EASA 4th Industry Meeting – 17 November 2005
Questions & Answers
	
	Source
	Question/Comment
	Response

	F&C / Budget

	1
	ERAA

Martin Ambrose

martin.ambrose@eraa.org 
	Presentation – Fees & Charges & EASA 2005/2006 Budget. (10 mins)
	

	
	


	
	

	2
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	FEES & CHARGES
· EASA update on fundamental revisions needed?

· Forecasted main changes to be adopted on EASA Charges & Fees system?

· EASA experience based on 2005 implementation of the initial system?

(Forecasted 2005 income?, Lead time?, Practicability?, Lessons learned?) 

· Schedule of the new Charges & Fees system implementation?

· Room for Industry suggestions and recommendations?

Can EASA post on its website Answers to the Questions transmitted by Industry? Time scale?
	After 23 weeks of operation, some experience has been gained. The processes imposed by the Regulation 488, specifically Article 12, are complex and heavy. Simplification should be the key. In addition it became obvious that the Regulation does not generate the income as initially aimed for. An EASA F&C Working Group with Member States and Industry participation was tasked to propose improvements to the current Regulation. Implementation schedule: March 2006.
Answers to the questions transmitted by Industry are published on the website. Questions and suggestions should be sent to  query.feesandcharges@easa.eu.int (see website)

	3
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com
	What is the status of the 2006 Budget and are there any proposed changes to the fees and charges?
	The Budget 2006 will be discussed by the MB in the next meeting (13 December). EASA F&C WG will propose changes to the Regulation 488 + Annex with the objective to simplify administrative processes and to generate income to cover actual costs.

Challenge: Attempt to create valid and reliable data out of some 23 weeks of operational experience for each type of service.

	4
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org 
	BUDGET

· EASA update on 2006 Agency budget?

· Facts and figures?

· Income contribution from EU Community?

· Income contribution from Industry?

· EASA expenses?

· Calendar of Budget (EU Council, EU Parliament readings)?

-   EASA budget forecast for 2007 and beyond (with EASA scope extension)?
	A Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB) for 2006 was submitted for approval by the European Parliament and Council during the month of May 2005. This PDB was drafted on the basis of available information at that time. As you will know, one of the main elements behind the Agency's budget is the income from the Fees & Charges system, which entered into force on 1 June 2005. The introduction of the Fees & Charges system has unfortunately not produced the [financial] results that were expected, with the further result that the Agencies level of revenue has been significantly impacted. In order to address this unfortunate situation, the representatives of the Work Programme and Budget Resources Working Group (WPBRWG), including representatives from the EASA Advisory Board, Management Board and the Commission, were convened for 2 meetings during the month of August and September. The 2005 budget situation has been satisfactorily dealt with. However, it was agreed that the envisaged budget for 2006 would have to be reviewed, which was presented to MB, as budgetary authority, at its September 2005 meeting.
 

One of the elements in reviewing the 2006 budget has been the establishment of the Fees & Charges Review Working Group. This is supplemented by the continued work of the WPBRWG to address a review of the 2006 budget, notably by giving consideration to a number of activities and changes that were not apparent at the time of drafting the PDB.
 

The results/conclusions of the Fees & Charges Review Working Group and the WPBRWG will surely have an impact on the proposed 2006 budget. A revised budget for 2006 will be presented to the Management Board for approval at its 13 December 2005 meeting. As far as the EU subsidy to the Agency is concerned, the definite amount will be the subject of an approval by the European Parliament in December 2005.
In order to provide you with an overview of the Budget Cycle calendar (Parliament and Council readings), we would like to provide you with the following indications:
Calendar of the Budget Cycle (EU council, EU Parliament readings):

Upon submission by the Commission, the Council  will proceed with a first reading  of the PDB and before 31 July adopts the Draft budget, which it sends to Parliament in the first half of September together with a list of amendments to compulsory expenditure. In September, Parliaments’s Committee on Budgets (COBU) adopts a serie of amendments to the draft Council Budget.

On the basis of COBU’s report, Parliament gives a first reading in October. It adopts amendments to non-compulsory expenditure and proposals for modifications to compulsory expenditure.

The draft Budget, together with the amendments and the proposed modifications, returns to the Council for a second reading (third week in November). The Council examines only the Parliament’s amendments and proposed modifications. The draft Budget that emerges from second reading in the Council is laid before Parliament for a second reading. Parliament then rejects or adopts the Budget.

After the budget has been adopted, the Decision making phases come to an end with the publication of the budget in the Official Journal mid-February of the actual budget year.

EASA budget forecast for 2007?

The budgetary forecasts for 2007 will be the result of WPBRWG work, and will be aligned with the Agency's 2007 Work Programme that will be elaborated by this group.


	5
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com
	What consideration is being given to the problem that will face many small organisations that now have the additional costs and delays of visiting Cologne for meetings rather than their NAAs?


	The objective of the EASA is to be cost effective. Holding meetings in Cologne is a means to achieve this cost efficiency. The goal of the Agency is therefore to hold as an average, and when technically possible, every second meeting in Cologne. This will also make the industry more sensitive to the costs of those meetings which is otherwise completely diluted. An highly encouraged alternative is to rely on electronic means such as tele and video conferencing.

