  Georges Rebender responded and briefed on the latest developments in this area.  

2. There was a question directed to the JAA on the interpretation of minimum descent altitudes when conducting a constant angle stabilized non-precision approach.  The response was that the use of an MDA as a decision altitude would result in a descent below the MDA in the event of a missed approach at MDA.  There is ongoing discussion to resolve this matter.  

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

The co-chairs thanked everyone for their participation in the Workshop.  Continued work on Child Restraint Devices has been added to the work plan for the coming year.  

The importance of continued harmonization efforts was emphasized, especially with the advent of EASA, and the extra challenges of communication and cooperation that this will bring.  

Maintenance Workshop

Chairs: 

Gert Litterscheidt, JAA Maintenance Director


Leo Weston, FAA Maintenance Division, Flight Standards Service

Summary of Presentations

1. The JAA has presented the Human Factors in maintenance. This will take the form of NPA-145-12. Key points were highlighted for the NPA. 

2. Transition from JAA to EASA. 

Discussion Issues:
Comments on the two presentations were received and answered by Gert Litterscheidt from JAA and Leo Weston from FAA concerning:

1. Human Factors.

· Harmonization on human factors.

· Training of top management on human factors.

· More JAA guidance on how to comply with the human factors issues on planning.

· Safety culture.

· Occurrence Reporting Systems.

· Planning. 

2. Transition from JAA to EASA

· General transition plan, and maintenance specific plan.

· EU terminology. i.e. definition of DG TREN, IR.

· Public consultation of IR-145.

· The legal status of the IR with regard to National implementation.

Workshop Actions and Conclusions:

Agenda Item 1.  
Report Out from Harmonization Management Team On




Maintenance Issues

1.A.  Action Items from the Last Conference

There were seven action items from the 18th FAA/JAA Annual Conference and one suggestion from the Thematic Workshop on Operator/145 Maintenance Responsibility for a total of seven items to brief.

1. Specialized services ratings are still under review with the objective to collaborate these specialized processes into the component rating requirements. 

Status:  In progress.  This has been the subject of an ARAC Committee and the FAA awaiting formal report from FAR-145 ARAC before actions will be taken. The intention being to harmonize with JAR-145. 

2. MIP.  FAA/JAA will continue to pursue the improvement of the MIP administrative process based on the FAA proposal transmitted in May 2001.

Status:  In progress.  FAA inspector handbook chapter have been revised and coordinated and are now ready for publication in Change 15 to FAA Order 8300.10.  The revised draft of FAA AC 145-7 is now undergoing FAA legal review and will be published after legal review has been completed. However, FAA pointed out this may require review due to the impact of EASA and the new FAR-145.

3. FAR 65/JAR 66.  The FAA and JAA are reviewing the impact of both regulations FAR 65/JAR 66 with the objective to review the MIP and establish equivalency. The acceptance of each other’s 147 type training will be examined in more detail.

Status:  In progress.  

4. Maintenance Records.  An SAE/FAA committee is planned to be formed with the Terms of Reference to look into the format of the records such as; electronic records, transfer of records, and acceptance of electronic signature.

Status:  Closed with no action.  This issue was brought up in the international acceptance of repair data workshop, and will be reviewed in respect of the comment received. 

5. JAA Form 1/FAA Form 8130-3 and TCCA 24-0078.  

Status:  Complete and closed. 

6. Certificates of Airworthiness (C of A).  The industry recommended the review of the FAA policy on maintenance by the type certificate holder prior to issuance of the C of A. The commitment was given to have this policy available in approximately 30 days (from June 8, 2001).   

Status:  FAA Action. Still in progress.

The FAA offices of Flight Standards (AFS-300) and Aircraft Certification (AIR-200) have had numerous discussions.  AIR-200 is preparing language, to be published in the Federal Register for comment, to clarify the process.  

7. Operator/145 Maintenance Responsibility in Europe.  The JAA policy is currently being drafted TGL 34 which will go for approval at MST 8. The TGL will emphasize the maintenance management responsibilities, even in the case of contracted engineering services to organizations. 

Status:  Closed. 

1.B.  Accomplishments in addition to the action items.

1. FAA issued a final rule of NPRM 145 in mid-2001. The new rule with the exception of the rating system and the quality assurance system will become effective April 2003. An FAA ARAC working group has been established to address outstanding items from the final rule, most notably the rating system and the quality assurance system. The FAA are awaiting a formal report from FAR-145 ARAC before actions will be taken. Training portion of the FAR-145 final rule has a compliance date of 2005. 
2. Discussions continued regarding the MIP administrative process, including the relationship between FAR65/JAR66 and Part 147 training.

1.C. Work Plan for the Coming Year

1. Continue discussions under the MIP agreements to address implementation issues with current MIP countries.

2. Undertake a comparison of new FAR 145 with current JAR 145 (through Amendment 4) as part of the review process to align the new rule with the MIP documents, advisory material, inspector training and guidance material.  This will also address any FAR 65/JAR 66 and Part 147 issues.

