Disclaimer: The answers to the questions in this document have been produced for information purposes only and do not constitute a legally binding commitment for the Agency.

EASA 5th Industry Meeting – 14 November 2006 Questions
Those questions in Italics were answered in the meeting itself, while the other questions are dealt with in this document only. 

	
	Source
	Question/Comment
	Focal point name
	Response

	F&C / Budget

	1-1
	Christophe Sergent
EAD Aerospace
Head of Quality Office

christophe.sergent@ead-aerospace.com

	Fees and charges:

Could you reduce the fees and charges for the small DOA organisation, because the taxes are still high against the STC market prices?


	FCO
Presenter:

FCO
	Fees and charges:

There is now a general agreement on the cost of certification and that the present regulations (488/2005 and 779/2006) do not yield the necessary income. The Agency asked a consultant (Horvath and Partners) to provide a framework for a new regulation. The consultant provided a consistent project, based on flat fees. The project was however not welcome by industry, albeit for different reasons, each specific to each branch of industry. The Commission has now taken over, with a view to provide a new project in 2007.

	Part-21 / STCs (validations & procedures)

	2-1
	Christophe Sergent
EAD Aerospace
Head of Quality Office

christophe.sergent@ead-aerospace.com

	Type Inspection Authorisation

For the STC Issued by FAA

FAA will review the data for compliance with the applicable regulations, and the FAA project manager/engineer will notify the applicant when data is accepted through a TIA.

Then, installation, conformity and tests may be performed. 

For the STC issued by EASA

Could you issue a TIA or an equivalent form to record the acceptance of the data package and the authorisation of conducting inspection and testing (this will clarify the situation between Authority, Applicant and Installer)?


	FCO
Presenter: 

FCO
	Type Inspection Authorisation

The EASA STC procedure is described in our "internal working procedure STCP", available on our site. It differs from the FAA STC procedure. In particular, there is no TIA. The EASA procedure comprises 4 steps. The second is the "agreement on the certification programme" which could, when necessary due to the industrial organisation of the applicant, introduce relevant steps and roles.

Should the installer be different from the applicant, it is important to note that the final responsibility for the design related aspects always resides with the STC applicant /holder.

	Part-21 / DOA

	3-1
	Frans Th. van de Pol

Vice President Technical Services

Fokker Services frans.vandepol@stork.com

	DOA:
Fokker Services has been informed that EASA officials have granted an other TC Holder the privilege to approve inspection Service Bulletins associated with the resolution of an airworthiness problem under its DOA. How does this fit within the regulations, and can/will this privilege be extended to all TC Holders with a DOA?

	RSI
Presenter: 

RSI
	DOA:

The Agency confirms the existence of this new "privilege", which is in fact included in the privilege related to acceptance of compliance documentation (21A.263(b)) and issue of information or instructions (21A.263(c)(3)).

	3-2
	Christophe Sergent
EAD Aerospace
Head of Quality Office

christophe.sergent@ead-aerospace.com

	Part 21A.33 Investigation and tests: 

For the STC Issued by FAA
An FAA authorized DER should conduct any necessary compliance inspections and witness all tests. 

(Cf. FAA Advisory Circular n°21-40)

For the STC issued by EASA

For airlines (customers of STC), these inspections and tests, as specified in the Part21A.33, are not clearly defined.

( Who conducts the inspection and testing?

( As a DOA holder, could we delegate the supervision of inspections and tests, to a Part 145 Approved maintenance organisation  ?

( Could you clarifiy these requirements of Part 21A.33 ?


	RSI

Presenter: 

RSI
	Part 21A.33 Investigation and tests: 

Inspections and tests under 21A.33(a) and (b) are conducted by the applicant of a TC or STC for the showing of compliance with the TC-basis. A DOA holder can delegate these tasks in accordance with the general delegation provisions of DOA (21A.239(c)).
Inspections, tests and witnessing of tests under 21A.33(c), (d) and (e) is performed by  the Agency (its own staff or contracted NAA staff). 
In NPA 16/2006 improvements to this paragraph are envisaged which will make it clearer.

	3-3
	Christophe Sergent
EAD Aerospace
Head of Quality Office

christophe.sergent@ead-aerospace.com

	Management and Manufacturer Data:

As a DOA holder could we include a reference of aircraft manufacturer data in our instructions (example : Boeing AMM for access doors in our Service Bulletin, instead of rewriting this procedure).
	RSI


	Management and Manufacturer Data:

Question to be clarified. There may be proprietary data issues.

	Part-21 / Others

	4-1
	Arne Hovland,
Head of Safety & Quality, Heli-one (Norway) AS
ahovland@Heli-one.ca
	Production: 
May an approved Production Organisation issue an EASA Form 1 for Parts and Appliances specified in approved design data, supplied by an original equipment manufacturer but not manufactured for “civil aviation only”?  (Industry Supply.)    The part is specified in approved design data and the design link is established between the Design Organisation and the Production Organisation.  
	PCO 

	Production:

Yes, a POA-holder can issue a Form 1 for parts produced in accordance with approved design data  by a supplier, provided it is produced under its quality system. An EASA form 1 can be provided for "standard parts", provided that these standard parts are included in the approved definition of an aviation product, or ETSO equipment (FCO).

	4-2
	Jean-Francis Suquet

Eurocopter

BMS Regulations and Approvals 

Jean-Francis.Suquet@eurocopter.com

	Part 21: 

What is the EASA view on the applicability of 21A.2 in the context of 21A.165 ?.

Airworthiness certificates: 

Is there  a plan to standardise the “form and manner” for the registration Authority to issue an airworthiness certificate (ref. to 21A.174)

ADs:

what is the plan to fix the problem with the automatic subscription to EASA AD


	PCO 

PCO 

Görnemann/ Capaccio
Presenter: FCO
	Part 21: 

21A.2 does not apply to POA holders.
Airworthiness certificates: 

There is currently no plan to standardise the application form for C of A 
ADs:

The new AD tool version is available since October, 16th . Two additional “modules” of the tool will be implemented in the next weeks: starting from November 17th the automatic notification of newly issued ADs will be available for those who had already subscribed to the previous release of the tool, while starting from 17 December new subscriptions will be possible. For details on the development of the new AD tool always refer to the Agency website.



	4-3
	Erwin Fleberger 
Head of Office of Airworthiness & Technical Publications Austrian Airlines,

erwin.fleberger@austrian.com

	Continuing airworthiness of type design: 

EASA established Internal Working procedure for continuing airworthiness of Type design (CAP) which covers all actions related to the issue of airworthiness directives. Obviously this procedures does not apply for AD´s which are issued against a product manufactured in The Netherlands (e.g. Fokker) as we never saw PAD´s at all, nor AD´s published on EASA AD format. Please, provide an explanation.
	Görnemann/ Capaccio


	Continuing airworthiness of type design: 

The reason for this is that CAA NL wanted to avoid any disruption in the distribution of AD to operators of (mainly) Fokker aircraft. These concerns are now solved and we now expect these ADs to be published in the EASA format in the near future.