	6
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	Fees and Charges - EC 488/2005

- I would like to point out that the regulation does not explain nor is it mentioned what the definition Level 1 and Level 2 means. A reference to 21.101 is not a useable way because the term is not used there either. If I interpret the regulation correct it is the Level 1 and 2 explained in the Implementation Procedures agreement between US and France.

Is there a plan to amend the regulation in a way that this can be understood clearly?
	Regulation will be corrected; EASA F&C WG will provide a proposal.

	7
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	Fees and Charges - EC 488/2005

- Recent experience with this regulation show unjustified additional cost for STC´s and MINOR changes on commuter aircraft such as for example Beech 200/300 Series. I want to stress the fact that the compliance finding for an (avionic) STC on a Beech in

accordance to CS-23.A is almost identical to a twin engine aircraft of the same CS-23.B!

The only real differences to a twin engined aircraft in CS23 for an avionic change are in 23.1303 (third attitude indicator), 1309 (hazards to the aircraft) and 1351 (electrical system). Looking closer at this paragraphs reveals that these issues do represent no or only minor extra work to the investigator (authority), but may constitute additional

justification (in a few cases) for the applicant.

The same issue is true for MINOR changes.

I cannot see the justification to add € 770 or an equivalent of about 8 hours.

Can you tell if this is going to be looked at and if there is a change to revise that issue?

We believe that some of the estimates presently done for STC applications are well in favour of previous arrangements with local authorities. We had estimates for a Beech 200 TAWS installation of 50! Manhours on top of the flat rate. We believe that this is simply not justified.

We would also propose a simple rule that a STC approval cost should never exceed the cost for generating the whole documentation package.
	Generally speaking, the fees consist of a fixed and a variable part. The fixed part is defined by the Annex to the F&C regulation (fixed fee B multiplied by a coefficient, the coefficient depending on the type of product). The variable part is proportional to the workload. If compliance finding is identical, the variable part should be identical. There are other factors increasing or decreasing the number of hours actually spent (quality of documentation, experience of the applicant, need for advice, etc).The final invoice is based on the hours spent by the Team/ Responsible Party (Technical Visa). Minor Changes do not attract an hourly fee.

Industry is represented in the EASA F&C WG.

Any reasonable proposal to improve the Regulation is welcome.



	8
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	Staffing

· Is EASA on track with the budget 2005 of 200 people by year end?

Has the level of required expertise achieved to fulfill the complete scope of EASA missions?
	EASA is confident that the figure of 200 staff members by end of 2005  will be either achieved or very close to be achieved


	9
	Airbus

John Saunders

john.saunders@airbus.com 
	Does EASA believe that it is adequately recruiting staff with the correct technical experience to cover the certification of new programmes in development, bearing in mind the advances in technology in the next 5-10 years, in order to avoid risk of any delay in programme due to lack of EASA certification resource?
	This issue has been identified and addressed in various EASA management bodies, and is a priority in defining establishment plans for the coming years. It will be monitored on a regular basis and resources needs will be re-defined as necessary to cope with any significant development in new technologies

	10
	Agusta

Gianluigi Gino

g.gino@it.agusta.com 
	1- Table of 'fixed fee coefficients' - par. (viii) of Annex to Regulation

Question: Is it possible to interpolate the value of the 'fixed fee coefficient' with relation to the value of activity?   In particular we observe that the fixed fee of 40 applies to a wide range of value of activity in a ratio of 1 to 3 (between 140 106 € and 420 106 €), that means a remarkable difference in terms of corresponding fees.

2- Par. (viii) of Annex to the Regulation – bullet 1.(b)

Question: The term “production facilities” means only the production sites of the Organization, or also those of its subcontractors having not been granted their own approval? 
 
Moreover, we would like to have confirmation if this interpretation of the above paragraph is correct. As the paragraph concerns the additional hourly rate, we consider that the term “coefficient” refers to the hourly rate (and not to the “fixed fee coefficient”), and the term “relevant” refers to the additional workload (number of hours invoiced) spend by the Agency for its approval and surveillance activity in more than two Member States. The coefficient always refers to the fixed fee. The hourly rate is 99€ and charged for hour spent by the Agency.

	1 - No, it is not possible to interpolate as suggested. However, the additional text is not understood, and would require clarification.

2 – Yes, the term ‘Production Facilities’ refers only to the production sites of the Organisation
As regards the ‘coefficient’, it always refers to the fixed fee. The hourly rate is € 99 and is charged for the hours spent by the Agency.


	Part-21 / STCs (validations & procedures)

	11
	AEA

Vincent De Vroey

vincent.de.vroey@aea.be 
	Presentation - EASA approvals and approvals procedures (STCs, major repairs,…) (20 mins)
	





	12
	EAD Aerospace

François Poinsard

francois.poinsard@ead-aerospace.com 
	Presentation – Suggestions to reduce unfair competition between EASA STC providers and other STC providers. (10-15 mins)
	



	
	


	
	

	13
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com 
	What is going to be done to address the long delays in processing applications or design changes/modification/STC and their eventual approval?


