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Prologue:


This Common Procedures Document for conducting Operational Evaluation Boards describes one acceptable method and guidelines for conducting an Operational Evaluation of a newly certificated aircraft type or a variant certificated under an Amended Type Certificate.  As such the document offers an acceptable  method for compliance with the intent of the applicable regulatory requirements.  The methods and guidelines presented in this document are neither mandatory nor are they the only acceptable methods for ensuring compliance with the appropriate regulatory sections.  Operators may use other methods if those methods are shown to provide the necessary level of safety and are acceptable to the regulatory authority.  


The methods and guidelines described in this document have been derived from extensive regulatory and industry experience and may be considered acceptable to the appropriate regulatory regulatory authority when appropriately used. 
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Common Procedures Document for Operational Evaluation Boards (OE)

FAA – JAA – Transport Canada

1.  General Objectives 

This document provides a uniform, systematic and consistent process for the determination of type rating, flight crew training,checking and currency requirements for a new aircraft type or a derivative of an existing aircraft type.

The objective of the process is to enable the National Aviation Authority (NAA) to adopt the type rating designation recommended and provide a basis for approval of type rating training courses, differences training, proficiency checking, and currency requirements.  This process is based on a single assessment acceptable to all the NAAs.  A Type Rating Designation applicable to all training and licensing items will be assigned after completion of the OEB Operational Evaluation.

The procedures are defined to provide recommendations for minimum requirements and provide a common basis for approval without any independent national action or further justification between the NAA and the Applicant (manufacturer or operator).

The  Operational Evaluation  is performed by a team of specialists drawn from one or more NAAs with the number of specialists dependent on the magnitude of the evaluation requested from the Applicant. The process is led by a Chairman who typically  is one of the Operations Specialists. Recommended OEB composition is provided in Appendix 1.

2.  Definitions

It is recognised that NAAs may use different terminology for requirements that achieve the same purpose or have different procedural requirements for type rating and operational training, checking and currency.  The processes of this document are designed to enable OEB recommendations to be applied to the requirements of any NAA.  Refer to the glossary of terms provided in Appendix 2.

3   Operator Differences Requirements (ODRs), Master Differences Requirements (MDRs)

Crew qualification requirements for training, checking, and currency are expressed as master requirements and are described in OEB reports for each type, common type, or related type aircraft.  MDRs are stated in terms of minimum acceptable difference levels.  Operators show compliance with the MDRs through an operator's specific document listing each particular operator's fleet differences and compliance methods.  Operator difference requirements (ODRs) specify requirements uniquely applicable to a particular fleet and mixed flying situation.  The document’s main concepts are summarized in subparagraphs below .


a.  Difference Levels.  Difference levels are formally designated levels of training methods or devices, checking methods, or currency methods, which satisfy differences requirements or type rating requirements pertinent to national regulations.  Difference levels specify requirements proportionate to and corresponding with increasing differences between groups of variants.  A range of five difference levels in order of increasing requirements, identified as A through E, are each specified for training, checking, and currency.  (Refer to § 4.1.1 Difference Levels – General.)  


b.  Operator Difference Requirements (ODRs).  Operator difference requirements are those operator specific requirements necessary to address differences between a base aircraft and one or more variants, when operating in mixed fleet flying, or when seeking credit in transition programs.  ODRs include both a description of differences and a corresponding list of training, checking, and currency compliance methods which address pertinent OEB and regulatory requirements.  Guidelines for setting up ODR Tables are included in Appendix 3.


c.  The Master Differences Requirement (MDR) table identifies the most restrictive of the ODR training, checking and currency requirements. It provides a high-level overview of the minimum acceptable methods of satisfying the training, checking and currency requirements as defined by the OEB. 


Because of its simple tabular format, the MDR table can be expanded to address training, checking and currency requirements for multiple aircraft comparisons. 

Example of MDRs:TBD


d.  Additional OEB Findings and Recommendations  
Master Common Requirements (Other Operational Considerations) is an optional document that may be used by the applicant to identify unique base and variant aircraft systems or procedures that share a high degree of commonality and as such warrant special consideration by the OEB. For example: if the same FMS is used in both the base and variant aircraft, no additional training checking and currency requirements should be assigned for that system. 

Historically, MCR’s were used as a place to record every imaginable area of commonality, but over time it has been found that the information was not as helpful in the assignment of the same type rating/common type rating or single license endorsement.  The applicant need not  list base/variant items that share commonality, if there are no training, checking or currency implications.

4. Introduction: Overview of the Test Process.  

 Five standard practical tests are used to set , Master Difference Requirements (MDR), acceptable training programmes, other OEB provisions, and to define type rating requirements.  One or more of these tests are applied depending on the type of certification, difference level sought, and the success of any previous test used in identifying MCRs or MDRs.  Only those tests needed are used to establish requirements. Type rating requirements, training, checking, and currency limits are established by the outcome of these tests and any resulting difference levels that apply.
The test process is normally triggered by:

· a manufacturer’s application for a new or amended Aircraft Type Certificate,

· an award of a Supplemental Type Certificate, as a means of accommodating any training, checking and currency requirements that are identified as a result of the modification, or   

· an operator’s application for an alternate means of compliance for existing type rating training, checking or currency provisions.

The process may also be triggered by the regulator where Issue Papers (IP) or Operations Review Items (ORI) are issued by the OEB to the manufacturer, STC applicant  or operator. The following  are examples of IPs/ORI’s that may be used to identify areas of concern in operations: 

· IP/ORI:  Type Rating Determination and Training Requirements

· IP/ORI:  Operational Acceptability

· IP/ORI:  Forward Observer’s Seat and Associated Systems (only an FAA requirement)

· IP/ORI:  Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL) 

· IP/ORI:  Training Simulator

· IP/ORI:  Operational Evaluation

· IP/ORI:  Flight Crew sleeping quarters (Not Included at this time.)

Other IP/ORI’s may be applied/utilized by the OEB should such a requirement be identified.    

Generic IP / ORI are contained in Appendix 4 for information.

The test process relationships, the sequence of conducting tests and application of test outcomes are shown in figure 1 on page 8.  Process details are provided in section 5 below.

Typically, aircraft for which a new type certificate is sought, would follow the testing path at the right of the diagram for T5.  Applicants may apply for credit for previous experience on similar types.  The testing process to achieve these credits will be negotiated between the applicant and the OEB.  At the end of the process the aircraft will be assigned a new type rating.  This  same path may be used for a derivative aircraft, if the applicant does not wish to apply for training and checking credits.
If the applicant’s objective is the same/common type rating (single licence endorsement), testing is conducted as shown on the left side of the diagram.  A series of decisions or tests lead to assignment of one or more difference levels A through D and in some instances may lead to level E training.  If level E training is assigned as a result of this path, a new type rating is normally assigned to that variant or variant group.  

Typically the outcome of the testing process would validate the proposed  Operational Difference Requirement (ODR) and MDR tables, as well as the proposed minimum training/checking/currency requirements.
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Figure 1

Type Rating and Training - Harmonized Process Flow
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4. Difference levels for Training / Checking / Currency 

4.1. Difference Levels - General
4.1.1 General Description.  Difference levels are formally designated minimum levels of training methods or devices, checking requirements, or means of maintaining currency that satisfy differences requirements or type rating requirements.  Difference levels specify requirements proportionate to, and corresponding with, increasing differences between variants or groups of variants.  A range of five difference levels in order of increasing requirements, identified as A through E, are each specified for training, checking and currency.  MDRs are specified in terms of difference levels and provide a means to assure uniform compliance with differences provisions contained in regulations.  They also may be used to credit knowledge, skills and abilities applicable to an aircraft in which a flight crewmember is qualified and current, or has been previously qualified but is no longer current, during initial, transition, or upgrade training for other related variants.

4.1.2. Operators who conduct mixed fleet flying (MFF) where credit is sought, must apply difference levels and address any/all mixed fleet flying requirements to ensure compliance with regulatory requirements necessary to assure safe operations.  

4.1.3. Basis for Levels.  Difference levels apply when a difference with potential to affect flight safety exists between candidate aircraft. Differences may also affect the knowledge, skills, or abilities required of a flight crewmember.  If no differences exist, or if differences exist but do not affect flight safety, or if differences exist but do not affect knowledge, skills, or abilities, then difference levels are neither assigned nor applicable to crew qualification.  When difference levels apply, each  is based on a scale of differences related to design features, systems, or manoeuvres.  In assessing the effects of differences, both flight characteristics and procedures are considered, since flight characteristics address handling qualities and performance, while procedures include normal and abnormal/non-normal/emergency items.  Difference levels are described in the following paragraphs.

4.1.4. Relationship Between Training, Checking, and Currency Levels.    Levels may be assigned independently.  For example, candidate aircraft may be assigned level C for training, level B for checking, and level D for currency  (e.g., C/B/D).

4.1.5.Type Ratings Related to Difference Levels.  Within the difference level system, type ratings are assigned or retained as an adjunct to pilot certification in certain situations.  The specific role, criteria for, and application of the type rating is established and clarified during the evaluation process.  The application of type rating is based on existing definitions and should be consistent with applicable national requirements. 

4.1.6 Assignment of Type Rating Designations.  Candidate aircraft are assigned the same type rating as the base aircraft if training differences are less than or equal to level D.   A Candidate aircraft is assigned a different type rating when difference training level E is required. When different type ratings are assigned as a result of one or more candidates requiring level E training, type ratings may be assigned to variants consistent with a logical grouping of the most similar variants.  The determination of  Type Rating is not an aircraft certification requirement, the awarding of an aircraft type certificate is not directly related to  the process of making a type rating assessment.

4.2. Difference Training Levels.

4.2.1. Level A Training.  Level A difference training is applicable to aircraft with differences that can adequately be addressed through self-instruction.  Level A training represents a knowledge requirement such that, once appropriate information is provided, understanding and compliance can be assumed to take place.  Compliance with Level A training is typically achieved by methods such as issuance of operating manual page revisions, dissemination of flight crew operating bulletins or differences handouts to describe minor differences between aircraft.  

 Level A training is normally limited to situations such as the following:

a.  The change introduces a different version of a system/component for which the flight crew has already shown the ability to understand and use (e.g., an updated version of an engine).

b.  The change results in minor or no procedural changes and does not result in adverse safety effects if the information is not reviewed or is forgotten (e.g., a different vibration damping engine mount is installed; ... expect more vibration in descent; logo lights are installed ... use is optional).

c.  Information highlighting a difference that, once called to the attention of a crew, is self-evident, inherently obvious, and easily understood (e.g., different location of a communication radio panel, a different exhaust gas temperature limit which is placarded, or changes to abnormal/non-normal "read and do" procedures).

4.2.2. Level B Training.  Level B difference training is applicable to  aircraft with system or procedure differences that can adequately be addressed through aided instruction.  At Level B aided instruction is appropriate to ensure crew understanding, emphasize issues, provide a standardized method of presentation of material, or to aid retention of material following training.  Level B aided instruction typically employs means such as slide/tape presentations, tutorial computer based training (TCBT), stand-up lectures, or videotapes.  Situations not covered under the provisions of level A, shown by items (a) through (c) immediately above, may require Level B (or higher levels) if certain tests described in later paragraphs are failed.