	4-4
	Mark Wilson

President

British Business and General Aviation Association
markl@bbga.aero 

	National ARIs and ADs.
At the 2005 Industry Day, there were several written questions on the subject of National ARIs and ADs and EASA's response was that all those outstanding would be resolved by the end of 2005.
One year later there are still issues still outstanding. In particular UK CAA ADs that apply fatigue life limits to General Aviation aircraft that are more severe than any other EU Countries and in the case of US manufactured aircraft, more stringent than the FAA.  An example of this is the UK CAA AD
001-02-79 relating to the Fatigue Life of the PA-31.  This AD imposes a Fatigue Life of 7850 hours for UK registered aircraft.  The "Design Life Goal" for the PA-31 published in FAA NPRM 99-02  is 11,000 hours.  The Australian Civil Aviation Safety Authority has issued an AD (Amendment 10 to AD/PA-31/37) which list a retirement life of 11,000 identical to the FAA NPRM. This particular CAA AD has already resulted in the grounding of at least one UK registered PA-31.  This aircraft could continue to fly if reregistered in any other EU Country. This is not the "Level Playing Field" Industry was hoping for with the creation of EASA. 
Question 1:

Can EASA give a statement on the latest position of National ARIs and ADs and an estimate for their resolution?


Question 2:
Will EASA give a response to their position on the UK CAA ADs imposing fatigue lives on General Aviation Aircraft that are more severe than other EU Countries and in particular the position on UK  AD 001-02-79 which has already grounded one UK registered PA-31?
	R Hardy and R Minter. 
Presenter:

YMO


	National ARIs and ADs.
A) General reply:

The EASA recently circulated for comments to the AGNA and SSCC the term of reference (TOR) for the task MDM.028 relative to an aging aircraft structure plan.

This plan contain the following tasks:

Task 1: Large aeroplanes:

· Develop the technical elements for a plan:

· Review the 5 ageing aircraft issues above and identify options for implementation to both the existing and future fleet. Consideration should be given to both mandatory and non-mandatory actions and to which aircraft and operations these actions would be applicable. The group should start by establishing the state of play on these issues (e.g. actions already taken by manufacturers). 

· Select options and justify proposed actions through development of a Regulatory Impact Assessment.

· For issues deemed to be mandatory, develop the following points, based on the technical work and recommendations previously established:

· The actions needed to be accomplished by the TC/STC holder and operators and the time scales necessary for compliance

· Rule and AMC material for incorporation into maintenance requirements

· New standards to be included in the CSs as necessary. 

Task 2: Other aircraft :

· Develop a Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) for identifying the need to go beyond large aeroplanes

· Based on the results of the RIA, develop comparable technical elements for a plan in a comparable manner as for task 1.

· Review and develop AMC 20-11, to reflect its wider applicability, as necessary

Task 3: Change of Operational Use: 

This is not strictly only an ageing aircraft issue, but is related.

· Amend xx.1529 to add a requirement on the TCH to publish key assumptions used in the structural analysis. 

· Propose compatible changes to Part M as necessary to ensure operators observe these assumptions. 

The Decision/ opinion should be available by : task 1: 2 quarter 2008, task 2: 2 quarter 2009; task 3: 4 quarter 2008. 

Comments received on the TOR and the proposed membership is being reviewed and a final TOR with a group composition should be available early December allowing the group to start in January 2007.

The Agency accepts that this publication has been delayed for almost a year but the development of the plan has taken longer than expected.  The delay has been used to present this plan to other Authorities (FAA, TCCA, ANAC) with whom we coordinate our aging aircraft issues activities.

The idea was that the UK will delete the existing safe lives when the plans to implement the ageing aircraft programmes are agreed, including defined timescales. 

The Agency considers that the publication of the final TOR in December constitutes the plan mentioned in the paragraph above.

B) PA-31 issue:

The fatigue lives were established by CAA-UK for UK Piper PA-31 aircraft based on scatter factors applicable at the time and in the absence of significant service experience early in the life of the type.  FAA initially established no fatigue life for the type. Subsequent experience and assessments by FAA and CASA (Australia) indicate that the resulting fatigue lives may be conservative and EASA undertakes to carry out, as a matter of high priority, a re-assessment of these fatigue lives. This has to be done in conjunction with the TC holder and FAA.

	4-5


	Claude Schmitt 
Chairman, ASD Airworthiness Committee, SCHMITT, claude.schmitt@airbus.com
	Airworthiness Directives:

One subject that is still open is that of National ARIs and ADs.  At the 2005 Industry Meeting, EASA said they hoped this subject would be resolved by the year end.  Whilst a lot of progress has been made, we are aware that some NAA ADs are still in existence, creating airworthiness conditions only applicable to one EU Country.  Can EASA  give a detailed update on NAA ARIs and ADs including those still to be addressed and when EASA hopes to finally close this matter?
	R Hardy and R Minter. 
	Airworthiness Directives:

Please see reply to question 4.3.

In addition it should be mentioned that a Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) is in the final stages of development for the Low voltage warning and battery endurance for aeroplanes below 5700kg.  It should be ready by the end of this year and will allow the Agency to make a decision.

The Agency accepts that the development of the RIA has taken longer than expected but this is due to the difficulty to collect data for this kind of aeroplanes. The RIA need to be comprehensive because there could be several thousands aircraft affected.



	Part-M / Part-66

	5-1
	Arne Hovland,
Head of Safety & Quality, Heli-one (Norway) AS
ahovland@Heli-one.ca
	Release to Service: 
Our receiving inspection has revealed maintained components with history back to military operating aircrafts, released on EASA Form 1.  The EASA Form 1 being properly filled in but log cards or other historical records contain information that the actual components have been in military operation.  Is this practice in accordance with EASA rules and regulations?
	PCO


	Release to Service: 
Unless under a specific procedure prescribed by the TC holder, military used parts cannot re-enter the civil market

	5-2
	Arne Hovland,
Head of Safety & Quality, Heli-one (Norway) AS
ahovland@Heli-one.ca
	Storing of serviceable and unserviceable components: 
Part M and Part 145 specify specific requirements for secure and controlled storage of components at locations approved for that purpose and being under aviation authority supervision.  Will components stored outside such controlled environments become unserviceable and/or unsalvageable over time?  (Considering brokers, surplus sales organisations etc. not being controlled.)    
	JAN


	Storing of serviceable and unserviceable components: 
AMC 145.A.42(b) states that “the receiving organisation should be satisfied that the component in question is in satisfactory condition and has been appropriately released to service”.

MOE chapters 2.1 and 2.2 cover “supplier evaluation” and “acceptance/inspection of components”.

This means that the Part-145 organisation must have procedures to evaluate its suppliers, including the conditions under which they store, control and ship their components, as well as procedures to perform a receiving inspection and accept those components.

It is its responsibility to control all its suppliers, otherwise, those components are not acceptable.

AMC M.A.501(a) includes a list (not exhaustive) of typical checks to be performed at the receiving inspection.

After receiving inspection, it is the responsibility of the Part-145 organisation to store and control those components in accordance with the applicable regulations. This is covered by 145.A.25(d), AMC 145.A.25(d) and MOE chapter 2.3.

Previous considerations are applicable to Part-145 organisations.

M.A.608(c), M.A.605(c) and Appendix IV to AMC M.A.604 provide similar requirements for Subpart F maintenance organisations.

	5-3
	Arne Hovland,
Head of Safety & Quality, Heli-one (Norway) AS
ahovland@Heli-one.ca
	Record keeping: 
Must an operator keep the continuing airworthiness records, M.A.305, M.A.306 and M.A.714, and maintenance records 145.A.55 at the organisation’s principle place of business or can these be kept by a contracted organisation at another location and also in another country?  Provided that the actual information is made available electronically.
	JAN


	Record keeping: 
Current regulation does not list specific locations where the operator must keep the continuing airworthiness records.

So, it is not mandatory to keep them at the Principle Place of Business.

Other locations may be acceptable, provided the records are kept in accordance with applicable regulations (refer to M.A.305(h), AMC M.A.305(h) and M.A.714) and the Competent Authority is granted access to those locations.