	It should be noted that the initial backlog has been dramatically reduced, which it a direct consequence of the maximum effort the Certification directorate has put into the streamlining the approval processing, notably by the recruitment and training additional staff to support the administrative activity associated with the approval process.
It is a clear objective to reduce the time delay caused by the processing of applications, Technical Visas and Certificates. Simplification and thus speeding up the process within the constraints of the rules (i.e. Regulations1592 and 488) is an ongoing challenge. And for those of you that may not be aware, a new action has been initiated with the EU Commission aiming at amending the Fees and Charges Regulation in order to reduce its administrative burden on all interested parties.

In the starting phase, we were confronted with quite some resource problems, most of them now solved. 

a) Minor changes/repairs: no backlog

b) TCs, major changes/repairs, STCs: decreased backlog
c) Transfer of a Technical Visa to a Certificate is estimated to take approximately 3 days

However, not all steps in the process are under the control of the Agency. In case of abnormal delays, please do enquire with the programme department of the certification directorate.

But the assistance of industry is also sought in the attempts to redress this situation, notably by ensuring that clear and complete applications are provided, that timely reactions to submitted quotes are carried out, that payments are made on time.


	14
	Airbus

John Saunders

john.saunders@airbus.com
	EASA engages with the NAAs to do work for EASA, however the administration process often seems to be onerous, resulting in delays to applicants awaiting approvals. Has EASA any plans to improve the process?


	

	15
	Thomas Cook

Steve Sells

Steve.Sells@thomascook.com
	We are experiencing delays to an Engine overhaul at an Engine MRO due the time taken to approve a Repair - the MRO is advising us that it is currently taking between 9 and 12 weeks for EASA to provide approvals. This type of delay has a significant impact on operators both financially and commercially and we would appreciate an update from EASA as to the status of this process and how all parties can work to streamline this area.
	

	16
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	Time delay of STC issue

· STC´s are partly issued later than 2 months after the technical visa.

Not all customers agencies accept excemption according to basic regulation article 10 (3)
	

	17
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	Approval of Changes

· Can EASA provide Industry with performances metrics on EASA lead time approval:

· Major modifications?

· Minor?
	For the hours to be spent on projects, there are some figures known from an earlier investigation performed by some major NAAs. These figures represent an average and are used providing a quote. There is, of course, a wide range of major changes from a technical point of view, as the hours actually needed deviate from the average. The quotes (being an estimate) are now, at least partially, based on experience, only a very few of them are contested.

The time delay caused by processing of applications including financial matters shall not exceed 3 days in the initial phase (application received – quote letter sent) and in the final phase (Technical Visa received – certificate sent)

	
	


	
	




	
	


	

	

	
	


	
	


	18
	GECAS

Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com 
	When will the promised list of EASA validated foreign STCs be available on the EASA website?
	STCs, certificated and validated since 03.06.2004 by the Agency are published on the website since a couple of weeks

	19
	GECAS
Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com
	When will the promised list of EU & foreign STC that are accepted as having been grandfathered be available on the EASA website?
	STCs issued between October 2003 and June 2004 will be published soon. Collecting the data of the accepted “grandfathered” STCs takes some time and has been postponed up to now

	20
	Olympic Airways

Georgios Pagonis

gpagonis@olympic-airways.gr 
	Concerns (EC) No 1702/2003 and the DECISION No 2004/04/CF.

Specifically, the approval procedures by EASA for STCs FAA approved prior to 28/9/03 (as well as after that date) and DER approved changes. 

As an example, we can give the following question: 

How should an Approved Maintenance Organization proceed for the implementation of an Engineering Order covered by a STC, if that STC has been supplemented by a FAA DER – approved change to cover an additional aircraft whose Manufacturer’s Serial Number was not included  in the original STC? Do we need an EASA approval for both documents, and if yes, who is responsible to apply to EASA for it: 

·       the operator of the aircraft, 

·       the National Authority of the aircraft registry, 

·       the approved maintenance organization, or 

·       the design organization for which the DER is working?

	FAA STC approved prior to 28/09/03 and accepted/validated at least by one MS, are deemed to be EASA approved. So if both STC and supplement fall in this category both are deemed to be EASA approved.
If not in this category then EASA approval is required. The application should be made to EASA by the US design organisation.


	21
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	PART 21 – EC1702/2003

- What is the approach of EASA for STC´s held by organisations which hold no valid DOA or ADOA approval after 28th September 2005?

o STC approved before 28th September 2003

o STC approved after 28th September 2003 but latest 28th September 2005
	STC approved before 28th September 2003: nothing is required for the STC’s installed before 28 September 2003. For STC’s still being installed after that date a responsible and capable STC holder is required. How this capability has to demonstrated is currently under review.

See also http://www.easa.eu.int/home/org_appro_doa_transition_en.html

	22
	Smiths Aerospace Electronic Systems
Clive Mitchell

Clive.Mitchell@smiths-aerospace.com 
	As of the 28th Sept 2005 the NAA design approvals for Parts and Appliance Suppliers was cancelled.

The consequence of this action is that all minor design changes, minor concessions and minor Component Maintenance Manuals now have to be approved by the TC/STC design authority or EASA.