3. Establish a steering group to evaluate the impact of transition from JAA to EASA.

4. Continue joint participation in MIST/MAST visits.

5. FAA to draft a new NPRM for FAR 145, after receipt of ARAC recommendations.

Aircraft Certification Workshop

Chairs: 
John Hickey, FAA Aircraft Certification Service

Koos van der Spek, JAA Certification Director




Yves Morier, JAA Regulation Director

Summary of Presentations

The workshop covered the following subjects:

· Change product Rule (CPR)

· Report from the Production and Airworthiness Certification Conference

· Single Worldwide Airworthiness and Environmental Code, and, 

· Discussion on the Single Worldwide Certification Process

CHANGE PRODUCT RULE (CPR)

· Highlights:

After a brief historical review (activity started with the ICPTF in 1990), the presenter highlighted the delay in implementation of CPR until June 2003. He also presented the current status of the joint FAA/TCCA/JAA development of the Advisory Material to the CPR. He indicated that further to the agreement at the November 2001 Certification Management Team meeting, an “Ad Hoc” Group composed of FAA/TCCA/JAA and Industry members was established by the JAA Certification Sectorial Team in February 2002. Based on the work performed by the former Steering Committee and product specific ad  hoc groups, this new group was tasked  (agreed Terms of Reference in the JAA Certification Sectorial Team) to redraft the Advisory text  in order to make it applicable to all aviation products, and in particular to clarify interpretation of the “significant” classification of changes. Draft AC(J) material has been released for comments by FAA, TCCA and JAA.

Training will begin in early 2003 and implementation will be monitored closely by all three parties.

· Discussion:

Even though they fully appreciated the Ad Hoc Group effort and proposal for AC(J), several participants commented on the potential need to change the FAR/JAR 21.101 rule at a certain point of time. The main reason for that request was a concern that the significant/non significant discrimination may not be adequate and may change over time. Three participants requested additional information on the FAA study on significance classification and resulting workload impact.

Even though its concepts are addressed in the AC(J),  one commenter requested that the safety cost benefit analysis guidance be further refined for clarity and consistency of the application. One commenter also mentioned that the word “assumptions” used in the CPR when evaluating the significance of a change would benefit of further clarification (does it address design, Certification Basis, etc…). Similarly, assumptions made by authorities for e.g. STC development (for instance the need for a link between the STC and TC holder) may have an impact on the possibility to complete satisfactorily a design change in this CPR environment. Several participants noted the real importance of training and providing feedback to the authorities on the implementation of the CPR.

· Actions and Conclusions:

Actions

FAA agreed to provide additional information on the FAA study on significance classification and resulting workload impact.

Conclusions

It was concluded that the activity should move ahead as scheduled, with a close monitoring of the CPR implementation by the authorities in order to ensure that safety enhancement are made in a cost effective way. The authorities expressed their willingness for a further “fine-tuning” if experience shows it is necessary to do so

.

PRODUCTION & AIRWORTHINESS CERTIFICATION CONFERENCE

· Highlights

The presenter indicated that this was the third conference (first one was in February 1999). The “End States” of the initiative would be where aircraft products and parts can be manufactured almost anywhere, move quickly and seamlessly to the end user, use electronic documentation (to reduce amount of paperwork), and authority actions keep pace with industry initiatives. Although area of discussion at the Production Conference included the Co-ordination between design and production, the industry activities through the International Aerospace Quality Group (IAQG), the authority over sight of distributors, and the growing use of electronic commerce, the main focus was “Global Manufacturing”. Three teams were established to work on common definition of terms, establish minimum surveillance standards of suppliers, and to develop a process to recognize local NAA production approval systems.

· Discussion

There was support for continuing the Production Conferences and to provide regular information at the Annual International Conference. A question was raised as to how these initiatives fit into the framework of the FAA/NAAs Bilateral, and later on with EASA. The response was that the FAA had initiated discussions with the European Commission and that most of the issues raised at these Production Conferences would be covered. Another question was raised concerning the differences in prioritization of work and possible duplication between the various interested organizations. The response was that one of the purposes of the initiative was to co-ordinate effort and agree on priorities, therefore limiting risks of duplication.

· Actions and Conclusions

It was concluded that the Production Conferences and the associated work program should be continued.

SINGLE WORLDWIDE AIRWORTHINESS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CODE

&

SINGLE WORLDWIDE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

· Highlights

Based on the International Working Group report that was recently made available, a recommendation was made for the promotion of the Harmonized FAR/JAR to be adopted by ICAO through a phased implementation process. The presenters discussed the participants comments made at the Thematic Workshop the day before and noted that none of the comments conflicted with the proposed phased approach.

Based on the Thematic Workshop discussion, the following next steps were proposed to pursue a harmonized FAR/JAR adopted on a voluntary basis:

1. Increase awareness of the status of the FAA/JAA Harmonization work program,

2. Encourage States that have not already done so, to adopt the FARs or JARs into national laws,

3. Encourage minimization of national variants,

4. Complete harmonization under the FAA/JAA Work Program,

5. Give further consideration of inviting other authorities/interested parties to participate in the development of the harmonized FAR/JARs,

6. Assess level of implementation.

· Discussion

After some clarifications on the Group activity, there was a general consensus on pursuing step one to six above. However, the next steps to be taken and the initiation of the “Single Certification Process” with their associated resources implications were extensively discussed. One commenter questioned the benefit of this “code” exercise if it is not followed by the actions that would allow moving toward a single certification process. Several participants commented that the “Code” initiative should be progressed through the ICAO Airworthiness Panel. Another commenter noted that a critical issue for the “Process” initiative would be the implications on the human resources. Authorities stated that any further work on this issue could not be envisaged because it would require reallocation of resources from higher priority activities, in particular safety related and EASA development. The authorities encouraged those interested in pursuing the process activity to take the lead, and to propose any solution at a future Annual Conference.

· Action and Conclusions

Actions

1. The “Code” related steps one to six above will be initiated.

2. The issue of “process” development will be put on the agenda of the next Annual Conference.

Conclusion

It was concluded to pursue a harmonized FAR/JAR adopted on a voluntary basis and the above code related actions would be initiated. However at this stage the process related activity would not be supported by the authorities because of work associated with other safety related issues and EASA development. 

FAA/JAA