The operator must have immediate access to those records needed for maintenance planning purposes (scheduled and un-scheduled maintenance and troubleshooting).

If the records are kept by a contracted organisation, the operator is still responsible for them. This contracting organisation should be treated as a subcontractor, since it is performing an airworthiness task, and should be included in the approval certificate of the CAMO (Form 14).

	5-4
	Frans Th. van de Pol

Vice President Technical Services

Fokker Services frans.vandepol@stork.com

	Maintenance Review Board:

Fokker Services has experienced a lot of troubles over the last 6 months in getting response from EASA related to the approval of changes to the MRB document. A  submittal of a request for approval was done in April, and until the end of September no approval had been received. Even initial indications on the process to be followed by EASA (especially with respect to the delegation to the MRB Chairman within CAA-NL) could not be dragged

out of the organisation. At many times both Fokker Services and CAA-NL tried to get into contact by e-mail and telephone, but at most times the EASA organisation did simply not respond. Even escalation to a higher management level did only bring about some movement after repeated attempts. This is completely in deviation from the responsiveness of the EASA organisation in dealing with requests for major change approvals. What steps are being taken to correct this totally unacceptable situation?
	ENI

Presenter: Francis Jouvard
	Maintenance Review Board
This comment is accepted, and EASA would like to apologise for the delays. The delay can be explained by the following:

Since EASA arrival of the MRB project manager mid November 2005 the following has been done.

· Completion of the transfer from JAA to EASA.

· Implementation of the EASA internal process required to manage the MRB activity.

· Communication of the new policy by individual meetings with each TC holder

· Required Catch up to recover each application.

In order to improve the situation EASA is in a process to internalized 50% of the required resources.

The 50 other percents should be provided by National Authorities.

Everything is done in order to improve the situation. Any other delay should be report to the MRB project manager for specific consideration.”

	5-5
	Fokas Georgios 

Aegean Airlines gfokas@aegeanair.com

	Formal aeronautical maintenance training:

Is there a recommendation as to what kind of training would satisfy the term required by M.A. 707(a) 3.: 'formal aeronautical maintenance training'? Does a common familiarisation to the [under review] aircraft type of few days duration - not a full type training course - suffice? 


	JAN


	Formal aeronautical maintenance training:

The purpose of the airworthiness review is to perform a full documented review of the aircraft records (M.A.710(a)) and a physical survey of the aircraft (M.A.710(b) & (c)).

For the physical survey (which may include maintenance actions), airworthiness review staff not appropriately qualified in accordance with Part 66 must be assisted by such personnel.

So, full Type Training (ATA 104 Level III) is not mandated for airworthiness review staff.

If the airworthiness review staff is qualified in accordance with Part-66, as mentioned in M.A.707(a)(2), they already have received “formal aeronautical maintenance training”.

It they have an aeronautical degree or equivalent, the university studies may have included such training. This must be agreed by the Competent Authority. So, depending of each particular case, the Competent Authority may require additional training.

In any case, when requiring such additional training, the Competent Authority should take into account that airworthiness review staff don´t need to have such a deep knowledge of the aircraft as Part-66 category B or C certifying staff.
Further clarification is expected to be produced through M.017 Working Group.

	5-6
	Georg J. Stoecker

Q.C.M. quality control management gmbh

stoecker@qcm.ch

	1) AMC M.A.706 4.7

"AMC M.A.706  4.7 knowledge of a relevant sample of the type(s) of aircraft gained through a formalised training course; "

What kind of course is meant with "formalised training course"?

Does it mean an aircraft type training course i.a.w. ATA 104 Level III approved i.a.w. Part-147?

2) M.A.707(a)2

"AMC M.A.707(a)3.  An appropriate Part-66 licence is a category B or C licence in the sub-category of the aircraft reviewed."

Does it mean that the airworthiness review staff does not need to hold the type rating and therefore does not need to have passed a maintenance initial training (ATA 104 Level III) as a requirement to be nominated as airworthiness review staff.

3)M.A.707(a)3

"M.A.707(a)3. formal aeronautical maintenance training, ..."

What does formal aeronautical training mean?

4) M.A.707(a)4

"M.A.707(a)4. a position within the approved organisation with appropriate responsibilities."

"AMC M.A.707(a)4. To hold a position with appropriate responsibilities means the airworthiness review staff should have a position in the organisation independent from the airworthiness management process or with overall authority on the airworthiness management process of complete aircraft."

Does this prevent to contract an airworthiness review staff?

Does it mean that, as a small commercial operator with my own CAMO I can not apply for airworthiness review unless I employ an additional person?

Or, is it possible as small organisations to have an agreement regarding sharing of personnel?

5) M.A.710

"M.A.710(b)  For this survey, airworthiness review staff not appropriately qualified to Part-66 shall be assisted by such qualified personnel."

To perform an airworthiness review, is it required to have the physical survey performed by a holder of a Part-66 AML Cat. B1 and a Part-66 AML Cat. B2, or is it sufficient to have it performed by either one?

6) (see under 10-2)
(….)
7) M.A.301

"M.A.301 2. the rectification to an officially recognised standard of any defect and damage affecting safe operation taking into

account, for all large aircraft or aircraft used for commercial air transport, the minimum equipment list and configuration

deviation list if applicable to the aircraft type;

Does this include the "EASA members" who are non-EU members, e.g. Norway and Iceland?

8) Airworthiness Review

Does there exist the provision to apply for a CAMO approval for airworthiness review only, i.e. no management of aircraft?


	JAN

JAN

JAN 

JAN

JAN

JAN

JAN


	1) AMC M.A.706 4.7

This paragraph refers to the nominated persons of the CAMO, including airworthiness review staff. The course may be a familiarization course (ATA 104 Level I).

2) M.A.707(a)2

M.A.707(a)(2) does not mandate for airworthiness review staff  to hold an appropriate Part-66 license. It is just an option. Another option is to hold an aeronautical degree or equivalent.

In the case of choosing the option of holding an appropriate Part-66 license, AMC M.A.707(a)(3) clarifies that this means a category B or C license in the sub-category of the aircraft reviewed, and there is no need to satisfy the experience requirements of Part-66 at the time of the review. So, there is no need to hold the type rating of the aircraft reviewed and therefore no need to have passed an ATA 104 Level III course.

However, in such a case, they may not complete the physical survey of the aircraft by themselves, because, as stated in AMC M.A.710(b) & (c), this survey may include actions classified as maintenance, which shall need to be released to service. Therefore, they would need to be assisted by Part-66 appropriately qualified certifying staff with the applicable type rating.

3)M.A.707(a)3

This subject has already been addressed in previous item 5-5.

4) M.A.707(a)4

Airworthiness review tasks shall not be sub-contracted (M.A.710(g)). However, the regulation does not prevent from contracting airworthiness review staff, but in such a case, they will be working for your own CAMO and signing under your name. This means that they need to be nominated airworthiness review staff by your CAMO.

If your CAMO wants to be approved to perform Airworthiness Reviews, and regardless of the size of your organisation, you are required by M.A.712(a) & (f) to have a quality system and designate a Quality Manager.

This Quality Manager has a position in the organisation independent from the airworthiness management process, and therefore meets AMC M.A.707(a)(4).

The Nominated Postholder also meets AMC M.A.707(a)(4) because he has overall authority on the airworthiness management process.

So, your CAMO may not need to contract an additional person.

In case your CAMO contracts airworthiness review staff, it can be done part time or full time.

Part-66 personnel used to assist on the physical survey of the aircraft, per M.A:710(b), is not considered to be part of your airworthiness review staff, and therefore do not need to meet M.A:7070(a) requirements.