4.2.3. Level C Training.  Level C differences training can only be accomplished through use of devices capable of systems training.  It is applicable to variants having "part task" differences that affect skills or abilities, as well as knowledge.  Training objectives focus on mastering individual systems, procedures, or tasks, as opposed to performing highly integrated flight operations and manoeuvres in "real time."  Level C may also require self-instruction or aided instruction of a crewmember, but cannot be adequately addressed by a knowledge requirement alone. Training devices are required to supplement instruction to ensure attainment or retention of crew skills and abilities to accomplish the more complex tasks, usually related to operation of particular aircraft systems.  While Level C systems knowledge or skills relate to specific rather than fully integrated tasks, performance of steps to accomplish normal, abnormal/non-normal procedures/emergency or manoeuvres related to particular systems  (flight guidance control systems/flight management systems) may be necessary.  Typically, the minimum acceptable training media for Level C would be interactive computer based training (ICBT), cockpit systems simulators, cockpit procedure trainers, part task trainers (e.g., inertial navigation system (INS), flight management system (FMS), or traffic collision avoidance system (TCAS) trainers or similar devices.

Examples of devices acceptable for Level C training:

a. Interactive computer based training to include FMS trainers, systems trainers, etc


b. flight training devices (FTD) levels 4 through 5 (FAA, TCCA); FNPT I, II, II MCC, or FTD 1 (JAA).

c.  the use of specific systems incorporated in FTD levels 6 or 7 (FAA,TCCA); FTD 2 (JAA); 

d   specific systems incorporated in full flight simulators (FFS) certified to Level D or Level C  

     may also be acceptable; or

e.  a static airplane

See Appendix 5 for a comparison of FAA Flight Training Devices (FTD’s) and JAA Synthetic Training Devices (STD’s).

4.2.4. Level D Training.  Level D training can only be accomplished with devices capable of performing flight manoeuvres and addressing full task differences affecting knowledge, skills, and/or abilities.  Devices capable of flight manoeuvres address full task performance in a dynamic "real time" environment and enable integration of knowledge, skills and abilities in a simulated flight environment, involving combinations of operationally oriented tasks and realistic task loading for each relevant phase of flight.  At Level D, knowledge and skills to complete necessary normal/ abnormal/emergency procedures are fully addressed for each variant.  

Level D training requires mastery of interrelated skills that cannot be adequately addressed by separate acquisition of a series of knowledge areas or skills that are interrelated.  The differences are not, however, so significant that a full transition training course is required.  If demonstrating interrelationships between the systems were important, use of a series of separate devices for systems training would not suffice.  Training for Level D differences requires a training device that has accurate, high fidelity integration of systems and controls and realistic instrument indications. Level D training may also require manoeuvre visual cues, motion cues, dynamics, control loading or specific environmental conditions.  Weather phenomenon such as low visibility, Cat III, or wind shear may or may not be incorporated.  Where simplified or generic characteristics of an aircraft  type are used in devices to satisfy difference training Level D, significant negative training must not occur as a result of the simplification.  

Devices satisfying Level D training range from those where relevant elements of aircraft flight manoeuvring, performance, and handling qualities are incorporated.  When appropriately justified, such devices may be of a simplified or generic design such as fixed base visual/non-visual simulators to Level C/D simulators at the upper end.    

Devices acceptable for Level D training: 

a. FTD level 6 or level 7 (FAA, TCCA); or FTD2 (JAA) are the minimum acceptable training media;

b.   FFS certified to Level D or lower may also be necessary to satisfy manoeuvre/handling

      differences. 

c.   At the discretion of the OEB, FFS or aircraft training may be specified within level D

      training for the conduct of a specific manoeuvre.  Examples: Heads-up Display (HUD)

      training or a single manoeuvre such as a no-flap landing when T2 is otherwise

      successfully completed.

4.2.5. Level E Training.  Level E training is applicable to candidate aircraft having such significant "full task" differences that a full transition training course or equivalent is required to meet the training objectives.  The training requires a "high fidelity" environment to attain or maintain knowledge, skills, or abilities that can only be satisfied by use of a FFS certified to Level C or higher, or the aircraft itself.   Level E training, if done in an aircraft, should be modified for safety reasons where manoeuvres can result in a high degree of risk (example: engine set at idle thrust to simulate an engine failure).  As with other levels, when Level E training is assigned, suitable credit or constraints may be applied for knowledge, skills, and/or abilities related to other pertinent variants and/or types.  Credits or constraints are specified for the subjects, procedures, or manoeuvres shown in OEB reports and are applied through ODR tables.

4.2.6. Use of Devices Exceeding OEB Requirements.  Training differences levels specified by the OEB represent minimum requirements.  Operators may  use a device associated with a higher difference level to satisfy a training differences requirement.  For example, if Level C differences have been assessed due to installation of a different FMS, operators may train pilots using the FMS installed in a FFS as a system trainer if a dedicated part task FMS training device is not available.

4.3. Difference Checking Levels.

4.3.1. Transition and Recurrent Checking  General.  Differences checking addresses any pertinent flight crew member testing or certification including type rating checks, proficiency checks, Advanced Qualification Program (AQP) evaluations, and any other checks specified by OEB reports.  Initial and recurrent checking levels are the same unless otherwise specified by the OEB.  In certain instances it may be possible to satisfactorily accomplish recurrent checking objectives in devices not meeting initial checking requirements.  In such instances the OEB may recommend certain devices not meeting initial check requirements for use for recurring checks.  However, the OEB may require checking in the initial level device when doubt exists regarding airman competency or program adequacy.  In addition to type rating evaluations, proficiency checks, AQP evaluations, and other checks, initial operating experience (IOE) may be required in conjunction with certain difference checking levels.  Section 4.3.7 addresses initial operating experience to be completed following checking.  For AQP programs, differences checks may be addressed as a separate evaluation or be included in other specified evaluations.   

4.3.2. Level A Checking.  Level A checking indicates that no check related to differences is required at the time of differences training.  A crewmember is, however, responsible for knowledge of each variant flown.  Differences items should  be included as an integral part of subsequent recurring proficiency checks.  

4.3.3. Level B Checking.  Level B checking indicates a "task" or "systems" check is required following transition and recurring differences training.  Level B checking typically applies to particular tasks or systems such as INS, FMS, TCAS, or other individual systems or related groups of systems.

4.3.4. Level C Checking.  Level C checking requires a partial check using a device suitable for meeting Level C (or higher) differences  training requirements is required following transition and recurrent differences training.  The partial check is conducted relative to particular manoeuvres or systems designated by the OEB.  

An example of a Level C check would be evaluation of a sequence of manoeuvres demonstrating a pilot's ability to use a flight guidance control system or flight management system.  An acceptable scenario would include each relevant phase of flight but would not necessarily address manoeuvres that do not relate to set up or use of the FGCS or FMS.

4.3.5. Level D Checking.  Level D checking indicates that a partial proficiency check (PC) is required for one or more variants following both transition and recurrent training.  In conducting the proficiency check,  manoeuvres common to each variant may be credited and need not be repeated.  The proficiency check covers the particular manoeuvres, systems, or devices designated by the OEB.  Level D checks are performed using scenarios representing a "real time" flight environment and use devices permitted for Level D or higher differences training.  A full PC is typically conducted on the base aircraft, and a partial PC on the variant, covering all pertinent manoeuvres except those common to both aircraft.  

4.3.6. Level E Checking.  Level E checking requires that a full proficiency check according to each authority’s regulations/policies be conducted in a Level C or D FFS or aircraft for each variant following both transition and recurrent differences training.  Alternating checks in accordance with national regulations may be authorized.  Credit for manoeuvres common to level E variants may also be permitted.

When Level E is assigned as a result of a differences level determination test process, suitable credit may be applied for knowledge, skills, and/or abilities common to checks on pertinent level E variants.  Common knowledge, skills, and/or abilities for variants are reflected in checking requirements through procedure or manoeuvre credits defined by the OEB and by credits or limitations on devices used for checks. 

 When level E is assigned to a variant, the OEB may determine allowable credit for checks in other variant's Level C and Level D FFS.  The OEB may define any procedure and manoeuvre credits or limitations for parts of checks given in differences level C or D devices used in conjunction with the level E FFS or aircraft.  They may also specify any necessary credits or limitations for initial operating experience, line orientated flight training, or line orientated simulation pertinent to each variant. 

Assignment of level E checking requirements alone, or in conjunction with level E currency, does not necessarily result in assignment of a separate type rating; that is, differences level D/E/E would not lead to assignment of a different type rating.

4.3.7. Initial Operating Experience (IOE), Supervised Line Flying (SLF), Line Flying Under Supervision (LIFUS), Line indoctrination Credits or Constraints.    IOE/SLF/LIFUS/Line Indoc may be specified for variants in conjunction with any difference checking level and may be tailored to specific difference level objectives.  Credit for common systems, procedures, or manoeuvres with other variants is permitted.  Credit toward IOE/SLF/LIFUS/ Line Indoc may also be permitted in conjunction with acceptable LOFT experience.  Simplified or reduced time IOE/SLF/LIFUS/ Line Indoc may be administered and constrained only by OEB requirements.  At levels D and E IOE/SLF/LIFUS is required and is specified by the OEB.  When differences training is approved by the process in this document, credit for IOE/SLF/LIFUS/ Line Indoc between aircraft evaluated may be granted by the OEB. When approved by the OEB, IOE/SLF/LIFUS/ Line Indoc related to differences may be accomplished as part of or in conjunction with Advanced Qualification Programs (AQP).

4.4. Difference Currency Levels.
4.4.1. The term “currency” as used in this document addresses recent experience necessary for safe operation of aircraft types or variants as designated by the OEB.  It is equivalent to the term “recency of experience” or “recent experience”.  The currency requirements specified by the OEB generally (but not always) relate to 90-day take-off and landing, system or flight segment currency.  Currency issues not specified by the OEB are covered by regulation.

4.4.2. Level A Currency.  At Level A currency is considered to be common to each variant.  Thus, assessment or tracking of currency for separate variants is not necessary or applicable.  Maintenance of currency in any one variant or a combination of variants suffices for any other variant.

4.4.3.1 Level B Currency.  Level B currency is "knowledge related" currency, typically achieved through self-review by individual crewmembers for a particular variant.  Self-review is usually accomplished by review of material provided by the operator to crewmembers.  Such currency may be undertaken at an individual crewmember's initiative, however, the operator must identify the material and the frequency or other situations in which the material should be reviewed.  Self-review may be based on manual information, bulletins, aircraft placards, memos, class handouts, videotapes, or other memory aids that describe the differences, procedures, manoeuvres, or limits for the pertinent variant(s) that crews are flying.  

An example of acceptable compliance with level B currency would be issuance of a bulletin which directs crews to review specific operating manual information before flying a variant.  Level B currency may be regained by review of pertinent information to include bulletins,  if that variant has not been flown within a specified period .(e.g., fly that variant or have completed a review of the differences in limitations and procedures within the past 90 days).  

Another method of compliance would be crew certification on a dispatch release that they have reviewed pertinent information for a particular variant to be flown on that trip. Level B currency cannot, however, be achieved solely by review of class notes taken by and at the initiative of an individual crewmember unless the adequacy of those notes is verified by the operator.

4.4.4.1 Level C Currency.  Level C currency is applicable to one or more designated systems or procedures, and relates to both skill and knowledge requirements.  An example would be establishment of INS currency, FMS currency, flight guidance control system currency, or other particular currency that is necessary for safe operation of a variant.  Establishment of Level C for a variant with a flight management system (FMS) would typically require a crewmember to fly that variant within the specified period or re-establish currency.  Currency constraints for level C typically are 90 days.  However, some systems or procedures may require shorter time limits while others may be longer than the normal interval for proficiency checks if the pertinent items are not always addressed by these checks.  When level C currency applies, any pertinent lower level currency must also be addressed.    