The elapsed time to achieve approval from the TC/STC holder(s) has the potential for creating major delays in manufacture and the ability to support Aircraft On Ground (AOG) operational situations. This difficulty is compounded where in many instances these minor changes are applicable to many TC holders products and applications for approval can be extensive.

As a consequence, will EASA give urgent consideration to creating a category of Design Approval (within IR21 J) that will allow the equipment design organisations to approve this level of design change.

Additionally can EASA also give consideration to extending  the period of "Grandfathered" rights (issued by NAA's which allows changes on established designs to continue) whist possible new design approval rules are created.
	It is not planned. However, equipment design organisations can design minor changes to aircraft related to their equipment and get a DOA for this kind of design activities.
There is no such concept as extending the period of Grandfathering. Something is either Grandfathered (and then it is for an unlimited period) or it is not. Article 2.14 of Regulation 1702/2003 it the applicable provision for these cases. If a Change was approved under national rules prior to the 28 September 2003 it is Grandfathered. Anything done after that date needs EASA (or subpart J DOA) approval. 

	23
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de 
	STC Application

· Procedure is still not yet finalized by EASA 

· Missing transparency of procedure changes for applicants
	Procedures for Type Certification, Supplemental Type Certification, Validation in Third Countries and Organisation Approvals have now been approved, published and implemented. Any changes in procedures will be announced and published through the EASA website


	24
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	STC Allocation 

· Allocation to NAA is done by EASA without further comments 

· Related certification items are discussed between LHT and NAA and decided by NAA

· Afterwards, EASA does not agree to decisions of NAA

· LHT cannot rely on NAA decision
	This demonstrates the need for Applicants and NAAs to report on a regular basis to the EASA who has the full responsibility for the approval process and sub-contract the work to NAA when necessary (because of adequate resources available at the NAA level until internalised in the EASA). When there is a difference in opinion between the NAA and EASA the Agency is the only decision maker.

	25
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	PART 21 – EC1702/2003

- We understand that the FAA Order 8100.14 is trying to cover most of the acceptance of documents such as TC, STC and MINOR changes between US and Europe. Is there an

equivalent european document and when will it cover all EASA member states and will it ever cover foreign products?
	No. Work is ongoing with the FAA on the development of a common document on US repair data.



	Part-21 / DOA

	26
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com
	What is the position for companies awaiting finalisation of their DOA (i.e. backlog)
	DOA required for 28.09.2005 have been finished (See list on the website). Certificates are sent to Companies following payment.

	27
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com
	What is the position on the difficulties faced by small and start up companies needing design approval, but for whom the present DOA scheme is onerous? Will Industry be invited to contribute to their resolution?
	EASA is helping organisations to understand how to put DOA in place. Industry is also encouraged to pool resources and create organisations that can easily have a DOA.

	28
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com 
	PART 21 – EC1702/2003

- I understand that MINOR AFM Supplement Issues as part of a MINOR Change or MINOR changes to the AFM as part of an already approved (own) STC or MINOR change cannot

be approved by the DOA because of the current regulation 21A.263(c)(4)). However, it proved to be a major burden for a DOA to run through a MINOR change application

involving allocation time (currently 4 weeks) and cost matters.

1) What is EASAs solution for this? I was told that there is an internal discussion going on and a policy will be issued.

Reference: Telcon with Roger Hardy, Roger Simon and Emails from Roger Simon (latest

dtd. 23rd Sept. 2005)

2) When will this policy be made available and what is the proposed contents?

3) If, even in the future, MINOR Change/Issue AFM´s cannot be approved by the DOA, is it anticipated to amend Fees & Charges regulation with a reduced MINOR change AFM approval fee? Will and could the allocation be handled quicker for such MINOR changes?

4) Is it the case that an allocated authority after a MINOR AFM Change/Issue application may ask for additional full or partly justification of the MINOR equipment installation (DOA

approved). In other words, may they question the capability of the DOA justifying the MINOR qualification for the equipment installation if the application is only for a MINOR AFM Issue?

Example: Application for a VFR only GPS installation AFM Supplement. Authority asks for justification of mechanical GPS antenna installation.
	Changes to the AFM, whether to the type design or due to are classified in accordance with 21A.91.  Any change that is classified as major, if it has any AFM implications, is likely to affect the approved sections of the AFM. These must be approved by EASA. 

A change that is classified as minor may also require a change to the approved sections of the AFM; for example, it may introduce a minor change to normal procedures. These must be approved by EASA. However, the requirement that EASA must approve changes to an AFM does not automatically classify the change as a major.

Changes to the non-approved sections of the AFM will be classified in accordance with 21A.91 and may be major or minor.  Modifications classified as minor may be approved by a DOA, subject to the terms of his approval or, for non-DOA, by EASA directly as part of the minor modification approval.  The changes to the unapproved parts of the AFM, need not be approved directly by EASA.  