5) M.A.710

AMC M.A.710(b) & (c) states that the physical survey may include actions classified as maintenance, which shall need to be released to service. In such a case, Part-66 appropriately qualified certifying staff with the applicable type rating will be necessary. Depending on the type of maintenance actions, B1 or / and B2 certifying staff may be necessary.

6) (see under 10-2)
(….)
7) M.A.301

Yes.

Since 1st June 2005 Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein have participated in the Agency under article 55 of Regulation 1592/2002 as a result of Decisions No 179/2004, No 15/2005 and 16/2005 of the EEA Joint Committee which incorporate the Basic Regulation and its implementing rules into Annex XIII to the EEA Agreement.

8) Airworthiness Review

No. In order to be approved as a CAMO, the organisation must comply with Subpart G. The approval to perform Airworthiness Reviews is something additional (and voluntary).

Besides, a CAMO can not issue Airworthiness Review Certificates (ARC´s) for aircraft not managed by themselves (refer to M.A.901(d)). It can only issue recommendations.



	5-7
	Janos ACSAI 
Advisor 
Hungarian Aviation Industry Foundation 
janos.acsai@lhtb.hu

	Approved Maintenance Organisations:
In Hungary several Approved Maintenance Organisations (AMOs) employed a number of Bulgarian maintenance engineers as members of the certifying and/or base maintenance support staff. Those engineers have licenses granted by their national aviation authority under existing Bulgarian rules.

Aircraft Maintenance Engineer licenses (AMELs) issued presently by the CAA of Bulgaria are not in compliance with Part-66 (refer to requirements of Part 145.A.30(g) and Part 145.A.30(h)). Bulgaria is expected to be a full member of the EU on 1st January 2007, but it cannot be excluded that the CAA of Bulgaria will not be able to convert the national licenses into Part-66 licenses until that date (duration of the transition period is not known).

Can after 28 September 2006 the Hungarian AMOs accept those Bulgarian non-Part-66 AMELs during the transition period, or shall they revoke the certification authorisations granted to Bulgarian aircraft maintenance engineers (in latter case Bulgarian engineers will loose their existing certification authorisations granted to them several years ago by Hungarian AMOs, in other words: they will loose their "protected rights") ??? 
AMO employees from ECAA: 

In Hungary several Approved Maintenance Organisations employed a number of Croatian maintenance engineers as members of the certifying and/or base maintenance support staff . Those engineers have licenses granted by their national aviation authority under existing Croatian rules.

Aircraft Maintenance Engineer licenses issued presently by the CAA of Croatia are not in compliance with Part-66 (refer to requirements of Part 145.A.30(g) and Part 145.A.30(h)). CAA of Croatia commenced the process of conversion of the ICAO licenses to JAR-66 AMELs, but even those are not recommended for mutual recognition (although Croatia is a full member of the JAA).

In addition to its full JAA membership Croatia is a Contracting Party to multilateral agreement signed in Salzburg on 5th May 2006 between EC and several countries on the establishment of a European Common Aviation Area (ECAA). Annex I to this multilateral agreement includes Commission Regulation 2042/2002 and all its Annexes, so provisions of this ECAA agreement apply to Part-145 and Part-66. Protocol  IV in Annex V to this multilateral agreement establishes transitional arrangements, including the determination of the transitional periods for Croatia.

Can after 28 September 2006 the Hungarian AMOs accept those Croatian non-Part-66 AMELs (both ICAO and JAR-66) during the period of transition in Croatia to full compliance with JAR-66 (up to "recommended for mutual recognition" status), or shall they revoke the certification authorisations granted to  Croatian aircraft maintenance engineers (in latter case Croatian engineers will loose their existing certification authorisations granted to them several years ago by Hungarian AMOs, in other words: they will loose their "protected rights") ??? 
AMO employees from other ICAO: 

In Hungary several Approved Maintenance Organisations employed a number of Serbian maintenance engineers as members of the certifying and/or base maintenance support staff. Those engineers have licenses granted by their national aviation authority under existing Serbian rules (in compliance with the Annex 1 to Chicago Convention). 

Aircraft Maintenance Engineer licenses issued presently by the CAA of Serbia are not in compliance with Part-66 (refer to requirements of Part 145.A.30(g) and Part 145.A.30(h)).

Article 33 of Chicago Convention requires from contracting States to recognize as valid the certificates of competency or licenses issued by other contracting States if those are in compliance with the minimum standards established by ICAO.

Paragraph 2(e), Article 12 of Regulation EC No. 1592/2002 states, that EASA shall "in its fields of competence, carry out, on behalf of Member States, functions and tasks ascribed to them by applicable international Conventions, in particular the Chicago Convention".

Serbia is contracting State to Chicago Convention, and Serbia and Montenegro are candidate members of JAA. 

In addition to their JAA candidate membership the Serbia and Montenegro were the Contracting Parties to multilateral agreement signed in Salzburg on 5th May 2006 between EC and several countries on the establishment of a European Common Aviation Area (ECAA). Annex I to this multilateral agreement includes Commission Regulation 2042/2002 and all its Annexes, so provisions of this ECAA agreement apply to Part-145 and Part-66. Protocol  VI in Annex V to this multilateral agreement establishes transitional arrangements, including the determination of the transitional periods for Serbia and Montenegro.

Can after 28 September 2006 the Hungarian AMOs accept those Serbian non-Part-66 AMELs (both ICAO and JAR-66) during the period of transition in Serbia to full compliance with provisions of the ECAA  agreement, or shall they revoke the certification authorisations granted to  Serbian aircraft maintenance engineers (in latter case Croatian engineers will loose their existing certification authorisations granted to them several years ago by Hungarian AMOs, in other words: they will loose their "protected rights") ??
	JAN

JAN

JAN


	Approved Maintenance Organisations:
See answer given on item 6-2 (Part-145)

	5-8
	Jim Gibbons

Technical & Maintenance Advisor
Int’l Air Carrier Association james.h.gibbons@btinternet.com
	Approval of integrated quality systems by EASA

Background: For all kinds of approved organisations, AMCs expressly permit the required quality systems to be integrated with those set-ups for other approvals (regarding JAR-OPS 1 and Part-M, there is even the REQUIREMENT for the quality systems to be integrated). Now the problem arises that in the competent authorities, usually different persons are responsible for the different approvals. Furthermore, EASA is responsible for ALL Design Organisation. All involved surveyors tend to have different ideas on how and where and to which extent the quality system needs to be documented. This leads to the situation that an AOC-holder airline with technical department who has approvals acc. Part-21, Part-145, Part-M and Part-147 will have to cope with not less than 5 different surveyors from 2 different authorities. From IACA’s point of view, it would be appreciable to have a division at EASA  who is in charge to approve integrated quality systems upon request by a company. NAAs could benefit because companies who choose to have their Quality Assurance systems approved by EASA would not need to be checked.

Extension of the list of "simple tasks" in AMC 145.A.30 (g) 2.

Background: Regarding the list of allowed tasks for Cat. A Certifying Mechanics, although the referenced list contains the remark that it will be updated periodically in the light of ongoing experience, the range still seems very low-levelled. In summary, the list really only contains wheels, brakes, cabin parts, batteries, static dischargers, servicing and related deferrals. In the opinion of IACA, there are many more defect rectification tasks which, regarding complexity, safety relevance and testing requirements, are absolutely comparable to wheels, brakes and batteries.  IACA asks if EASA would  extend this list to a wider range of tasks.