Examples of methods acceptable for addressing level C currency are:

a.  Crew scheduling practices resulting in a crewmember being scheduled to fly a variant with the pertinent system/procedure within the specified period;

b.  Tracking of an individual crewmember's flying of variants to ensure that the particular system/procedure has been flown within the specified period;

c.  Use of a higher level method (level D or E currency); or

d.  Other methods as designated or found acceptable by the OEB.

4.4.4.2 Re-establishing Level C Currency: When currency is lost, currency may be re-established by completing required items using a device equal to or higher than that specified for Level C differences training and checking.  Other means to re-establish currency include flights with an appropriately qualified check airman/TRI, completion of proficiency training, or a proficiency check.  In some instances, a formal re-familiarization period in the actual aircraft with the applicable system operating while on the ground may be acceptable if permitted by the OEB.  Such re-familiarization periods are completed using an operator-established procedure under the supervision of a pilot designated by the operator.  In the case of a non-current SIC, F/O or FE, a designated PIC may be authorized to accompany a flight crew member to re-establish currency.

4.4.5.1 Level D Currency.  Level D currency is related to designated manoeuvres, and addresses knowledge and skills required for performing aircraft control tasks in real time, with integrated use of associated systems and procedures. Level D currency may also address certain differences in flight characteristics; including performance of any required manoeuvres and related normal/ abnormal/emergency procedures for a particular variant.  When level D is necessary, lower level currency is also addressed.  A typical application of level D currency is to specify selected manoeuvres, such as a takeoff, departure, arrival, approach, or landing, which are to be performed using a particular Flight Guidance Control System  (FGCS) and instrument display system.  Either a crewmember must fly a variant equipped with the FGCS and particular display system sufficiently often to retain familiarity and competence within the specified currency period, or currency must be re-established.  Level D currency limits for a particular variant are typically set at 90 days for normal manoeuvres and procedures. 

Examples of methods acceptable for addressing level D currency are:

a.  Tracking of flights by a particular crewmember in a particular variant to assure experience within the specified currency period;

b.  Tracking of completion of specific manoeuvres based on logbook entries.  Airline Communication & Reporting System  (ACARS) data, or other reliable records to assure experience within the specified currency period;

c. Scheduling of aircraft or crews to permit currency requirements to be met with verification that each crewmember has actually accomplished the assigned or an equivalent schedule;

d.  Completion of flight crew certification, proficiency check, proficiency training, AQP evaluations, or other pertinent events in which designated manoeuvres are performed in a device or simulator acceptable for Level D currency;

e.  Use of a higher level method (Level E currency); or

f.  Other methods as designated or found acceptable by the OEB.

4.4.5.2 Re-establishing Level D Currency: When currency is lost, currency may be re-established by completing pertinent manoeuvres using a device equal to or higher than that specified for level D differences training and checking.  Other means to re-establish currency include flight with an appropriately qualified check airman during training or in line operations, completion of proficiency training, a proficiency check, or AQP proficiency evaluation.

4.4.6.1 Level E Currency.  Level E currency requires separate experience in a variant to meet requirements for completion of three takeoffs and landings in the previous 90 days, or the equivalent AQP recency of experience.  Level E currency may also specify other system, procedure, or manoeuvre currency item(s) necessary for safe operations, as identified by the OEB, and generally requires takeoffs, landings, procedures, or manoeuvres to be accomplished in a Level C/D simulator for that variant or the aircraft.  However, OEB provisions related to takeoff and landing are applied in a way which addresses needed system or manoeuvre experience.  For example, if FGCS, FMS, EFIS, navigation, or other system or manoeuvre experience is the basis for a currency requirement, approval of an operator's program at level E includes use of those systems in conjunction with satisfying takeoff and landing requirements.  In such an instance making three simulator takeoffs and landings in VFR closed traffic without using the FGCS, EFIS, or FMS may not be sufficient to meet level E currency requirements.  

When level E is assigned to a variant(s) but flight characteristics are common, credit may be permitted for takeoffs and landings in any variant with common flight characteristics.  In such instances pertinent currency requirements for knowledge, skills, procedures, or other manoeuvres not related to takeoff and landings may be necessary, as defined by the OEB.  When common takeoff and landing credit is permitted, the OEB also determines any credit or constraints applicable to using C/D simulators for other variants. Assignment of level E currency requirements does not result in assignment of a separate type rating.  Only assignment of level E training relates to the designation of type ratings. Level E currency applicable to each variant must be tracked by a means that is the same or equivalent to those acceptable for tracking currency under national regulations.

4.4.6.2 Re-establishing Level E currency.  When currency is lost, currency may be re-established by completing pertinent manoeuvres using a device specified for level E differences training and checking.  Other means to re-establish currency include flight with an appropriately qualified check airman/TRE during training or in line operations, completion of proficiency training, a proficiency check, or AQP evaluation.

4.4.7. Competency Regarding Abnormal/Non-Normal/Emergency Procedures. Competency for non-normal manoeuvres or procedures is generally addressed by checking requirements.  Consistent with existing national rules, credit for specified abnormal/non-normal/emergency procedures may be granted by the OEB. However in certain instances, particular abnormal/non-normal/emergency manoeuvres or procedures may not be considered mandatory for checking or training.  In this situation, it may be necessary to periodically practice or demonstrate those manoeuvres or procedures even though it is not necessary to complete them during each check.  In such instances, the OEB may specify a currency requirement for training or checking applicable to abnormal/non-normal/emergency manoeuvres or procedures that are to be performed.  

This is to assure that extended periods of time do not elapse in a series of repeated training and checking events in which significant manoeuvres or procedures may never be accomplished.  Thus, when an abnormal/non-normal/emergency manoeuvre or procedure is not mandatory and is not accomplished during each proficiency training (PT) or proficiency check (PC), but is still important to be occasionally practiced or demonstrated, the OEB may establish a currency requirement.  When designated, these currency requirements identify each abnormal/non-normal/emergency manoeuvre or procedure, the currency level applicable, and an applicable time period (e.g., within 36 months) or any other necessary/appropriate constraints (e.g., within the previous three PT or PC events). 

Difference Level Summary.

Difference levels are summarized in the table below for training, checking, and currency.  Complete descriptions of difference levels for training, checking and currency are given above.

DIFFERENCE LEVEL TABLE

	DIFFERENCE LEVEL
	TRAINING
	CHECKING
	CURRENCY

	A
	SELF INSTRUCTION
	NOT APPLICABLE

(OR INTEGRATED WITH NEXT PC)
	NOT APPLICABLE

	B
	AIDED INSTRUCTION
	TASK OR SYSTEM CHECK
	SELF REVIEW

	C
	SYSTEMS DEVICES
	PARTIAL CHECK USING DEVICE
	DESIGNATED SYSTEM

	D
	MANOEUVRE DEVICES**
	PARTIAL PC USING DEVICE  *
	DESIGNATED MANOEUVRE(S)

	E
	SIMULATOR C/D OR AIRCRAFT #
	FULL PC USING SIMULATOR C/D OR AIRCRAFT  *
	AS PER REGULATIONS

(TAKEOFFS & LANDINGS IN SIMULATOR C/D OR THE AIRCRAFT)


# AT LEVEL E – NEW TYPE RATING IS NORMALLY ASSIGNED

* = IOE/SLF/LIFUS/line indoc MAY BE REQUIRED ACCORDING TO REGULATIONS

PC = PROFICIENCY CHECK

**FFS or aircraft may be used to accomplish specific manoeuvres

Figure 4.1  

5. Definition of the Testing Process and Tests Description:

5.1 Difference Level Tests.

Five standard tests are used to set MCR's, MDR's, acceptable training programs, other OEB provisions, and define type rating requirements.  One or more of these five tests are applied depending on the objectives of the applicant, difference level sought, and the successful outcome  of any previous tests used in identifying MCR's or MDR's.

5.2 Steps in the Testing Process 

When testing is being accomplished to determine if two or more variants have the same or common type rating (single license endorsement), T1 and T2  typically compare the variant aircraft with the base aircraft.  The applicant submits ODR and MDR tables that address the differences between the base aircraft and the variant aircraft and vice versa.  Normally for A and B level differences, two way testing is not necessary.

Typically, T3 testing to validate C and D Level differences is done in both directions (base to variant aircraft, and variant to base aircraft).  However, the applicant may request that T3 testing be done in only one direction (i.e., from the base to variant aircraft).  If this is done, the MDR and ODR tables will only reflect findings for that one direction.  No credit will be given in the MDR or ODR tables for the other direction (variant to base aircraft).   

If a manufacturer or aircraft operator wished to obtain training program approval for a direction that was not evaluated by the OEB, the OEB will have to review the request and may have to reconvene to perform T3 in the direction that was no previously evaluated.  

5.2.1 Prior to Testing
a.  Representative training programs, difference programs, and necessary supporting information are developed as needed;

b.  Proposed , MDRs, and example ODRs are identified;

c.  The applicant and the OEB determine which tests and criteria apply; tests may be combined

d.  The applicant and the OEB determine which aircraft, variants, simulation devices, or analysis are needed to support testing*;

e.  A proposal is made to the OEB, and agreement is reached on test procedures, schedules, and specific interpretation of possible results;

* Note : the reference aircraft for the T2 testing process may differ from the base aircraft selected for setting up ODR tables

5.2.2 Test Purpose and Application.  A summary of the purpose, process and application of each of the five difference level tests is as follows:

5.2.2.1 Functional Equivalence - Test 1 (T1).  

Test Purpose: To determine if training levels A or B are appropriate

Test Subjects: OEB pilots and/or other pilots designated by the OEB, trained and experienced in the base aircraft type/variant without differences training on the new type/variant.

Test Process: Administer appropriate portions of a proficiency check as mutually agreed to by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator.  This test may be accomplished in a training device/simulator or airplane as appropriate.

Note: Only those portions of the proficiency check need be tested which are affected by the differences from the base aircraft. 

Note: For minor A or B-level differences this test may be done by analysis.  The test may also be determined to be unnecessary at the discretion of the OEB.

Successful Test Validates: that the difference aircraft and the base aircraft are sufficiently alike to assign level A or level B. 

Failure of Test: Generally requires completion of T2 and T3. Normally, retesting is not appropriate, however,, at the discretion of the OEB, retesting may be considered.

5.2.2.2 Handling Qualities Comparison - Test 2 (T2).  

Test Purpose: To evaluate handling qualities utilizing specific flight maneuvers to determine whether training level A,  B, C or D is appropriate.

Test Subjects: OEB pilots and/or or other pilots designated by the OEB, trained and experienced in the base aircraft type/variant without formal differences training on the new type/variant.
Test Process: Administer appropriate normal and non-normal flight maneuver portions of a proficiency check as mutually agreed by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator. This test is normally conducted in the aircraft, unless safety considerations dictate use of an approved simulator. Maneuvers are performed with the aid of a safety pilot who may only aid in areas not related to the evaluation.  Normal crew callouts and coordination are permitted, however the safety pilot may not assist in any other manner unless directly related to a safety of flight issue, i.e., no “coaching” or instructing is permitted.

Note: Only those portions of the crew qualification flight test need be tested which are different from the base aircraft

Successful Test:  Validates that the variant and base aircraft are sufficiently alike in handling characteristics to permit assignment of level A,  B, C or D.  A  successful test  permits a subsequent test (T3), in which one assesses systems differences, and training, and/or checking to be conducted. Following an OEB analysis that determines T3 need not be done, this test may permit assignment of levels A or B.  