Changes to the AFM are usually associated with a physical modification or STC, but in some cases, can be stand-alone changes with no physical modification. In these cases, if the change is to the approved data in the approved parts of the AFM, the change is classified as major. In other cases a classification as minor is appropriate. Reference should be made to the specific certification code to determine whether the data is required to be approved or not.
STCs do not alter the basic AFM, but may introduce AFM Supplements.  These have the same sections as the basic AFM, and the same logic applies.  However, approval of the STC also includes approval of the STC AFM Supplement (and this is referred to specifically in the EASA STC), so separate approval of an STC AFM Supplement is only needed if there is a change to the supplement. In this case classification is still in accordance with 21A.91.

Answers to specific questions

1.The EASA solution is to extend DOA privileges in appropriate cases to allow a DOA holder to approve minor changes unapproved parts of the Flight Manual.  Changes to the approved pats must be EASA approved.  EASA has established an ad-hic Group to discuss these issues.  The deliverable will be a set of procedures for AFM approval. 

2.I hope that the Procedure will be available before the end of 2005.

3.The question is not applicable if DOA privileges allow approval of minor modifications to AFMs. Applications for minor changes are now allocated within 24 hours so there are now no delays within EASA. 

4.Each modification is assessed on its own merits.  There may be cases where modifications are incorrectly classified, but instances of this from competent approved organisations should be limited.  This is more likely to be identified at regular audits.



	29
	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	PART 21 – EC1702/2003

- Is it true that MINOR changes approved before 28th Sept 2005 can be held by anybody even if not holding a DOA or ADOA?
	Yes, and this also true for all minor changes approved after 28 September 2005

	30
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	DOA

· EASA intend to extend the current Part 21 – Subpart J to cover “Parts & Appliances” (such as JAA Subpart JB)?

· If such the case, associated timescale?

(Delegation to Industry of Component Maintenance Manuals and Service Bulletins approval rated by Industry as a major milestone, e.g Equipment sector)  
	There is currently a global initiative developing aimed at assessing the appropriateness and effectiveness of current organizational approvals and how they may be developed to better reflect changes in industry practice to encompass issues such as greater work sharing, subcontracting, etc. Initial discussions have already taken place in the FAA/Europe International Aviation Safety Conference, both in Philadelphia in 2004 and at Cologne in 2005. The use of the previous JB approval is considered to be part of this conceptual debate and EASA considers it inappropriate to start a rulemaking activity before the wider issues are debated and concepts agreed.  It is therefore EASA’s intent to remove this item from the ToR 21.024.  However, in order to progress this issue, EASA intends to stimulate debate by first seeking views from the aviation community through a questionnaire, with the possibility of organizing a dedicated workshop at a later date to develop ideas further.

	31
	Rolls Royce

Dieter Stege

Dieter.Stege@Rolls-Royce.com 
	Situation:

A TC applicant placed with reference to Part 21 21A.2 development, certification and continued airworthiness tasks onto another company covered by an agreement.

 

Questions:

1.) Is there any need for the TC applicant to apply for an own DOA?

2.) If the answer to question 1 is no, are they nevertheless eligible for TC granting (ref. 21A.14)?

3.) Could the subcontractor apply for and receive its own DOA (without becoming TC Holder!) based on that agreement?

4.) If the answer to question 3 is yes, could the subcontractor get the privileges of 21A.263?

5.) If the answer to question 4 is yes, does it mean any DOA can delegate its privileges to integrated partner/subcontractors?
	1) No

2) Yes, on the basis of the DOA of the other company, under which all technical responsibilities will be carried out.

3) Yes, based on 21A.2 agreement. 

4) Yes. As mentioned before, the 21A.2 delegation mechanism means that ALL technical tasks and responsibilities are with the subcontracted company.

5) Question must be clarified. A DOA cannot delegate privileges, but it can authorise partner/subcontractors to exercise them under its approval number, if proper arrangement are in place and people authorised to sign identified in DOA documentation.

	Part-21 / Others

	32
	Austrian Airlines

Erwin Fleberger

Erwin.Fleberger@aua.com 
	Amendment to Part 21 related to design activities affecting ETSO articles -
Major differences have been identified in corresponding EASA/EU and FAA regulations, which results in competitive disadvantages to EU industry. This is, in particular, a problem for approval of repair designs on passenger seats. The AEA forwarded a proposal for amendment of Part 21 related to ETSO articles (see attachment) with the request to put this task forward on the rulemaking program. Please comment on the progress made so far.


	Task 21.027 in the advanced rulemaking planning addresses the issue of repairs to ETSO articles. This will be expanded to address also modifications to ETSO articles. The AEA proposal will be one of the reference documents for the drafting activity. The task is currently planned to start in 2006 and should lead to an NPA in the first quarter of 2007.
In the mean time repairs and modifications to ETSO articles by someone who is not the ETSOA holder can be approved at aircraft level.