	YMO

JAN


	Approval of integrated quality systems by EASA

The Agency has recently produced an advance-NPA 15-2006 relative to the consistency of organisation approvals. The background for the A-NPA is the report produced by JAA in 2003. This report produced recommendations to improve the consistency of the requirements for organisation approvals: the recommendations were classified in short, medium and long term recommendations. The purpose of the A-NPA is to ask stakeholder views how the recommendations of this report should be taken on board by EASA. Three courses of actions are mentioned:

· Do nothing or

· Implement only the short and medium term recommendations of the JAA report or

· Start with the implementation of the long term recommendations immediately.

The preferred option for the Agency is the transfer of the long term recommendations for the following reasons:

· They seem to have the greatest advantage but represent also a major change. It brings the opportunity of a comprehensive analysis of the system and the introduction of an optimised approach. It is expected to give both safety enhancement and economic benefits to Industry and Authorities. It will also give indications on the way to draft the new rules required with the extension to air operations and pilot licensing and later to airport and ATM

The comment period is open until 29 December 2006. The next steps will be the evaluation of comments and then the drafting of an NPA to reflect the specific proposals for regulation changes.

The Agency believe that this course of action should address to a certain extend the point made by the commentor.

Furthermore, for the longer term, the Agency is working on a so called General EASA regulation template. This document proposes a future organisation of EASA rules and aims at rationalising the structure. One of the proposals is to have only on chapter on organisational approvals allowing for several activities to be covered under one approval. 
Extension of the list of “simple tasks” in AMC 145.A.30(g)(2):

Currently there is a Working Group (66.006) that may revise the listing.

Anyway, AMC 145.A.30(g)(2), paragraphs (p) & (q), allow for certain additional tasks to be approved as agreed by the NAA´s and EASA.

Besides, this is AMC material, and other means of compliance may be used.
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	Erwin Fleberger 
Head of Office of Airworthiness & Technical Publications Austrian Airlines,

erwin.fleberger@austrian.com

	Acceptability of parts:

Is it acceptabel to install a component, which has been certified only according to a FAA TSO, into a European product (where EASA is state of design)?
	PCO

Presenter:

PCO
	Acceptability of parts:

Only when the installation is approved under an EASA STC, or when there is no ETSO equivalent to the FAA TSO (FCO).
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	Rob Swankhuizen

Working group Law and regulations

www.nvlt.org

r.swankhuizen@nvlt.org

	Maintenance when passengers and crew on board:

Question 1 

It happens on a daily basis in a Line maintenance environment that flight/cabin-crew and passengers are coming on board whilst maintenance is still in progress.

The same issue could occur when an aircraft has returned to gate for a technical problem and the flight/cabin-crew and passengers are staying on board whilst the certifying staff would solve the problem.

Question 2:

In what way are the responsibilities concerning safety in this situation regulated for the involving certifying staff and flight/cabin-crew? 

One has to be aware that tremendous accidents good occur when maintenance tasks are in progress whilst flight/cabin-crew, passengers are on board, and the responsibilities concerning safety are not clearly stated. 

In our point of view, the certifying staff involved with maintenance tasks, which are in progress, should have the overall responsibility for safety, because they have the procedural law to determine when the aircraft is ready to release to service and when it should not be released to service!

The other problem, which occurs regularly, is, when an engine test run has to be performed for a maintenance complaint and the aircraft is still at the gate with passengers on board.

The test run will be performed by the flight crew and released to service by the certifying staff.

In what way are the responsibilities concerning safety in this situation regulated for the involving certifying staff and flight/cabin-crew? 

Question 3:

What is EASA’s opinion about this safety responsibility issue?

In JAR-OPS is stated that:

The commander shall:

A:(1) Be responsible for the safety of all crew members, passengers and cargo on board, as soon as he arrives on board, until he leaves the aeroplane at the end of the flight;

B: Authority of the commander

An operator shall take all reasonable measures to ensure that all persons carried in the aeroplane obey all lawful commands given by the commander for the purpose of securing the safety of the aeroplane and of persons or property carried therein.

To our opinion JAR-OPS is not yet a official European law and is occasionally implemented by national law in some member states, however Part-145 and Part-M are already into force, our opinion is that JAR-OPS is irrelevant in relation to the above mentioned cases.

Question 4: 

Why is there through means of Commission regulation (EC) No 707/2006 of 8 May 2006 a new chapter “66.A.55 Evidence of qualification” added to Part-66?

Part-66 aircraft maintenance licence, page 315/149 (8) was already referring to: 

“The Part-66 aircraft maintenance licence once issued is required to be kept by the person to whom it applies in good condition and who shall remain accountable for ensuring that no unauthorised entries are made.”

Now the new added chapter is referring to:

‘66.A.55 Evidence of qualification

Personnel exercising certification privileges must produce their licence, as evidence of qualification, if requested by an authorized person, within 24 hours.’

Question 6 (repeated under 145 below):

How should the authorities from the EU member states cope with both situations in question 4 and 5, for instance when Certifying staff has been sent by their organization abroad the perform any maintenance and they are not carrying the AML and or the certification authorization with them? 

If the electronic format of the certifying staff’s certification authorization is still allowable by EASA, by what means can the holder verify the correctness of the contents of his certification authorization?
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	General remark:  aviation safety legislation” does not aim at solving liability issues, but at providing the basis for promoting safety
Question 1 

JAR-OPS 1.085 Crew responsibilities nominates the commander as the person responsible “for the safety of all crew members, passengers and cargo on board, as soon as he arrives on board, until he leaves the aeroplane at the end of the flight (…)”. 

Follows that the maintenance requirements do not address the issue of passenger safety if maintenance is carried out while passengers are on board. This also applies to engine runs that are considered as maintenance.

It is therefore the commander’s responsibility to decide if the passengers should stay on board or not during maintenance. 
Question 2:

We agree that this is strictly speaking an operational issue and not a maintenance issue.

Detailed comment: It is true that neither CC Annex 8 nor JAR-OPS 1 contain particular rules covering maintenance with passengers on board. However, it is interesting to note that both the Annex and JAR-OPS contain rules on re/de-fuelling with passengers on board. Since some of the risks associated with re/de-fuelling with passengers onboard should be comparable with risks associated with – at least some – risky maintenance, one suggestion could be to make some analogies from that area. 

It is also important to highlight the fundamental responsibility of the Operator vis-à-vis its passengers for maintaining the aircraft it operates. For commercial operations, the PIC is a representative of the Operator. When line- or other maintenance is performed with passengers onboard, it is clear that the Operator is the actual responsible party for the activity. CC Annex 6 clearly identifies the Operator as responsible to ensure that each aeroplane they operate is maintained in an airworthy condition (ref 8.1). This is implemented in EU law by M.A.201. In other words, since any maintenance staff – operators’ own or hired-in – are working for the operator, the operator is ultimately responsible for the maintenance activity. This principal responsibility of the Operator can be found in numerous articles of Part-M, for example in M.A.201 Responsibilities which highlights the responsibility for the Operator. The fact that the same article also states that “any person or organisation performing maintenance shall be responsible for the tasks performed” does not change the principal responsibility of the Operator vis-à-vis its passengers.

This responsibility is also clearly seen (in CC Annex 6, but more particularly) in JAR-OPS 1 since according to Appendix 1 to JAR-OPS 1.1045

Operations Manual Contents the Operator has to include in its Ground handling instructions, Ground Handling procedures covering inter alia the:

[image: image1.emf](Ref Para 8.2)

So I believe it is actually easily argued that the Operations Manual should contain dedicated Instructions on Maintenance with passengers embarking, on board or disembarking, if the Operator allows such activities.