Note: When T2 is otherwise successfully completed, at the discretion of the OEB, FFS or aircraft training may be specified within level D training for the conduct of specific maneuvers.  Examples: HUD training or a single maneuver like a no-flap landing.

Failure of Test: Failure of Test 2 indicates that major differences exist in handling characteristics during critical phases of flight (such as takeoff or landing) or that numerous less critical but still significant handling qualities differences exist between the base aircraft and variant.  Accordingly, Test 2 failure requires the assignment of level E training.  Also with level E training, a separate type rating is normally assigned to the aircraft being evaluated.  Normally, retesting is not appropriate, however, at the discretion of the OEB, retesting may be considered.

5.2.2.3  Validation of Proposed Differences Training and Checking - Test 3 (T3)

. 

Test Purpose: To evaluate the proposed differences training and checking programs and training devices at levels B, C or D

Test Subjects: OEB pilots and/or or other pilots designated by the OEB, trained and experienced in the base aircraft type/variant and having been given the proposed differences training program on the new type/variant.
Test Process: If training level B is appropriate, T3 may be completed by analysis.  If C or D training level is appropriate, administer appropriate portions of a proficiency check in a C/D simulator as mutually agreed by the OEB, manufacturer and/or operator. Following completion of the flight test (proficiency check), a simulated line-oriented flying (LOF) test may be administered at the discretion of the OEB. This LOF test is normally administered in a simulator but may be accomplished in a test aircraft as appropriate.

Note: Only those portions of the proficiency check need be tested which are affected by the differences from the base aircraft.

Successful Test: Permits assignment of level B, C or level D and validates the proposed differences training and/or checking programs.

Failure of Test: Indicates that either the proposed training is inadequate and is in need of revision to qualify for a retest opportunity, or Test 3 failure may require the assignment of level E training.  Also with level E training, a separate type rating is normally assigned to the difference aircraft.  At the discretion of the OEB, retesting may be appropriate.

5.2.2.4 Currency Validation - Test 4 (T4).  

Test Purpose: Used when operators or the manufacturer seek relief from (less restrictive) designated currency (takeoff/landing, segment, and/or recurrent training) requirements.  

Test Subjects: As mutually agreed by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator

Test Process: As mutually agreed by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator, but normally involves a process for validating a specific currency proposal made by the operator and/or manufacturer or alternative test methods such as direct observation of proficiency checks or LOFT simulator sessions administered to an operator’s crews.

Successful Test:  Validates that the proposed less restrictive currency provision(s) are accepted as a means of compliance with applicable rules, provisions of this document and/or designated currency provisions and provide an equivalent level of safety.  T4 may be completed as part of an initial certification/evaluation process or as a follow on test.    

Failure of Test: Indicates the proposed less restrictive currency requirements do not provide an equivalent level of safety and may lead to a re-test by mutual agreement between the OEB and the operator and/or manufacturer if appropriate. At the discretion of the OEB, retesting may be appropriate.
 5.2.2.5 Training Program Validation - Test 5 (T5). 

Test Purpose: Used to validate the manufacturer’s  or operator’s  training course(s) at level E (new type rating).This test leads to two possible outcomes:  a full type rating course with no credit for prior experience and a reduced type rating course allowing credit for prior experience. 

Test Subjects: As mutually agreed by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator.

Test Process: As mutually agreed by the OEB, Manufacturer and/or operator, but normally involves test subjects receiving the proposed training and the OEB observing or administering the checking for a new type rating (license endorsement) at training completion.   A T2 and T3 test may be performed if the applicant seeks credit for commonality.  This test may be structured to test specific commonality objectives by mutual agreement between the OEB and the applicant.

Successful Test:  Validates that the proposed training satisfies appropriate requirements.

Failure of Test: Indicates the proposed training program requires modification to satisfy appropriate requirements. A re-test by mutual agreement between the OEB and the operator and/or manufacturer would normally be required.

Note: Test T5 may credit applicable testing done during T2 and T3 in the event of T2 or T3 failures.

5.2.4 Disposition of Test Results
Test results should be summarized and the outcome documented in an OEB report.  Typical OEB report contents are identified in Section 6 below. 

Prior to the issuance of the OEB report, a statement declaring the results of the type rating determination may be issued to the applicant in a “joint” letter signed by the OEB Chair persons.

6. OEB report

OEB requirements are formulated and contained in the board report. The report will typically include the following:

Board Report Part I

(Part 1 contains requirements for application by FAA/JAA/TC-OE.)

1  Purpose and applicability

2  Pilot "Type Rating" Requirements

3 "Master Difference Requirements" (MDRs)

4  Acceptable "Operator Difference Requirements" tables

5  Specifications for training

6  Specifications for checking

7  Specifications for currency

8  Specifications for IOE/SLF/LIFUS/Line Indoc

9  Additional OEB Findings and Recommendations  
10  Aircraft Regulatory Compliance Checklist

11  Specifications for devices and simulators (If relevant)

12  Application of OEB Report

13  Alternate Means of Compliance

14  Miscellaneous


Appendix 1 - MDR table


Appendix 2 - Acceptable ODR tables example


Appendix 3 - Acceptable Training Program example


Appendix 4 - Compliance Checklist

Board Report Part II 

(Part II is retained within FAA/JAA/ TCCA-OE as a permanent record of OEB evaluations and determinations)

Background

1. Board composition

2. Applicants proposal and Board issue papers/review items

3. Type Rating and Crew Qualification Tests, and Board determinations

4. Summary and conclusions

5. Attachments (examples)

Attachment 1 - Applicants proposal

Attachment 2 - Tests used

APPENDIX 1:









Composition of FSB/OEB’s

The composition and the qualifications of individual members on an FAA Flight Standardization Board (FSB), a Joint Aviation Authority (JAA) Operational Evaluation Board (JOEB), and Transport Canada’s Operational Evaluation (TCOE) contingent, are described and empowered in various orders and guidance material issued by the respective regulatory organizations.  An Operational Evaluation Board (OEB) should be staffed with enough qualified Operations Inspectors (Pilot/Flight Crew, etc.) personnel to accomplish an Operational Evaluation completely and efficiently.  This means that the Board should have as members and advisors enough qualified personnel to complete all evaluation testing and validation that is required to substantiate the Type Rating determination.  

It also means that each individual authority represented on a combined (Harmonized Evaluation) Operational Evaluation Board (OEB) should have enough members to conduct necessary surveillance and oversight activities (Check Rides, IOE, etc.) that are required when the evaluated aircraft is introduced into service in that nation’s air transportation system. The Board should ensure that the number of participants does not over-burden the evaluation process, nor the applicant. 

Currently, it is envisioned that each authority will send a senior Authority Pilot (Flight Crewmember), who is qualified and current in type, for a differences determination, or qualified and current in category and class for a “new type” evaluation. That person will act as head of delegation or Chairman of that authorities Board.  Each of these individuals will “Chair” the Board for their authority, and they will Co-Chair the OEB.  It is further envisioned that the Chairman `representing the Certifying Authority (CA) will function as the “Lead Chairperson” for the OEB.

Experience has shown that some operational evaluations may be completed by as few as two authority pilots and some very complicated projects involving multiple evaluations and items for review, have required as many as 16-18 evaluators.   

As an example, An FAA FSB, that is convened for an Operational Evaluation of average complexity, is usually composed of 4-6 Pilot Inspectors (Operations Specialists).  The Chairman, a Pilot/Aviation Safety Inspector-Operations, will come from the responsible Aircraft Evaluation Group (AEG).  Optimally, two of the Specialists are usually qualified and current Aviation Safety Inspectors from Certificate Holding District Offices (CHDO’s) or Certificate Management Organizations (CMO’s) drawn from locations where the Regulatory Authority anticipates that the new aircraft will be introduced into service.  The other members chosen to participate in an FSB Evaluation may be selected from other organizations within Flight Standards Service, including the Policy Divisions, as may be required to support a particular project, i.e., a particular variant of a currently existing aircraft type. 

It is both desirable and beneficial, if the OEB has a member from the National Simulator Evaluation Team as a member.  This will readily assist the OEB in facilitating any necessary evaluations of Simulators and Flight Training Devices that may be used in the evaluation process.  It will also facilitate the evaluation of Simulator/Training Devices for the first operators who will be putting the airplane into service.    

On some cases , the OEB may wish to call upon other specialists for assistance in completing specialized  tasks.
APPENDIX 2:
Glossary of Terms/Definitions
Base Aircraft:  An aircraft or group of aircraft, designated by the applicant, used as a reference to compare differences with another aircraft..

Difference Levels:  Difference Levels are formally designated levels of training methods or devices, checking methods, or currency methods, which satisfy differences requirements or type rating requirements pertinent to the Operating Rules.  Difference levels specify requirements proportionate to and corresponding with increasing differences between groups of variants or aeroplanes.  A range of five difference levels in order of increasing requirements, identified as A through E, are each specified for training, checking and currency.  

Variant:  A variant is an aircraft or a group of aircraft with the same characteristics that have pertinent differences from a base aircraft.  Pertinent differences are those differences, which require different or additional flight crew knowledge, skills and/or abilities that affect flight safety. 

Operational Evaluation Board (OEB):  The OEB is typically composed of regulatory personnel from an FAA’s Flight Standards Board (FSB), a JAA’s Joint Operational Evaluation Board (JOEB) Ops Sub-Group, and a TCCA’s Operational Evaluation (OE) Team.

Flight crew:  Pilots or Airmen (FAA), including the Pilot in Command (Captain), the Second in Command (First Officer), Second Officer, and Cruise Relief Pilot; and the Flight Engineer, as applicable.

Applicant:  An aircraft manufacturer, STC holder, or operator requesting the application of the operational evaluation process described in this document.

Candidate aircraft:  The aircraft that will be subjected to the operational evaluation process outlined in this document.  Also referred to as the difference aircraft.
Derivative aircraft:  Typically an aircraft derived from another aircraft, where credits may or may not be requested.

Same Type Rating, Common Type Rating, Single License Endorsement:  Terms used by the FAA, TCCA and the JAA to indicate that the type rating applies to one or more aircraft variants.  Differences training may be required between variants.

New Type Rating, Different Type Rating, Separate Type Rating:  Terms used by the FAA, TCC and the JAA to indicate that a unique type rating applies to the candidate aircraft. 

Currency:  The recency of experience necessary for the safe operation of the aircraft type or variants.  Flight crew qualification requirements that relate to takeoffs, landings, segments (FAA) or sectors (TCCA); an approved ground, simulator, or flight training program; and pertinent check (as applicable) typically within a specified period of days or months,

Recency:  Used interchangeably with currency by the FAA and TCCA.  The term “Recent Experience” is used by the JAA as the 90 day flight crew qualification requirement that relates to takeoffs and landings.

Flight Segment Currency: (FAA) Currency requirements that may be assigned by an FSB, where it may be necessary to periodically practice certain manoeuvres, procedures or manipulations of systems or subsystems, even though it may not be necessary to complete them during each check.  These requirements may apply to normal/abnormal/emergency manoeuvres or procedures to insure that excessively long periods of time do not elapse in a series of training and checking events where these items may not be required.

Initial Training:  Training required for flight crew members who have not qualified on a particular aircraft type.

Transition Training:  The training required for flight crew members who have qualified on a variant aircraft. The training may or may not involve credits for previous qualification.  

Differences Training:  The training required for flight crew members who have qualified on a particular aircraft type, when the regulator finds differences training is necessary before a flight crew member serves on a particular variant of that aircraft.  Used by the JAA for training involving level C or D differences.   