	33
	Austrian Airlines

Erwin Fleberger

Erwin.Fleberger@aua.com
	Clarification on requirements for the issuance of Authorized Release Certificates for Components and Parts (EASA Form 1 or equivalent)
Please provide an answer to below mentioned question, which has been already forwarded to EASA via AEA, but no answer received yet: 

EC No. 2042/2003, Annex II, Appendix I (Use of the EASA Form 1 for maintenance), 1.General, states:
"The original certificate must accompany the items and correlation must be established between the certificate and the items. A copy of the certificate must be retained by the organisation that manufactured or maintained the item."
Austrian Airlines experiences difficulties with manufacturers, maintenance organisations and suppliers concerning the fulfillment of the above requirement, as more often such organisations provide, instead of the original certificate, also for the release of a single item on the ARC, 
* only Xerox copies of the certificates 
* a "true copy of the document received", where the document received could be as well a Xerox copy of the certificate
* a printout of a digital archived certificate 
On the other hand, some of our customers do not even accept copies which are stamped and certified as being true copies of the original certificate, due to the above mentioned requirement in Appendix I.
Therefore we would appreciate clarification resp. guidance, under which circumstances 
* Xerox copies have to be accepted (except release of a number of items on a single certificate)
* printouts from digital archives can be accepted instead of the original certificate 
As we realise that the requirements of Appendix I are interpreted very differently amongst the industry, we feel that a more detailed description in the regulation or guidance material would lead to a clearer understanding and a more uniform handling of the EASA Form 1 and equivalent ARCs.
We also would suggest that it should be indicated on the certificate whether the the authorised signature is computer generated, as in most cases such a certificate can be hardly distinguished from a Xerox copy.
	The quoted text is derived from the completion instructions for the EASA Form 1 for production organisations in Part 21 and as such is valid for the use of the Form by the manufacturer.
In Part M additional text is addressing the case of distribution:

“Where a single certificate was used to release a number of items and those items are subsequently separated out from each other, such as through a parts distributor, then a copy of the original certificate must accompany such items and the original certificate must be retained by the organisation that received the batch of items. Failure to retain the original certificate could invalidate the release status of the items.”
So in this case copies of the original Form 1 are allowed.

Electronically generated Forms are also acceptable and considered equivalent to a form with handwritten signature. See AMC 21A.163(c).

Rulemaking task MDM.007 in the advanced rulemaking planning is meant to address improvements to the Form 1 and its completion instructions. If additional guidance is found necessary this could also be developed.
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	Scandinavian Avionics Design

Franz Redak

FRE@scanav.com
	PART 21 – EC1702/2003

- Our organisation is worried about the different standards applied by the individual authorities on STC documentation.

Different standards meant as:

o No installation instructions issued for STC´s sold to 3rd party.

o Only marginal compliance records, showing compliance statements but only

references to sections with a general statement that all these are complied with.

o Flight Manual supplements for TCAS basically consisting of a two page AFM while

we are asked to do a full system description including full functional description and detailed information about the control head (shape) and its operation.

1) While we hope we are on the safe side with our documentation, we fear that we are in a disadvantageous position against other P21 organisations due to the additional effort we have to spend on a project. Is EASA giving the organisations some indications what they expect as a reasonable data package? At the moment we are all trying to find out the limits based on pre EASA experience with our local authorities, but I think that this is not the way EASA would like us to work and certainly this is not what we believe is the right way for “equal treatment”.

2) When will EASA take over certification tasks fully from the individual authorities?

3) In the meantime, is there a contact person to be approached with questions on this issue within EASA who could ask individual authorities to get streamlined?

4) Can you give a brief overview about the standardisation on Part 21 DOA, ADOA issues. How far has EASA completed audits of the authorities with service contracts?

5) What is the general outcome of this standardisation audits and has there been any

additional standardisation effort initiated after the audits?
	1) Data package, not yet any standardised recommendation apart from common practices. Program Dpt is working permanently on revising standard form to make it easier at the application level. As regards the technical content itself, when situation is unclear, it has to be still discussed on a case by case basis with the relevant technical staff. Situation will get better with increased internalisation of management and technical investigation tasks. Equal treatment is for sure one of our top priorities in any of our discussions.

2) The Agency has a transition plan for this transition activity, taking into account the evolution of its in-house expertise to enable to carry out related tasks. This plan is under constant review to allow for staff recruitment.
3) Until further notice, the relevant Product Dpt. Certification Manager, in cooperation with the Program Dpt. will ensure proper coordination and management until activities will be fully internalised.

4) The MB decision 4/2005, repealing the MB decision 13/2003,  on allocation of certification tasks, says that, as transition measure, the NAA already standardised in the past through the JAA process can be allocated without the need of an initial accreditation by the Agency, but they should be submitted to a surveillance process every three years. The criteria used by the Agency has been starting in 2005 first with the initial accreditation of  NAA not previously JAA standardised, and then to plan surveillance visit to the other on the basis of the last JAA visit. Seven DOA/ADOA visits have been performed in 2005, and we are going to define by the end of this month the 2006 plan.
5) Generally NAA already standardised had not problem to pass the surveillance visit. Some new NAA have still problems in closing the finding. At the end, in 2005 only one new NAA over six have been fully accredited. After each visit the NAA are presenting an action plan to close the findings, which is closely monitored by the QS Directorate together with C Directorate. In accordance with the Accreditation Procedure published on our website, the visit is often associated with a so called “shadow programme”, i.e. a certification programme run jointly by EASA and the NAA to be accredited.