The central role of the Operator is also clear when looking at the allocation of liability in case of an accident. As regards liability, the Operator is liable under the 1999 Montreal liability Regime
. This Convention is directly applicable in all EU MS through EU law. In principle the Operator is liable for any injury or damage to the passengers, baggage and cargo while in the control/custody of that Operator (art 17). This means that it is clear that the operator is liable for any injury or damage during the time when the passengers remain on-board the aircraft.
 This certainly does not change in the case that the Operator authorises maintenance on the aircraft with passengers on board. Moreover, it doesn’t change if the PIC is not present for whatever reason (of course he/she should be present!).

Two clarifications: 

1) It is clear that an Operator found liable according to the Montreal Convention may have successful recourse intra parties to anyone that actually caused or contributed to the accident, for example its contracted maintenance company.

2) It is also clear that the injured party may be able to claim liability under national law directly from the maintenance company that was performing the maintenance with passengers onboard.

This depends on the implementation of JAR-OPS 1 into national rules. Member States are still responsible in the field of operations. JAR-OPS 1 has been implemented by most of the States. EU-OPS will has been adopted for all EU Member States. Consequently, operational requirements will be Community competence within 18 months. Until the EU-OPS process is finished, and EASA implementing rules have been adopted yet, national legislation applies. In the short term, EASA does not have a role to play.

When EASA does become competent, a rulemaking task can be proposed that will address this interface issue. EASA will then carry out a preliminary RIA to establish the need for rulemaking in this field and present it to stakeholders. If it is agreed that there is a significant safety threat, then it will be addressed.

Question 4:
The requirement shown on Part-66, page 315/149 (8), applies to all holders of a Part-66 license, and states that the license will be kept by the holder in good condition, who will be responsible for ensuring that no unauthorised entries are made. No special conditions are imposed on how and where the holder should keep the license.

66.A.55 applies only to certifying staff qualified in accordance with Part-66, and covers a completely different requirement, which is the need to produce their license, as evidence of qualification, if requested by an authorised person, within 24 hours.

Both requirements are not contradictory.
Question 6:
The License should be carried abroad unless it can be retrieved within 24 hours.

The Certification Authorisation, regardless of whether it is in hard copy or electronic format, it must be retrieved within 24 hours.

In the case of an electronic format of the Certification Authorisation, the organisation must have a procedure approved by the authority in order to guarantee its authenticity. Once received by the holder, it is his responsibility to keep it in good condition and to ensure that no unauthorised entries are made.

An example would be the case where the organisation issues the authorisation through an e-mail showing  the approvals, and stating that it supersedes the previous authorisation, including its reference number. The holder must be able to retrieve that e-mail.



	Part-145
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	Fokas Georgios 

Aegean Airlines gfokas@aegeanair.com

	Licensing of personnel: 

Is there a provision for a Part 145 organisation located in a member state to use JAR 66 licensed personnel as certifying staff, if their licenses have been issued after 20.11.2003 by a non-member state? [Article 5(2) for 2042/2003 provides for licenses, which have been issued before that date] 


	JAN 
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	Licensing of personnel.
In accordance with EC2042/2003, Article 5, paragraph 2, any aircraft maintenance license and if any, the technical limitations associated with that license, issued or recognised by a Member State in accordance with the JAA requirements and procedures and valid at the time of entry into force of this Regulation, shall be deemed to have been issued in accordance with this Regulation.

Part 66 entered into force (after the opt-out period), for aircrafts above 5700 kg, on 28 September 2005.

So, we can consider 2 cases:

· JAR-66 licenses issued by Member States prior to 28 September 2005: these licenses are considered as being issued in accordance to Part-66 and do not need to be converted to Part-66 licenses (until they expire or there is a need for amendment). This is only applicable to licenses issued by Member States that passed the JAR-66 Review Board, as listed in the EASA website. 
· JAR-66 licenses issued by Non-Member States prior to 28 September 2005: since these licenses were recognised by Member States as valid licenses before that date, they are considered as being Part-66 licenses and do not need to be converted to Part-66 licenses (until they expire or there is a need for amendment). This is only applicable to licenses issued by Non-Member States that passed the JAR-66 Review Board, as listed in the EASA website. 
For JAR-66 licenses issued by Non-Member States after 28 September 2005, as EASA and all EASA States are members of the JAA, they are bound by their JAA obligations to accept JAR licences issued by States that passed the JAR-66 Review Board. This can be done by the conversion of such licences into Part-66 licences.
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	Janos Acsai Lufthansa Technik, Budapest

janos.acsai@lhtb.hu

	Parts produced by mother companies :

We suffer every day from not being authorized to accept those parts from LHT which were produced under LHT's Part-145 approval. 

Our suggestion is as follows:  

"Revise and amend Part-145 requirements concerning fabrication of parts by Approved Maintenance Organizations to include possibility for parts fabricated by mother company under Part 145.A.42(c), AMC 142.A.42(c) provisions to be used by subsidiaries and vice versa, and possibility for parts fabricated by a subsidiary under the provisions mentioned to be used by another subsidiary belonging to the same group of AMOs. Agreed by this group of AMOs common procedure for certification and acceptance of such parts has to be included in the expositions of those organizations." 

Such change would make the transfer legal without compromising the safety or airworthiness.  

Remark: This  question was sent to EASA prior to 4th EASA-Industry meeting, but not answered (the reason for which might be the submission after deadline). 

 

Employees from non-EU states:
Part 145.A.35(g) and Part 145.A.35(h) require from Approved Maintenance Organisation to have certifying and/or base maintenance support staff qualified in accordance with Part-66. 

Article 33 of Chicago Convention requires from contracting States to recognize as valid the certificates of competency or licenses issued by other contracting States if those are in compliance with the minimum standards established by ICAO. 

Paragraph 2(e), Article 12 of Regulation EC No. 1592/2002 states, that EASA shall "in its fields of competence, carry out, on behalf of Member States, functions and tasks ascribed to them by applicable international Conventions, in particular the Chicago Convention". 

Our company employs a number of contractors from neighbouring non-EU countries (Croatia, Serbia, Bulgaria, etc.), having ICAO aircraft maintenance engineer's licenses. 

· Can we employ them after 28 September 2006 as certifying/support staff members ???  

· Are the ICAO AME licenses acceptable for extension of their existing company authorisations or the engineers with ICAO licenses have to loose their protected rights ???   

· What is the official position of EASA concerning the recognition of the ICAO AMELs ???
	JAN 
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	Parts produced by mother companies

Parts fabricated by a Part-145 organisation in accordance with 145.A.42(c) are not eligible for issuance of a Form 1, since this a privilege of a Part-21 Subpart G approved production organisation.

This means that these parts can not be accepted by other Part-145 organisations.

Employees from non-EU states
Art. 33 applies to CofA and to pilot and flight crew licenses, including ratings. This Article, in particular the obligation on Contracting states to recognise such certificates and licenses, does not apply to AME licenses. Having said that, AME licenses issued in Croatia, Serbia and Bulgaria, may be valid for aircraft registered in Croatia, Serbia and Bulgaria respectively.

They may have been even valid for aircraft registered in Hungary, if the Hungarian CAA has formally rendered those licenses valid in the past.

However, this doesn’t cover aircraft registered in other countries, and maintenance can not be performed on those aircraft using those ICAO licenses.

So, in order to have a uniform playing field, EC regulations have imposed common requirements, that, as a minimum, have to satisfy ICAO requirements. This means that the requirements imposed by Part-145 must be complied with by all EU Members. Otherwise, a Part-145 organisation would not be allowed to do maintenance on all EU aircraft registrations.