Familiarization Training:  Used by the JAA for training involving level A or B differences.   

Upgrade Training:  The training required for flight crew members who have qualified and served as second in command or flight engineer on a particular aircraft type, before they serve as pilot in command or second in command, respectively, on that aircraft.

Recurrent Training:  The periodic training required to ensure that flight crew members are adequately trained and currently proficient with respect to the aircraft type (including differences training, if applicable).
Issue Paper (IP) or Operational Review Item (ORI):  A document outlining an agreement between the OEB and the applicant related to an operational evaluation issue or item.

Initial Operating Experience (IOE):   (FAA) Operating experience, operating cycles, and line operating flight time for consolidation of knowledge and skills related to qualification on an aircraft type.  (A line check is normally conducted at the end of IOE.)

Line Flying Under Supervision (LIFUS):  (JAA) Similar to IOE.

Line Indoctrination (Line Indoc): (TCCA)  Similar to IOE.

Supervised Line Flying (SLF):  (FAA)  A specific type of IOE during which a pilot occupies a specific crew position and performs particular assigned duties for that crew position, which are related to post qualification skill enhancement, under the supervision of pilot (normally a training pilot or check pilot).  

Familiarization Flight:  (JAA)  Similar to SLF.  (A line check is not required after this kind of flight.)

APPENDIX 3:
Guidelines for setting up ODR Tables

1.
Items to consider for aircraft comparison
When comparing differences and similarities between the aircraft considered, the following areas should be considered:

1.1
 General characteristics and level of technology

(a)
The general characteristics of the difference aircraft should be compared with the base aircraft with regards to:


(i)  General dimensions and aircraft design,



(ii)  Flight deck general design 



(iii)  Cabin layout,



(iv)  Engines (number, type and position)



(v)   Limitations (flight envelope)

(b)
Level of technology.  The level of technology of each aircraft under consideration encompasses at least the following design aspects:



(i)  Flight deck layout (e.g. design philosophy chosen by a manufacturer);


(ii)  Mechanical versus electronic instrumentation


(iii)  Presence or absence of Flight Management System (FMS),


(iv)  Conventional flight controls (hydraulic, electric or manual controls) versus fly by wire,


(v)   Side stick versus conventional yoke,


(vi)  Pitch trim systems,


(vii)  Engine type and technology level (e.g. jet/turboprop/piston, with or without automatic


        protection systems.

1.2
Operational differences.

(a)
Consideration of operational procedures involves mainly the pilot machine interface, and the compatibility of the following:


(i)   Paper checklist versus automated display of checklists or messages (e.g. ECAM,


      EICAS) during all procedures,


(ii)  Manual versus automatic selection of navaids,


(iii)  Navigation equipment,


(iv)  Aircraft weight and performance.

(b)
Operational differences encompass normal, abnormal and emergency situations and include any change in aircraft handling and flight management.  It is necessary to establish a list of operational items for consideration on which an analysis of differences can be made.  The operational analysis should take the following into account:



(i)  Flight deck dimensions,(e.g. size, cut off angle and pilot eye height);


(ii)  Differences in controls (e.g. design, shape, location, function);


(iii)  Additional or altered function (flight controls) in normal or abnormal conditions,


       assessment of the difference levels according to fig 4.1 and § 4. (v) Handling qualities


       (including inertia) in normal and in abnormal configurations,


(vi)  Performance in manoeuvres,


(vii)  Aircraft status following failure,


(viii)  Management (e.g. ECAM, EICAS, navaid selection, automatic checklists)

1.3
Handling characteristics

Consideration of handling characteristics include control response, crew perspective and handling techniques in all stages of operations.  This encompasses flight and ground characteristics as well as performance influences (e.g. number of engines).  The capabilities of the autopilot and autothrust systems may affect handling characteristics as well as operational procedures.

2
ODR tables

General

Use of the methodology described below is acceptable to the Authority as a means of evaluating the aircraft differences and similarities for type rating assessment and definition of the type rating course content.

Compilation of ODR tables

The ODR tables identify one aircraft as the base aircraft from which to show the differences to  candidate aircraft named difference aircraft in terms of technology (systems), procedures, pilot handling and aircraft management.

Table 1 - ODR 1: General

The general characteristics of the difference aircraft should be compared with the base aircraft)

	Base aircraft :

Difference aircraft


	Compliance method



	GENERAL
	DIFFERENCES
	FLT

CHAR
	PROC

CHNG
	Train

ing
	Check

ing
	Recent Exper

ience

	General description of aircraft (dimensions weight, limitations..)


	Identification of the relevant differences between the base aircraft and the difference aircraft.
	Impact on flight character

istics (perform

ance and/or handling)
	Impact on proced

ures  (Yes or No)
	Assessment of the difference levels according to fig 4.1 and § 4.1.


Example ODR 1 General: TBD

Table 2 - ODR 2: Systems

Consideration should be given to differences in design between the difference aircraft and the base aircraft. This comparison should be completed using the ATA 100 index to establish system and subsystem classification and then an analysis performed for each index item with respect to main architectural, functional and/or operations elements, including controls and indications on the systems control panel.


	Base aircraft :

Difference aircraft


	Compliance method



	SYSTEMS
	DIFFERENCES
	FLT

CHAR
	PROC

CHNG
	Train

ing
	Check

ing
	Recent Exper

ience

	Brief description of systems and subsystems classified according to the ATA 100 (2200) index.


	List of differences for each relevant subsystem between the base aircraft and the difference aircraft.
	Impact on flight character

istics (perform

ance and/or handling)
	Impact on proced

ures  (Yes or No)
	Assessment of the difference levels according to fig 4.1 and § 4.


Example ODR 2 System: TBD

(c)
Table 3 - ODR 3: Manoeuvres

Operational differences encompass normal, abnormal and emergency situations and include any change in aircraft handling and flight management. It is necessary to establish a list of operational items for consideration on which an analysis of differences can be made. 

	Base aircraft :

Difference aircraft


	Compliance method



	MANOEUV

RES
	DIFFERENCES
	FLT

CHAR
	PROC

CHNG
	Train

ing
	Check

ing
	Recent Exper

ience

	Described according to phase of flight 

(gate, taxi, flight, taxi, gate).
	List of relevant differences for each manoeuvre between the base aircraft and the difference aircraft.


	Impact on flight character

istics (perform

ance and/or handling)
	Impact on proced

ures  (Yes or No)
	Assessment of the difference levels according to fig 4.1 and § 4.1.


Example ODR 3 Manoeuvers: TBD

(d)
Once the differences for ODR 1, ODR 2 and ODR 3 have been established, the consequences of differences evaluated in terms of Flight Characteristics (FLT CHAR) and Change of Procedures (PROC CHNG) should be entered into the appropriate columns.

(e)
Difference levels - crew training, checking and currency.

The final stage of an ODR proposal is to establish crew training, checking and currency requirements.  This may be established by applying the coded difference levels from Table 4 to the Compliance Method column of the ODR tables.

APPENDIX 4:
Generic Issue Papers / Operational Review Items

· IP/ORI:   Type Rating Determination and Training Requirements

· IP/ORI:   Operational Acceptability

· IP/ORI:   Forward Observer’s Seat and Associated Systems (only an FAA requirement)

· IP/ORI:   Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL) 

· IP/ORI:   Training Simulator

· IP/ORI:   Operational Evaluation

· IP/ORI :  Flight Crew sleeping quarters (Not yet included)

Issue Paper / Operational Review Item

	PROJECT:

	IP / ORI N°: -1

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	

	

	REG. REF.: FAR 61.31, 121.401, 135.329, 125.287

JAR-FCL 1 Subpart F & JAR-OPS 1 Subpart N

CARs Part IV, Subparts 604, 704, 705
	DATE:


	
	

	NATIONAL

POLICY REF.: FAA Order 8400.10, 8430.21A

TCCA C&BA PL 136

ADVISORY MATERIAL: 

FAA AC 120-53

Section 2 of JAR-FCL 1 Subpart F and 
of JAR-OPS 1 Subpart N.

JAA JOEB Handbook Part 1

TCCA TP 12993


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Operational Evaluation (Type Rating Determination; and Training, Checking  and Currency Requirements)
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET: Before US revenue service, Before JAA revenue service, Before Canadian operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 

FAR 61.31/JAR-FCL 1.225/CAR Part IV requires that a pilot-in-command of a large airplane possess a type rating for that type aircraft. In addition, FAR 121, 125, and 135; JAR-FCL 1 Subpart F and JAR-OPS 1 Subpart N; and CAR 604, 704, and 705 require certain training, checking and currency requirements.  Accordingly, Crew Qualification Requirements must be established prior to aircraft type certification.

BACKGROUND: 

The determination of Type Rating and Operational Training requirements is not an aircraft certification requirement.  The FAA/JAA/TCCA establishes a Flight Standardization Board (FSB)/Joint Operational Evaluation Board (JOEB)/Operational Evaluation Team (OET) for each transport category aircraft to be operated in US, JAA member states, or Canada. Pilot type rating, training, checking and currency requirements must be defined and are functions of the FSB/JOEB/OET.  

Advisory Circular (AC) 120-53 which establishes type rating criteria and crew qualification requirements will be applied by the FAA.  JAA JOEB Handbook Part I, which describes the methodology and tests process for establishing type rating and crew qualification requirements in accordance with JAR-FCL1 and JAR-OPS1, will be applied by the JAA.  TCCA TP 12993, The Aircraft Common Qualification and Training Manual, Chapter 2, Operational Evaluation and Aircraft Type Qualification will be applied by TCCA.
FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION: 
The FAA/JAA/TCCA intends to apply the provisions of AC 120-53 (as revised)/JOEB Handbook Part I /TP 12993 for determining pilot type rating, training, checking and currency requirements for the candidate aircraft.  Agreement by the manufacturer to supply documentation, expertise, and resources is required. This will enable the FSB/JOEB/OET to conduct tests, evaluate results, and establish type rating and crew qualification requirements.

The FSB/JOEB/OET, as a minimum, will require:


a.  Appropriate ground and flight training for FSB/JOEB/OET representatives;


b.  Submission of documentation by the manufacturer, which describes:


1.
Configuration of the candidate aircraft and, if applicable, differences from previous variants certificated under the same type certificate.



2.
Proposed training, checking and currency requirements in accordance with FAR 91, 135, 121, 125 / JAR-FCL 1 and JAR-OPS 1/CARs Part IV and Part VII, and any special requirements.

3. Specific test plans designed to validate the proposed program and criteria.


c.
 Sufficient access to training devices, simulators, aircraft, flight time and sufficient   

               resources for post test analysis.

In order to reach final agreement, the FSB/JOEB/OET requires that the following training areas be addressed:  preparation of documentation, identification of proposed training and establishment of test schedules.  In addition, a process for the expeditious updating of training, checking, and currency requirements, including the manufacturer’s support of this process, must be established.

APPLICANT POSITION: 
CONCLUSION:  
Issue Paper / Operational Review Item

	PROJECT:

	IP / ORI N°: -2

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	

	

	REG. REF.: FAR 91, 121, 125, 135

JAR-OPS 1 Subpart K & L

CARs Part VI and VII


	DATE:


	NATIONAL

POLICY REF.: FAA Order 8400.10, and 8430.21A

TCCA C&BA PL 136


	

	ADVISORY MATRERIAL: 

FAA AC 120-53

Section 2 of JAR-OPS 1 Subpart K & L

TCCA TP 12993


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Operational Acceptability 
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET:  Before US operations, Before JAA revenue service, Before Canadian operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 

US/JAA/Canadian operators of the candidate aircraft must show compliance with specific portions of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 91, 121, 125, and 135/JAR-OPS 1 (mainly subpart K & L)/CARs Part VI and VII prior to beginning aircraft operations.  Failure to make pertinent determinations until after initial delivery may delay commencement of aircraft operations or may delay the aircraft from entering revenue service.