	35
	Virgin Atlantic Airways

Jon Thorpe

Jon.Thorpe@fly.virgin.com 
	Part 21; Sub Part K; 21A.307 Release of parts and appliances for installation No part or appliance (except a standard part), shall be eligible for installation in a type certified product unless it is

a) Accompanied by an authorised release certificate (EASA Form 1), certifiying airworthiness; and

b) Marked in accordance with subpart Q

   VAA Comment

This rule has caused considerable difficulty in respect of continuing to use established relationships with companies not holding POA but well capable and accustomed to manufacturing simple consumable cabin parts e.g. small bags and decals in accordance with drawings produced by a DOA.

Virgin Atlantic Airways suggest that wording be included in the rule to permit simple cabin consumable parts to be manufactured in accordance with approved design data and supplied with a certificate of conformity.

Note: GM 21A.307 does not provide any help.
	Only standard parts are exempted from the requirement that all parts to be installed have to be accompanied by a Form 1 (or international equivalent). Consumables are not considered parts and therefore do not need a Form 1.

It is primarily up to the design approval holder (TC, STC, repair design) to designate the parts that are considered standard.

Additional guidance can be found in GM No.1 and 2. to 21A.303(c), AMC M.A.501(c) and AMC M.A.501(d).”
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	Virgin Atlantic Airways

Jon Thorpe

Jon.Thorpe@fly.virgin.com
	2) Part 21 Subpart M - 21A431(d) Scope

A repair to an ETSO article shall be treated as a change to the ETSO design and shall be processed in accordance with 21A.611

   VAA Comment

This rule precludes a DOA from making even a minor change to an ETSOd article and causes significant problems, particularly in respect of passenger seats. Virgin are fully supportive if the AEA letter to Claude Probst dated 29 March 2005 - "AEA Proposal to Amend EASA Part 21 Related to Design Activities affecting (E)TSO Articles".
	Task 21.027 in the advanced rulemaking planning addresses the issue of repairs to ETSO articles. This will be expanded to address also modifications to ETSO articles. The AEA proposal will be one of the reference documents for the drafting activity. The task is currently planned to start in 2006 and should lead to an NPA in the first quarter of 2007.
In the mean time repairs and modifications to ETSO articles by someone who is not the ETSOA holder can be approved at aircraft level. If they are minor they can be approved by a DOA.
(see also Question 24)

	37
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	Certification Review Items

· Deviations of certification specifications for VIP cabins are interpreted very stringent

· Several review Items seem to be not granted by EASA

· LHT product „Cabin Completions“ cannot be offered if EASA will stick to this unacceptable behavior

LHT Customers will use FAA Design and order completions under FAA rules at US companies
	Currently Part 21 subpart D and E do not provide the same flexibility than Part Subpart B (21A17) with regard the definition of Certification Basis.

Whatever the  request for deviation is, the EASA aimed is to ensure that an acceptable level of safety is achieved, through application of compensating factors. For certain applicant’s requests, deviations can not be granted.
EASA does not behave as a commercial organisation, because EASA is an Agency aimed to provide and promote a consistent high level of safety, for the benefit of aeroplane passengers.

With regard the use of FAA services by other design organisations, FAA and EASA share the same objectives, which are reflected in their high degree of harmonisation.



	38
	Rolls Royce

Dieter Stege

Dieter.Stege@Rolls-Royce.com
	Status of NPA 12/2004 proposing some changes to Part-21
	The establishment of the Comment Response Document for this NPA is delayed. The CRD is now expected 1st quarter 2006
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	AWAS

Eric Hoogenkamp

eric.hoogenkamp@awas.com 
	Presentation – Aircraft leasing (15 mins)
	

	40
	AERCAP

Eric Vermeulen

evermeulen@aercap.com 
	Presentation - Aircraft leasing (10 mins)
	

	Part-M / Part-66
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	Air Luxor

João Azevedo jazevedo@airluxor.com 
	Air LUXOR is a Portuguese operator with our own Line Maintenance. I was the M&E General Director for all the Maintenance activities.

 

We have created a Holding to cover all group activities, including Tour operator, hotels business, maintenance, etc, and we have decide to separate the Maintenance Department on a different company, which is now EASA 145 certified and according to EC reg . Nº 2042/2003 Annex I - Subpart G , MA706 (e) we have nominated a new Maintenance Director for the EASA145 company.

 

Our Flet is composed by 3 executive Jets, 2 A330's and 3 A320's which are assigned to different missions, executive flights, charter flights (A330) and regular flights (A320). Taking in consideration the differences between all 3 types of operations we would like to create 3 new Operators  (Masterjet, HIfly and AIR LUXOR instead of only one (AIR LUXOR).

 

Question:

 

In relation to the PART M- Subpart G approval , Maintenance Post Holder nomination, are there any requirement against the possibility to be the same person assigned for more than one operator. 