So, in the particular case of Hungary, being a EU Member State, the use of Part-66 personnel, as required by 145.A.35(g) and 145.A.35(h), is mandatory after 28 September 2006 for aircraft above 5700 kg.

ICAO licenses are only valid as covered by 145.A.30(j). 

Conversion of previous national qualifications, as covered by 66.A.70, and as per the applicable Conversion Plan, was the responsibility of the Hungarian CAA. The privileges of the ICAO licensed personnel from Serbia, Croatia and Bulgaria may be converted to Part-66 licenses if the Hungarian CAA included them in their Conversion Plan.
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	Georg J. Stoecker

Q.C.M. quality control management gmbh

stoecker@qcm.ch

	Part-145 List of approved maintenance organisations

Where can I find this list?

On EASA homepage there are only the lists of Part-145 organisations located in third countries and on the JAA homepage there is only the list of approved JAR-145 maintenance organisations.
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	Part-145 List of approved maintenance organisations:
The approval of Part-145 organisations located in the EU is the responsibility of each NAA. They are not obliged to communicate those approvals, suspensions or revocations to EASA, which means EASA can not issue an updated document.

Each NAA should be contacted in case of doubt about the validity of the approval certificate of a given organisation.
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	Geoff Lovell

Head of Quality

First Choice Airways Limited

geoff.lovell@firstchoice.co.uk
	Differing interpretation by NAA's, EU Part-145 Organisations, Foreign Part-145 Organisations and

Bilateral Part-145 organisation on the interpretation of:

Part 145.A.30(j)1 and 2

A definitive explanation by EASA on the correct interpretation of these requirements is requested i.e.

1. What is the underlying difference between Paragraph 1 and 2

2. Can the certifying staff of a foreign Part 145 Organisations use that certification at a remote line station (which is included and approved in their MOE but not located within the territory in which that organisation is registered), or do the certifying staff have to authorised in accordance with the aviation regulations of the territory in which the remote line station is based.

As an illustrative example - Can Emirates engineers certify in accordance with Emirates Part-145 Approval at their line stations in Male and Columbo, or are the engineers expected to hold Maldivian and Sri Lankan Licences.
	JAN 
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	Differing interpretation by NAA's, EU Part-145 Organisations, Foreign Part-145 Organisations and

Bilateral Part-145 organisation on the interpretation of:

145.A.30(j) provides for derogation from the requirement of using certifying staff qualified in accordance with Part-66.

145.A.30(j)1:This paragraph applies to organisation facilities located outside the Community (EU) territory.

· It is valid for both EU and non-EU organisations.

· Certifying staff may be qualified in accordance with the national aviation regulations of the State in which the organisation facility is registered.

In this paragraph:

· “facilities” mean “Base Maintenance facilities”. Line Stations are covered by 145.A.30(j)2.

· “registered” means where the facility is located (property registration).

· “may” means that this is an alternative to using Part-66 certifying staff.

145.A.30(j)2: This paragraph applies to Line Stations located outside the EU.

· It is valid for both EU and non-EU organisations.

· Certifying staff may be qualified in accordance with the national aviation regulations of the State in which the Line Station is based.
In this paragraph:

·  “based” means where the Line Station is located.

· “may” means that this is an alternative to using Part-66 certifying staff.

So, in the particular case mentioned in the question of a foreign Part-145 organisation, it can not use certifying staff with a license issued in the State where the organisation is registered at a remote line station which is located in another State.

Certifying staff performing maintenance at such Line Station must hold a license issued by the State where the Line Station is located (or a Part-66 license).
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	Rob Swankhuizen

Working group Law and regulations

www.nvlt.org

r.swankhuizen@nvlt.org

	Question 5:

Why is Part-145.A.35 (k) referring to the possibility of an electronic format of the certifying staff’s certification authorization and in (l) is stated that: Certifying staff shall produce their certification authorisation to any authorised person within 24 hours.

Question 6:

How should the authorities from the EU member states cope with both situations in question 4 and 5, for instance when Certifying staff has been sent by their organization abroad the perform any maintenance and they are not carrying the AML and or the certification authorization with them? 

Question 7:

According Part-66, the certifying staff category “A” has no type rating on his Aircraft Maintenance Licence; however, on his 145-certification authorisation as permitted in AMC 145.A.30 the tasks are type related.

Are those tasks also Airframe-engine combination related as stated in Notice of proposed amendment (NPA) No 03/2006?

	JAN 

JAN 


	Question 5:
In the case of an electronic format of the Certification Authorisation, the organisation must have a procedure approved by the authority in order to guarantee its authenticity. Once received by the holder, it is his responsibility to keep it in good condition and to ensure that no unauthorised entries are made.

An example would be the case where the organisation issues the authorisation through an e-mail showing  the approvals, and stating that it supersedes the previous authorisation, including its reference number. The holder must be able to retrieve that e-mail within 24 hours. So, both requirements are not contradictory.

Question 6:
See answer given on Question 6, of item 5-10 (Part-M / Part-66)

Question 7:
66.A.45(a) does not require to have type ratings endorsed in the license. However, it limits certification privileges to aircraft types for which category A Task Training has been received.

66.A.20(a)(1) further limits it to tasks specifically endorsed on the authorisation.

NPA 03/2006 covers Type Ratings for Aircraft Maintenance Licenses. Since category A licences don’t have a Type Rating, they are not affected by NPA 03/2006.

However, the category A certification authorisation has to specify all the tasks that are authorised, and for which aircraft type they belong. 

So, for tasks affecting the engines, the particular engine model has to be specified.

Task Training has to be provided for all tasks.

	Other Certification related items
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	J.L. Ruiz de Castañeda

Iberia Maintenance Quality and Safety Director
jruizdec@iberia.es
	Working groups on avionics task certification:

Is there any EASA group working to clarify B1 scope regarding avionics tasks certification? If the answer is yes, what is the progress?
	JAN
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	Working group on avionics task certification
Working Group 66.006 is working on this issue and an NPA is expected to be published in the first half of 2007.


	Rulemaking related items
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	J.L. Ruiz de Castañeda

Iberia Maintenance Quality and Safety Director
jruizdec@iberia.es

	Occurrence reporting:
The Occurrence reporting process is regulated in the EU by, at least, three different regulations EASA Part 145.A.60, EASA Part M (M.A. 202) and European Parliament Directive 2003/42/CE.
Is there any intention to harmonize all those requirement in a single one?

In service occurrence:

To comply with the requirement to notify the competent authority regarding in service occurrence, is it enough to notify the National Authority or is EASA requiring a direct notification by the operator?

	YMO
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	Occurrence reporting:
The purpose of the EASA set of regulation and the purpose of the EC regulation are different. The purpose of the EC regulation is to require Member States to put a system in place and to exchange data using the ECC-AIRS tool. The purpose of the EASA regulations on reporting is to ensure continuing airworthiness. It should be noted that the list of reportable occurrences are consistent between the EASA texts and the EC regulation. Therefore there are no plans to harmonise these requirements in a single one

EASA regulations envisage the following reporting scheme:

Part 21 A.3 b: the holder of a design ‘approval’ (e.g. TC holder, STC holder, etc) report to the Agency.

Part M.A.202: any person or organisation having continuing airworthiness responsibilities report to the State of registry; the organisation responsible for the TC or STC design and if applicable to the Member State of Operators. There is therefore no direct reporting to the Agency.

Part A.60: the organisation shall report to the competent authority, the state of registry and the organisation responsible for the design of the aircraft or the component. There is therefore no direct reporting to the Agency. 