BACKGROUND: 

Transport Aircraft type certification activities are conducted to establish compliance with FAR 25/JAR 25/CAR 525 requirements.  However, aircraft operations may not be initiated until compliance with certain operational requirements defined in FAR Parts 91, 121, 125, and 135/ JAR-OPS 1/CARs Part VI and VII as applicable, are established.  In order to expedite the operational approval process, the applicant for an aircraft type certification may elect to demonstrate compliance with certain operating rules and existing policies in conjunction with type certification program. The Aircraft Evaluation Group (AEG) of the Flight Standards Service is authorized to determine compliance with these operational rules.  The JAA JOEB may as applicable evaluate the applicant proposal, and document it as part of the JOEB report. The TCCA OET may as applicable evaluate the applicant proposal, and document it as part of the OET report.

It should be emphasized that negative findings, or an election by the type certificate applicant to not address these operational issues, may delay entry of the aircraft into revenue/commercial service.

Compliance with the regulations may be documented during type certification to assist the applicant's customer or operator in demonstrating compliance to the national authority’s regulations at the time the aircraft is presented for revenue/commercial service.

FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION 
The Aircraft Evaluation Group has developed a checklist of those FAR 91, 121, 125 and 135 regulations with which the Certificate Holding FAA Office must find compliance prior to authorizing revenue operations.  This checklist will be completed and supplied to that office and to other legitimate parties upon request.  

The JOEB has not yet developed a checklist of those JAR-OPS 1 regulations with which the NAA must find compliance prior to authorizing revenue operations, but items are contained in JAR-OPS 1 Subpart K & L.

TCCA has not yet developed a checklist of those regulations with which the Principal Operations Inspector must find compliance prior to authorizing commercial operations, but items are contained in CARs Part VI and VII.

Considerable assistance can be rendered by the applicant in completion of this task if the applicant elects to do so.

APPLICANT POSITION:

CONCLUSION: 

Issue Paper / Operational Review Item

	PROJECT:

	IP / ORI N°: 3

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	

	

	REG. REF.: FAR 25.785(k), 121.581(a) and 125.317(b) and 135.75(b)


CAR 704.21(2) and 705.27(2)
	DATE:


	
	

	NATIONAL

POLICY REF.:  FAA Order 8100.5, FAA Notice N8110.70


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Forward Observer’s Seat and Associated Systems
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET: Before US operations, Before Canadian commercial operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 

A Forward Observer’s Seat acceptable to the FAA’s Administrator must be provided by each United States certificate holding operator for occupancy by the Administrator’s representative while conducting official business.  Determination of seat acceptability during design type certification phases can avoid delays in introducing the airplane into service. The JAA and TCCA do not have equivalent regulations and standards pertaining to the Forward Observer Seat; however, the JOEB/TCCA OET will accept the findings of the FAA FSB.
BACKGROUND: 

FAR 25.785(k) requires that each Forward Observer’s seat required by the operating rules be shown to be suitable for use in conducting the en route inspections prescribed by FARs 121.581(a), 125.317(b) and 135.75(b).  FAR 121.581(a), 125.317(b) and 135.75(b) requires each certificate holder to provide a Forward Observer’s seat on the flight deck for use by the Administrator while conducting en route inspections.  The location of the seat and equipment, with respect to its suitability for use in conducting en route inspections, is determined by the Administrator.

The criticality of location of the forward observer’s seat and its associated oxygen system, audio selector panel and lighting makes it imperative that this issue be addressed at an early stage of design.  As stated above, this seat is required for occupancy by representatives of the Administrator in the conduct of en route inspections as well as pilot’s type rating checks and at other times.  Its location and acceptability will be determined for the Administrator by the Flight Standards Aircraft Evaluation Group (AEG) personnel assigned to this project.

FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION:
For reasons of personal safety, and to provide the best possible vantage point, for the accomplishment of those duties required by the Administrator, an agreed upon criteria should be established during the development phase of the project. The JAA JOEB/TCCA OET will accept the findings of the FAA FSB.  The following criteria is hereby tendered as a means for discussion in determining compliance goals.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF THE FORWARD OBSERVER’S SEAT
The FAA has determined that forward observer’s seat locations must provide the observer with an acceptable view of the airplane’s basic T instruments.  It is appreciated that while some body leaning will be necessary, in general an unobstructed view of the Airspeed, Attitude, Altitude, and Heading instruments on the pilot’s panel will be required.  In addition to the general requirements, the following areas must be considered:

1.
The view of the basic T instruments may be provided by combinations of instruments from the pilot and co-pilot’s displays provided the attitude (ADI) and the heading (HSI) instruments being viewed are on the same panel.

2.
The automatic flight control panel (AFCP) can be viewed with a minimum of body leaning.

3.
The observer must be able to view heading and course deviation on the HSI in all certificated modes.

4.
The weather radar display is readable.

5.
The observer is able to determine vertical and lateral guidance display or commands required for compliance with Air Traffic control (ATC) instructions.

6.
On aircraft equipped with Flight Management System (FMS) or other integrated systems, the observer must be able to observe crew actions and system displays to determine that the crew is executing the procedures correctly.

7.
The Communications and Oxygen systems must be equivalent to those provided for the flight deck crew. The observer must be provided with an independent audio control panel.

8.
The overhead panel must be viewable from the observer’s seat and the seat position must provide an adequate field of view in order for the observer to maintain proper outside vigilance.

9.
The observer’s seat must be equivalent to that provided the flight deck crew in terms of design safety and provide a level of comfort to accommodate sustained occupancy for the maximum duration capability of the airplane and include armrests and a footrest when physiological/fatigue considerations are apparent.

10.
The seat position must also take into consideration access to/egress from the flight deck in the event of an emergency.  The seat should be positioned or allow for positioning so as not to preclude emergency access/egress of ground/flight personnel.

APPLICANT POSITION: 

CONCLUSION:
Issue Paper / Operational Review Item

	PROJECT:
 
	IP / ORI N°: 4

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	

	

	REG. REF.: FAR 91.213, 121.628, 125.201, and 135.179
JAR-MMEL/MEL, JAR-OPS 1.030

 JAR-OPS 1 Subpart K & L
CAR 605.07, 704.07 and 705.07


	DATE:


	
	

	NATIONAL

POLICY REF.: FAA Order 8400.10

TCCA TP 9165 MMEL/MEL Policy and Procedures

 Manual

ADVISORY MATERIAL: 

Section 2 of JAR-OPS 1 Subpart K & L

TGL 26

JAA JOEB Handbook Part II

TCCA MMEL Guidance Book


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL)
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET:  Before entering JAA revenue Service, Before entering Canadian commercial operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 

The referenced FAR/JAR/CAR address the Minimum Equipment List (MEL) and operations with inoperable instruments and equipment.  The FAA develops and approves a Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL), which is the minimum standard from which U.S. Operators develop their MEL. An aircraft manufacturer develops and seeks acceptance from JAA for a Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL), which is recommended for approval by JAA to the NAAs. The JAA MMEL is the minimum standard from which JAA Operators develop their MEL.  An aircraft manufacturer develops and seeks acceptance from TCCA for a Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL).  The TCCA MMEL is the minimum standard from which Canadian Operators develop their MEL. The candidate aircraft may incorporate equipment changes, which the manufacturer may want incorporated into an MMEL.

BACKGROUND: 

The development and acceptance of the MMEL is not a certification requirement.  However, the manufacturer is encouraged to participate in the development of a MMEL during the certification process to ensure the availability of an operator’s MEL when the aircraft is introduced into service. The MEL is an important economic and convenience benefit to both operators and the public, and therefore should be of prime interest to the manufacturer.  Without an MEL, every item of installed equipment that becomes inoperative must be repaired prior to dispatch, because the FAR/JAR/CAR have no other provision for operation with inoperative equipment.

The manufacturer can make a significant contribution to dispatch reliability of a new model aircraft if consideration is given to the MMEL during aircraft design and throughout the certification program.  For some items, flight testing is the only acceptable method of substantiating that the item may be inoperative while maintaining an acceptable level of safety.

FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION: 
A proposed (Preliminary) MMEL should be submitted to the FAA Flight Operations Evaluation Board (FOEB)/JAA Joint Operational Evaluation Board (JOEB)/TCCA Aircraft Certification Branch for the candidate aircraft, which enumerates airplane systems and equipment that the manufacturer may want to incorporate into a MMEL/MEL system.  All items for which relief is requested should be accompanied by appropriate substantiation designed to insure that an acceptable level of safety is maintained throughout the operating envelope.

APPLICANT POSITION:  

CONCLUSION: 

Issue Paper / Operational Issue Paper

	PROJECT:
 
	IP / ORI N°: 5

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	REG. REF.: FAR 121, Subpart N 

                      JAR-STD 1A and
 JAR-FCL 1 Subpart F & JAR-OPS 1 Subpart N

CAR 624.73(5), 724(A).115(8), 725.124(8) and TCCA TP 9685 Aeroplane and Rotorcraft Simulator Manual
	DATE:


	
	

	ADVISORY MATRERIAL: 

JAA JOEB Handbook Part 5


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Training and Checking Simulator
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET: Before entering JAA Revenue Service, Before Canadian operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 
The referenced FAR/JAR/CAR addresses training program requirements for FAR 121/JAR-OPS 1 certificate holders and Canadian operators, including the approval of airplane simulators and other training devices.  The portion of the regulation that specifically addresses the approval of simulators indicates that the simulator must be specifically approved for the aeroplane type and, if applicable, the particular variant within the type.

BACKGROUND: 

The development and approval of training simulators is not an aircraft certification requirement. However it is important to decide early in the aircraft development program whether or not a simulator will be acceptable for training and checking purposes for the candidate aircraft. Certain referenced FAR/JAR/CAR require the use of a simulator for training and checking flight crews prior to operations.  The FSB/JOEB/OET will evaluate the candidate aircraft to determine if existing or proposed simulators will be acceptable for FAR 121, 125, and 135/JAR FCL and OPS 1/CAR 604, 724 and 725 training and checking requirements. 

FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION 

Design of the airplane must be evaluated to determine if proposed simulators will be acceptable for FAR 121, 125, and 135/JAR-FCL 1 and JAR-OPS 1/CAR 604, 704 and 725 required training and checking requirements.  Coordination with the FAA National Simulator Program Manager (NSPM)/JAA Joint STD Evaluation Team (JSET)/TCCA National Simulator Evaluation Program office will be necessary to determine if existing or proposed simulators are acceptable.