The consistency of this three paragraph is ensured by the fact the holders of design approvals report to the Agency and by Article 11 of Regulation 1592 that requires an exchange of information between Member States, the Agency and the Commission
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	Dagmar Elten,

Lufthansa Technik, Hamburg

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de

	Changes to Part 21: 

Part 21 requirements for repairs and changes affecting ETSO articles are in the rulemaking pipeline. When does EASA plan to finalize the Part 21 changes? Initially it was planned for 2006. 


	PCO


	Changes to Part 21: 

It is planned to start this quarter, leading to an NPA beginning of next year and a final deliverable beginning of 2008
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	Jean-Francis Suquet

Eurocopter

BMS Regulations and Approvals 

Jean-Francis.Suquet@eurocopter.com

	Changes to Part 21: 

Does EASA intend to complement Part 21 in order to address the exportation of aircraft outside the EU : issuance of export CofA ?  what about the need to issued export noise certificates ?

Interpretations by the NAAs:

Does EASA review the divergences in the interpretation of regulation between NAA, by analysing their national instructions  ?

What is the legal value of the added requirements introduced by NAA ?
	PCO
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	Changes to Part 21: 

Export of products is covered by bilateral agreements which will specify what documents are needed. It covers, in particular, the possible issuance of Export C of A, by NAAs and/or by the Agency.
Information on noise and emission levels will be included in the same document.
Interpretation by the NAAs:
National Procedures are reviewed on a sampling basis during the Standardisation Inspections. National instructions may be reviewed at the same time.

EASA conducts periodic standardisation meetings where the NAAs exchange on their understanding and interpretation of the rules.
When requirements are imposed by the NAAs over the EU rules, the undertakings can challenge this within their own legal system. EASA will not be involved except for the “understanding” of the rules.
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	Luc JEUNESSE

Airbus Transport International

Technical Direction

Quality Assurance Mgr

e-mail: luc.jeunesse@airbus.com


	Certificate of Airworthiness:

Reading the Council Common Position (EC) No 9/2006 adopted on 9 March 2006 in view to adopt  regulation Annex III "common technical requirements and administrative procedures applicable to commercial transportation by aircraft" OPS 1, we notice that the proposed regulation introduce: the Standard certificate of airworthiness issued in accordance with 1702/2003.

That Standard certificate of airworthiness is not defined in Part 21 sub part H - (21A183 - Certificate of Airworthiness ; 21A184 - restricted Certificate of Airworthiness; 21A185 Permit to fly)

Does restricted CofA (21A184 (a)) complying to basic regulation according to EC regulation 1592 witout any limitation (21A184 (B)) are considered as "standard CofA"?

Does OPS1  apply to those Aircraft?

If  restricted Cof A is not a "standard C of A", why EASA and commission is not working first on Aircraft with Type certificate issued by EASA according to 1592/2002 annex I such as restricted Cof A?

It seems that priority is given task MDM.041, before solving application to 1592/2002 aircraft operation regulation?

In such case, Which rules apply to operate commercial Aircraft certified under 1592/2002 regulation (according to Part 21A184), if priority is given to 1592/2003 annex II aircrafts ?
	ESI


	Certificate of Airworthiness:

EU OPS requires the aircraft to have a standard CoA issued in accordance with 1702/2003. This is clearly creating problems:

· Annex 2 aircraft will never have such a CoA, but are likely to be covered by not only EU-OPS transposed into the 1592 framework and 

· CIS aircraft (and possibly orphan aircraft) will have RCoA that are not standard ones.

We must therefore modify EU-OPS before it enters into force through 3922/91 and even more so under 1592!

The solution seems relatively easy, but the amendment process (JAA and/or EASA OPS.001) need to be followed in due time.



	International Relations
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	Juergen Repenning Lufthansa Technik, Hamburg

juergen.repenning@lht.dlh.de

	BASA with the US 
Is the EU Parliament authorized to sign the Bilateral with FAA for all EU countries? LHT heard about FAA concerns raised to EASA.
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	BASA with the US  
The Commission was given a mandate by the Council in 2004 to negotiate a BASA with the US. Negotiations are nearly finished and initialling of the final draft is waiting closure of the FAA findings made during the assessment of the EASA system. This is likely to happen by years end or beginning of next year.

Ratification (approval by the President of the Council after consultation of the European Parliament) could happen by the end of 2007.

	Associated States
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	Jim Gibbons

Technical & Maintenance Advisor
Int’l Air Carrier Association james.h.gibbons@btinternet.com
	Swiss JAR-66 licences not to be accepted within EU anymore.
Back ground. IACA members are having difficulty with their NAA accepting Swiss JAR-66 licences . Could EASA give guidance on the acceptability of these and other non EU JAR- 66 licences?
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	Swiss JAR-66 licences not to be accepted within EU anymore.
Switzerland will soon join the EASA system (entry into force of the association is planned for December). From that date Switzerland will be fully assimilated to an EU Member states as far as civil aviation is concerned. Swiss certificates, approvals and licences will therefore be valid everywhere in the EASA system.

The same applies already to the other members of the European Free Trade Area (Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein). 

As regards other full JAA members, as EASA and all EASA States are member of the JAA, they are bound by their JAA obligations to accept JAR licences if they fully meet EASA requirements. This can be done by the conversion of such licences into EASA licences.
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	Georg J. Stoecker

Q.C.M. quality control management gmbh

stoecker@qcm.ch

	6) M.A.903

"M.A.903 Transfer of aircraft registration within the EU"

Does this include the "EASA members" who are non-EU members, e.g. Norway and Iceland?
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	6) M.A.903

Yes. Since 1st June 2005 Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein have participated in the Agency under article 55 of Regulation 1592/2002 as a result of Decisions No 179/2004, No 15/2005 and 16/2005 of the EEA Joint Committee which incorporate the Basic Regulation and its implementing rules into Annex XIII to the EEA Agreement.


	Standardisation
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	Arne Hovland,
Head of Safety & Quality, Heli-one (Norway) AS
ahovland@Heli-one.ca
	Standardisation: 
We have experienced different interpretations and practices by competent authorities within Europe.  We are interested in a brief presentation on how standardisation will be ensured.  If we, aviation organisations in Europe, are faced with differences having consequences for our business how can we act?  Where should we address our concern?
	FJA (Francois Janvier)

Presenter:

FJA
	Standardisation:
Refer to the presentation given in the morning on standardisation.
Concerns can be sent to EASA “Rulemaking Directorate”
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	Jim Gibbons

Technical & Maintenance Advisor
Int’l Air Carrier Association james.h.gibbons@btinternet.com
	Installation of Feedback/Reporting System at EASA for different interpretation/application of legislation by NAAs

Background: When performing audits of organisations in different EU countries, it is obvious that the different competent authorities apply one and the same (EU-) legislation quite different in many examples. IACA asks if there could be an office established , preferably in the Standardisation Directorate, where companies can report such cases in order to better enable EASA to make sure that EU-law is applied identically by all competent authorities on all EU based companies


	FJA (Francois Janvier)

Presenter:

FJA
	Installation of Feedback/Reporting System at EASA for different interpretation/application of legislation by NAAs

Standardisation is the way for EASA to monitor how the NAAs implement the rules. Undertakings may be visited to illustrate the way  NAAs are fulfilling their duties within the given legal framework and with the necessary flexibility due to local conditions. 
EASA (Standardisation Department) has already received and considered information on such cases. It is not foreseen to create an additional specific office for that purpose. 


� 1999 Montreal Convention for the unification of certain rules for international carriage by air, as implemented in EU law.
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