APPLICANT POSITION:  

CONCLUSION: 

Issue Paper / Operational Review Item

	PROJECT:
 
	IP/ORI N°: 6

	

	ISSUE N°:
 

	

	

	REG. REF.:
	DATE:


	
	

	ADVISORY MATRERIAL: 

FAA AC 120-53

JOEB JIP, JAA JOEB Handbook Part I

TCCA TP 12993


	STATUS:  

	SUBJECT: Operational Evaluation
	COMPLIANCE

TARGET: Before US Operations, Before JAA revenue service, Before Canadian operations


STATEMENT OF ISSUE: 
The referenced documents address responsibilities of the FAA Flight Standardization Board (FSB)/the JAA Joint Operational Evaluation Board (JOEB)/TCCA Operational Evaluation Team (OET) during the certification process.  Such responsibilities include areas that impact operational considerations and acceptability.  The operational evaluation will provide the basis for guidance and data included in the FSB/JOEB/OET report for the Candidate aircraft

BACKGROUND: 

FSB/JOEB/OET operational evaluation of an aircraft is normally conducted in parallel with the flight test phase of certification.  The FSB/JOEB/OET will review the test plan and identify tests in which they wish to participate.  Participation in a particular test will typically be identified as observation only, actual conduct of test, or other specified type of evaluation.  These activities may result in a requirement for flight time in addition to that required by certification.  Manufacturers’ cooperation in accommodating the requirement for FSB/JOEB/OET operational evaluation in their flight test planning will serve to expedite this process.

FAA/JAA/TCCA POSITION 

The manufacturer should provide the necessary manpower, resources, and aircraft flight time to accommodate FSB/JOEB/OET operational evaluation requirements.

APPLICANT POSITION: 
CONCLUSION: 
APPENDIX 5:
Chart of Essential Comparisons (FAA/JAA)

Flight Training Devices (FTD, STD) 
	FAA
	
	JAA

	Flight Training Devices
	
	Synthetic Training Devices


	FTD

Level 1
	Previously approved FTD’s.  Must continue to meet manufacturers original tolerances.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 2
	Generic (representative of a set of airplanes).

Open/non-specific cockpit.

Instruments, equipment, controls, etc. located spatially correct in cockpit, with relevant instrument indications, requires proper navigation equipment.

Needs at least a generic flight program, with effects of aerodynamic changes, partial static control checks, and relevant control forces and travel.


	
	FNPT I
	Generic (not Type specific).

Cockpit replicating that of (class of) aeroplane simulated.

Instruments (etc), primary and secondary flight controls in spatially correct flight deck area,

Effects of aerodynamic changes,

Navigation and communication equipment corresponding to replicated (c o) a.

Control forces and control travel broadly corresponding to (c o) a.

Complete Nav Data for 5 different airports.

Engine sounds.

QTG.

Stall recognition Device.

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 3
	Generic (representative of a set of airplanes).
	
	FNPT II
	

	
	Closed/non-specific cockpit.

Instruments, equipment, controls, etc, located spatially correct in cockpit, with relevant instrument indications, requires proper navigation equipment.

Needs at least a generic flight program, with effects of aerodynamic changes, partial static control checks, and relevant control forces and travel, Needs representative cockpit sounds and crew seats that adjust to cockpit eye reference.
	
	
	Fully enclosed flight deck.

Generic ground handling model.

Systems operative as appropriate to the simulated (c o) a.

Control forces and travel responding in same manner as in simulated (c o) a.

Aerodynamic modelling.

Significant sounds.

Visual system (N/D/D) with FoV of least 45x30 simultaneously for each pilot.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	FNPT II

MCC
	Type or class specific.

Additional technical equipment.

Additional indicators.

Multi engines.

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 4
	Type specific, open/specific cockpit for the aeroplane being represented.

No flight program or control loading required.

At least one system must perform as in aircraft.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 5
	Type specific, open/specific cockpit,

Instruments, equipment, controls, etc. located spatially correct in cockpit, with relevant instrument indications, requires proper navigation equipment.

Needs at least a generic flight program, with effects of aerodynamic changes, and relevant control forces and travel.

Must have static control loading for column, wheel, and pedal,

At least one system must perform as in aircraft.
Crew seat/s must adjust to cockpit eye reference.
	
	FTD

Level 1
	Type specific.

At least 1 system fully represented.

Flight deck open or closed.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 6
	Type specific.

All requirements for a Level A or B. Flight Simulator except for visual and motion systems.

May be referred to as an ATD: Advanced Training Device.
	
	FTD

Level 2
	Type specific.

All applicable systems fully representative.

Closed flight deck.

Flight dynamics representative of aircraft performance.

On board instructor station.

Significant sounds.

Nav Data Base.

Primary flight controls broadly representative of aeroplane control characteristics.

	
	
	
	
	

	FTD

Level 7
	Type specific.

All requirements for a Level C Flight Simulator except for visual and motion system.

May be referred to as an ATD: Advanced Training Device.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Note:  The Level 7 FTD will be eliminated

and incorporated into Level 6.

 APPENDIX 6:
Pilot Qualification Plans (PQP):

This appendix provides guidelines for the development of a typical pilot qualification plan (PQP), which may be utilized by manufacturers to design Operational Evaluation Plans that meet their goals and meets regulatory requirements, as well.   

A PQP is normally submitted to the relevant authority to assist in initiating and focusing regulatory action to address a pilot qualification issue, typically associated with the introduction of a new aeroplane type or variant of an existing type.  Applications for commonality credit between types or variants, to include proposed reductions in training, checking or currency requirements, etc., may also be addressed.

Pilot Qualification Plans may vary in the amount of detail included, ranging from rather simple, straight forward plans (See Example 1) to more complex plans that emulate a complete Operational Evaluation Report in draft that forecasts results based upon Plan objectives in detail (See Example 2, which follows).   Pilot Qualification Plans need not be “over-designed”, however they should be robust enough to appropriately describe the manufacturer’s objectives and the required tests and evaluations that are required to achieve those objectives. 

Plan content will vary with the pilot qualification objectives of the manufacturer (applicant), but should normally include the following:

Example 1:

1. A statement of pilot qualification objectives to include proposed training, checking and currency levels, to include certification or completion dates;

2. Draft ODR and MDR tables as appropriate;

3. A proposal for testing, consistent with the provisions of this document (the Common Process Document, AC 120-53, etc.);

4. A proposed schedule for accomplishing testing and reviews recommended in this document;

5. Items identified by relevant sections of this document; and 

6. Any unique issues that will be addressed in the proposed process.

Example 2:

Application

Under

Federal Aviation Regulations

For

Pilot
Qualification Requirements
and

Type Rating Determination

Dated _______

CONTENTS

Section










Page

1. Application
1


2.  Master Requirements Development
1
            Basis for Proposal

            Design Considerations

3. Proposed Master Common Requirements
2
Maneuver Performance

Procedure Knowledge

4.  Proposed Master Differences Requirements
4

5.  Proposed Operator’s Differences Description
5
Base Aircraft

6.  Test and Evaluation
5
7.  Proposed Tests
6
8.  Test Procedures
7
9.  Test Subjects
7
10.  Test Results Evaluation Process
8
Attachments:

1. Test Details for Test-2 and Test-3
9
2. Draft Operator Differences Requirements Outline
11
1.  Application

This document is submitted by MANUFACTURER to the VARIANT MODEL Flight Standardization Board (FSB) in order to comply with Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 121 or 135 and applicable Subparts in determining the requirements for pilot qualification and type rating for the VARIANT MODEL airplane.  Included herein are proposed Master Requirements, and a means by which these requirements may be determined by objective testing suggested in Advisory Circular 120-53.

2.  Master Requirements Development
Appendix 1

Paragraph 7

Basis for Proposal

The FAA Long Beach Aircraft Evaluation Group (LGB AEG), and the VARIANT MODEL Flight Standardization Board have advised MANUFACTURER which information is necessary for the determination of requirements and formulation of an FSB report.

MANUFACTURER has elected to follow the guidelines of FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 120-53 to achieve compliance with requirements of Part 121 or 135 of FAR. The Master Requirements proposals are based on the VARIANT MODEL design objectives, analysis of test data, in-service operating experience and the MANUFACTURER programs currently approved by the FAA.  This proposal addresses only the differences to the BASE MODEL series aircraft.

Design Considerations

The airplane is not a major change to the BASE MODEL series type design.   An essential element of this design is minimal differences training and assignment of the same type rating for pilots inter-flying both airplanes.

Pilot operation of the following aircraft systems is identical for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft:

· ________System;

· ________ System; 

3.  Proposed Master Common Requirements 

Appendix 1


Paragraph 6.3

The Master Common Requirements specifies those items of crew qualification that apply to both the VARIANT MODEL and the BASE MODEL.  Differences training/checking/currency for the VARIANT MODEL and the BASE MODEL are considered in this application.  

Minimum Height for use of the Autopilot (FAR 121.578):   

The minimum height for the use of the autopilot is ____ feet AGL following takeoff in either airplane. 

Normal ‘Final’ Landing Flap Setting:

The normal ‘final’ landing flap is __ degrees for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft.

Automatic Flight Control System (AFCS):

Although the flight director in the VARIANT MODEL provides for more precise initial take off pitch guidance, the AFCS pilot / machine interface is the same for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft. 

Electronic Flight Instrument System (EFIS):

The EFIS pilot / machine interface is the same for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft.

Engine Indicating and Crew Alerting System (EICAS):

The EICAS philosophy is the same in the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft. Only minor changes to crew alerting messages and applicable synoptic page architecture have been made. 

Navigation and Communication:

Both aircraft share the same navigation and communication equipment. Pilot operation of the equipment is the same for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft. 

Primary and Secondary Flight Controls:

Pilot operation of the primary and secondary flight controls is the same for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft.

Procedure Knowledge:

Takeoff, Climb and Descent Profiles:

The takeoff profiles are similar. The only difference between the two aircraft is that the VARIANT MODEL has one additional callout for flap retraction.

Landing Minima Category (FAR 97.3)

The following straight-in approach minima (based on Maximum Landing Weight (MLW) and 1.3 times Vso) for the BASE MODEL and the VARIANT MODEL are as follows:

	Aircraft
	Landing Flap
	Category

	BASE MODEL
	__ degrees
	D

	VARIANT MODEL
	__ degrees
	C


For the purpose of determining circling approach minima, the minimums are based on the highest speed used during a circling maneuver.  As depicted in the table below, the highest speed to be flown (speed category) during the circling maneuver must be used to determine the appropriate minimums.  This will ensure that the aircraft will remain within the designated maneuver area and assure obstacle clearance.

	Speed Category
	Visibility in Statute Miles

	Less than 91 Kts.
	1 Mile

	91 to 120      Kts.
	1 Mile

	121 to 140    Kts.
	1 ½ Miles

	141 to 165    Kts.
	2 Miles

	Above 165    Kts.
	3 Miles













****

Approach Profiles and Speed:

The approach profiles are the same for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft.

Approach speeds are dependent upon aircraft weight. Although the VARIANT MODEL operates at a heavier weight, critical speeds are presented to the pilot in a standardized manner for the BASELINE and the VARIANT aircraft. 

Abnormal & Emergency Procedures:

Memory items are identical for the BASELINE and VARIANT aircraft.

Abnormal and emergency procedures are presented in Quick Reference Handbooks of an identical format for both aircraft.  Although individual steps may differ, these are carried out under the guidance of the handbook in a logical decision-making manner.
4.  Proposed Master Differences Requirements

Appendix 1


Paragraph 6.3

The intent of this application is to address only those requirements applicable to crew qualifications that pertain to the BASE MODEL and the VARIANT MODEL.  Cockpit commonality with the BASE MODEL has been retained such that VARIANT MODEL crew operating procedures are very similar to the BASE MODEL.  Flight characteristics are also similar between the VARIANT MODEL and the BASE MODEL.

Given these design characteristics, the proposed table below is specified in terms of the minimum acceptable difference level as defined in the AC 120-53 Appendix 1, Figure 6.3.  The MDRs will be applied to the VARIANT MODEL and the BASE MODEL through the Operator’s Difference Requirements as shown in Attachment 2.

Since application for an Amended Type Certificate has been made to the FAA and training differences are proposed at less than Level D, a FSB finding for assignment of the Same Type Rating for the VARIANT MODEL and the BASE MODEL is recommended.

Master Differences Requirements:

	AIRPLANE TYPE

RATING: _____
	FROM AIRPLANE

	
	VARIANT MODEL
	BASE MODEL

	T

O

A

I

R

P

L

A

N

E


	BASE MODEL
	C / B / B 
	A / A / A 

	
	VARIANT MODEL
	A / A / A 
	C / B / B 

	
	
	
	

	


APPENDIX 7:

Empowerment Documents:

This Appendix contains a list of documents that speak to or otherwise provide information and regulatory support for an Operational Evaluation to include the Type Rating Determination and the base line for a Manufacturer’s recommended Differences Training Program in the FAA vernacular, and a Familiarization Training Program or a Differences Training Program in JAA Terms.  Transport Canada uses the term Differences Training in the same manner as the FAA.    

This list of documents also forms a current bibliography for documentation that was studied and utilized in the writing of this Report.

It may be noted that the FAA Documents List references other areas in Operations where Evaluations or Board activity is utilized in the process of putting a newly (Type Certificated) or a modified (Amended Type Certificate or Supplemental Type Certificate) aircraft into service.

A key to symbols used in this Appendix follows:

A
Documents address an Operational Evaluation Organization.

B 
Documents address the design and approval of an MMEL using a Board


(FOEB) process.

C
Documents specifically address the Type Rating Determination and an Operational


Evaluation under a Board process.

D
Documents specifically address the Maintenance Review Board (MRB), an 
Operational Board dedicated to designing recommendations for an Initial On-Wing


Maintenance Program and Instructions for Continuing Airworthiness (ICA).

E
Documents that support other aspects of an Operational Evaluation


utilized in the introduction of an aircraft into service, including Simulator


Qualification requirements, Qualifications for Flight Training Devices, etc.

(e)
Document was either available electronically when this study was initiated,


or was made available electronically for the purpose of being available for 
review 
during


this study.  

The following lists of documents are the documents that have been issued by the JAA, over time, to empower the Joint Operations Evaluation Boards (JOEBs) and the various Boards that the JOEB conduct of behalf of the JAA.  Virtually all of the board activities require direct coordination with the JAA Airworthiness Department, and a close working relationship with certification Program Manager.  

(A)
EMPOWERMENT DOCUMENTS:  Joint Operations Evaluation Boards 
(JOEBs)

1.  
JAR-OPS 1

2
JAR-OPS 3

3.
JAR-FCL 1

4.
JAR-FCL 2

5.
JAR-MMEL/MEL

6.
JAR 26 

7.
JAR-STD

8.
TGL 26

9. 
TGL 29

10.
TGL3??(EFB)

11. 
JIP for JOEB

12.
Procedures Document for the MMEL JOEB Subgroup

13. 
Procedures Document for the OPS/FCL Subgroup

14.
Procedures Document for the Cabin Crew JOEB Subgroup

15.
Procedures doc for the EFB JOEB Subgroup

16.
Procedures Document for the Simulator JOEB Subgroup

17. 
Operational Review Items (ORIs) (1-10)

Note: The JOEB Handbook includes the Procedures Documents (12-16).

The following list of documents have been issued by the TCCA, over time, to empower the Operational Evaluation (OE) teams on behalf of TCCA.  Virtually all of the teams’ activities require direct coordination with the TCCA Operational Standards Division, and TCCA Aircraft Certification Branch.

1. Commercial and Business Aviation Policy Letter 136, Operational Evaluations, dated 2001.01.29.

2. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE CONDUCT OF JOINT OPERATIONAL EVALUATIONS/FLIGHT STANDARDIZATION BOARDS BY TRANSPORT CANADA CIVIL AVIATION FLIGHT TECHNICAL AND THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT EVALUATION GROUPS, dated 2001.11.14.

3. TP 12993 The Aircraft Common Qualification and Training Manual, Chapter 2 - Operational Evaluation and Aircraft Type Qualification, dated 2001.12.18.

4. GUIDANCE FOR OPERATIONAL EVALUATION TEAM LEADERS, dated 2002.03.27

5. Operational Evaluation Reports:

Bombardier, BD-700 1A10 (Global Express)

Bombardier DHC8-400 (Dash 8 Q400)

Bombardier CL-600-2B19, CL600-2C10, and CL-600-2D24 (CRJ-100/200, 700, and 900)

Bombardier BD-100-1A10 (Challenger 300)

Basler BT-67 (DC3T)

Pilatus PC-12

Piper Meridian

[Revised]

The following lists of documents are the documents that have been designed by the FAA, over time, to empower the Aircraft Evaluation Group’s (AEG’s) and the various Boards that the AEG’s conduct of behalf of Flight Standards Service (AFS).  Virtually all of the board activities require direct coordination with the FAA’s Aircraft Certification Service, and a close working relationship with certification Program Managers and Flight Test Organizations.  

(A)
EMPOWERMENT DOCUMENTS:  Aircraft Evaluation Groups (AEG’s)

1.  (e)   Order 8430.21A:  Flight Standards Division, Aircraft Certification Division, and   

             Aircraft Evaluation Group Responsibilities

2.          Order 8430.22:  Flight Operations Policy Standardization Program

3.
Order 8430.6C:  Air Carrier Operations Boards and Minimum Equipment List

4.
Order 8400.10:  Technical Groups, Boards, and National Resource’s

5.
Order 8700.1: Serve as a Member of a Flight Standardization Board.  FSB Member Selections

6.
Notice N1100.256: Organization Realignment: Flight Standards Service, Aircraft Evaluation Program.

7.
Order 1100.5C: FAA Organization – Field Offices

8.  (e)
Aircraft Evaluation Group (JTA) – Descriptive Work Procedures

9.  (e)
Order NM  8000.11: Establishment of Flight Operations Evaluation Boards, Flight Standardization Boards and Maintenance Review Boards

10.
Order 8000.51: Aircraft Certification Directorates

11.
Notice N 8110.ICAW: Expansion of the Type Certification and Supplemental Type Certification Process to Include Flight Standards Aircraft Evaluation Group Aviation Safety Inspectors

12. (e) Order 4040.9D AFS Aircraft Evaluation Group pilot flight currency requirements,

            similar to FAA Flight Test Pilot currency requirements.

13. (e) Order 8110.4B:  Type Certification  [Reference © 3., Part 1, 2, & 3]  

(B) FLIGHT OPERATIONS EVALUATION BOARD (FOEB) DOCUMENTS AND PROCESSES


1a.       Order 8400.10 Air Carrier Handbook, Volume 4, Chapter 4, Section 1.  Minimum

            Equipment List and Configuration Deviation List.  [WP-1-5]

1b.
Order 8400.10 Air Carrier Handbook, Volume 8, Chapter 3, Section 1.

Background Information, Section 2. Aircraft Evaluation Groups, Section 3.  Flight

Operations Evaluation Boards (FOEB)

2. (e)   Aircraft Evaluation Group (JTA) – Descriptive Work Procedures (Flight

Operations Evaluation Board) (FOEB)

3. (e)   Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper – AEG-0-4, Master Minimum Equipment

            List Requirements.

4.
Advisory Circular – AC-120 draft, Minimum Equipment Requirements for Large

Transport Aircraft.

5.
Advisory Circular – AC 91-67, Minimum Equipment Requirements for General

Aviation Operations under FAR Part 91.

6.  (e)
FOPB Policy Book – Computer Disk:  {White three Ring Book]  

7.
General Aviation Safety Inspector’s Handbook, Order 8700.1, Chapter 211 

8.
Air Carrier Inspector’s Handbook, Order 8430.6C, Air Carrier Operations Boards

and Minimum Equipment Lists (MEL’s)  [Superseded Order]

9.  (e)
Air Transportation Association (ATA) Specification 110

10.
MMEL Agenda Proposal & Coordination Process, Draft 5, 14 May 01


(Example of Industry Interactive Process)

(C) FLIGHT STANDARDIZATION BOARD (FSB) 


07/31/01

1.  (e)  Aircraft Evaluation Group (JTA) – Descriptive Work Procedures (Flight

Standardization Board) (FSB)

2.  (e)
Advisory Circular – AC 120-53, Crew Qualification and Pilot Type Rating

            Requirements for Transport Category Aircraft Operating under FAR Part 121.

3.  (e)
Order 8110.4 B – Type Certification (Large Transport Aircraft under FAR Part

25) (3Parts)

4.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-1: Type Rating Determination and

FAR Training Requirements.

5.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-2: Operational Suitability

Requirements

6.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-3: Forward Observer’s Seat and

Associated Systems

7.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-5: Training Simulator (Full Flight

Simulators or Fix Base Simulators)

8.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-6: Aircraft Operational Evaluation

(Functional an Reliability testing, Crew Workload Evaluations, Emergency Evacuation Demonstrations, Special Aircraft Handling Qualities testing, Pilot Type Rating determinations, Evaluation of Crew Sleeping Quarters, Establish minimum training requirements for the aircraft.

9.  (e)
Flight Standardization Reports

a) A-320, A-330, A-340, Dated: 04/27/01, (E) (Two Parts)

b) B-757, B-767, Dated: 11/06/00

c) B-737, Revision 5, Dated: 5/03/00

d) B-737, Revision 6, Dated 04/17/01, (E) (Two Parts)

e) Bombardier, DHC-8, Revision 2, Dated 12/21/01, (E ) (Two Parts, Final Draft)  

10.
8430.6C  FSB’s

11.
8700.1:  Chapter 212, Serve as a member of [an] FSB’s

12.
8400.1:  Chapter 3, Technical Groups, Boards & National Resources



  Section 2:  Training Approval Process


13.  
Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation (HBAT)


Airmen Certification (Type Rating) Procedures for Certain


Derivative or Related Aircraft Types


(July 16, 1993)

14.
Board Record:  B-747-400 FSB, circa 1998-99.

15.
8400.1:
Volume 3, Para. 479, etc., Flight Training Devices and Flight

Simulators

16.
8700.1

HBGA 99-06, Reporting Qualification and Approval of Flight

Training Devices, Level 1 through 5

(D)  MAINTENANCE REVIEW BOARD (MRB)

1.  (e)
Aircraft Evaluation Group (JTA) – Descriptive Work Procedures (Maintenance Review Board (MRB)

2.
Order 8300.11, Maintenance Review Board Procedures, Volume 2, Section 2.

3.
Advisory Circular – AC 121-22A: Maintenance Review Board Procedures.

4.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-7, Instructions For Continued Airworthiness and The Maintenance Review Board Report

5.  (e)
Item of Record (IOR) or Issue Paper AEG-0-8, Maintenance of Lighting and High Intensity Radiated Field (HIRF) Protection.

(E)
MISCELLANOUS AND SUPPORTIVE DOCUMENTS: AEG’s   
07/31/01

1.  (e)
AEG on the Job Training Curriculum – Operations

2.
Order NM 8100.8A, Aircraft Certification Flight Test Pilots  

3.
Order 8110.41, Flight Test Pilot Training, Responsibilities, and Procedures

4.
The FAA Type Certification Process, dated May 1996

5.  (e)
AEG Type Certification Task List.

6.
AC 120-40B, Airplane Simulator Qualification

7.
AC 120-45A, Flight Training Device Qualification   

8.
Order 8100.8A, Designee Management Handbook
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