In this case the question is: 

Can we have the same Maintenance and Engineering Director for all the 3 Operators. (of course we will have to made a CAME manual with the explanations of each organization and to signed contractual relations in accordance to Appendix II MA201 (h) 1 and Appendix XI AMC MA 708 (C) covering Maintenance and subcontracting of continuing airworthiness management tasks in between the group companies/operators.
	In relation to the PART M- Subpart G approval, Maintenance Post Holder nomination, there are no requirements against the possibility a same person is assigned to more than one operator. However, due to possible conflict of interest among different operators, this seems more advisable when also the Accountable Manager is the same for all three operators. In addition, the competent authority should assess the practical feasibility of this solution in relation to the workload of this person.
In relation to the second question, i.e. the possibility this person being also the Maintenance Director of the 145 AMO contracted by the three operators, this is explicitly forbidden by M.A. 706 (e), unless the competent authority, in accordance with the guidelines of AMC 708 (c), accepts he/she is really the only competent person to cover this role. 



	42
	Aeroplex (Hungary)

Pável Zoltán

pavelz@mail.aeroplex.com
	What should be thought by the aviation community of a Member State when a statement about Part-M derogation on the affected NAA says derogation is applicable for non-commercial air transport until 2008 but EASA official site indicates no such OPT-OUT? Which information is the correct one?
	The official EASA site is updated on the notification received directly or through the Commission. The website is updated up to 30/10/2005. Since that date, we have not received any other evidence of notification. 

Anyhow, in case of conflicting information, ask EASA, being the only entity entitled to provide with the last update on opt-outs, besides what is published on the website.
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	Aeroplex (Hungary)

Pável Zoltán

pavelz@mail.aeroplex.com 
	Is there any procedural provision developed by EASA regarding changes of JAR-66 Aircraft Maintenance Licences (hereafter also referred to as AML) for Part-66 AML?

Part-66 Article 5. paragraph 2. states „Any aircraft maintenance licence and if any, the technical limitations associated with that licence, 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.” Does it mean that a JAR-66 licence issued earlier may be used during whole life of an aviation technician if the issuing NAA selected a way of indication of review date and aircraft type ratings that does not require re-print or re-issue of the licence? If there is no such idea behind the words, what are the provisions of the change mandatory (probably at the next review or next modification the licence)?
	The rule means that a JAR-66 licence issued by a Member State according to JAA procedures such as successfully passing the review board is considered as equivalent to a part 66 licence. This means that until it expires, this licence will be considered as a Part-66 licence. After 5 years at the most, when is renewed is will be issued normally as a Part-66 licence on an EASA form 26.

For information the following countries have not passed the review board and therefore cannot have complied with JAA procedures. As a result, the provisions of Article 5. paragraph 2 of regulation 2042/2003 cannot apply to licences issued by these member state:

· Portugal

· Slovenia

· Spain

· Hungary

· Poland

· Malta

· Estonia

· Lithuania

· Latvia



	44
	Aeroplex (Hungary)

Pável Zoltán

pavelz@mail.aeroplex.com
	When will EASA correct the errors in issue of Appendix II. (2.17 and 2.18) to Part-66?

There are some mistakes in number of examination questions (essay and multiple-choice). The allowed time indicated for examinations without any question are 65, 90 and 25 minutes respectively. 
	EASA published opinion 06/2005 on the 14/10/2005 in which this correction was made.

	45
	Aeroplex (Hungary)

Pável Zoltán

pavelz@mail.aeroplex.com
	Does EASA agree with limitation of component maintenance training by the manufacturer or type certificate holder?

A manufacturer (it may be named on request) noticed that aircraft component maintenance staff providing maintenance of its product shall be exclusively trained by the manufacturer. Does have the right of the manufacturer to make such limitations (limitation of follow-up and a continuation training)  if all other requirements for the maintenance (CMM, SB-s, AD-s, tools, facilities, etc.) are fulfilled and the approved Part-145 maintenance organisation has the appropriate training  and trainer authorisation procedures? It seems to be a limitation of free market making monopoly of the manufacturer. Can the maintenance organisation train its staff in-house on the basis of maintenance data (that shall contain all the information necessary for the maintenance activity) even if the manufacturer opposes it? Does EASA consider the EASA Form 1 issued by staff trained in-house that way valid?
	According to Part-66.A.200, the Member State Regulation shall apply. It is therefore for the Member State to decide.
EASA considers that EASA form 1 issued by personnel qualified in accordance with the applicable national regulation as valid.

From a more general point of view, the Agency is of the opinion the TC holder and component manufacturer data and recommendations should whenever possible be followed in this field.



	46
	Thomas Cook

Steve Sells

Steve.Sells@thomascook.com
	Part 66 Licences - Following the Press Release issued on 05 Oct 2005 concerning Maintenance Licences and a 'Level Playing Field across Europe', We understand that EASA are in the process of reviewing the implementation policies of the NAAs. Could EASA provide a status report of this activity and advise the policy if anomalies are discovered? How will this information be made available to interested parties?
	As part of the initiatives taken by EASA in this respect, an all-NAA meeting on Part-66 and 147 organised by EASA has been held on 11th of November. Ten main topics have been identified and discussed, on which EASA had had evidence of non-compliance or of non-standardisation issues. A common understanding on most of the topics has been reached during this meeting and EASA is now expecting those NAA which do not comply with this understanding will revise their Part-66 process, and those NAA which have not started yet the same process, will implement it. In addition to that, EASA has planned dedicated Part-66 standardisation inspections to some countries in advance of the normal two-year schedule, where possibility of major problems has been identified. As standard procedure, the results of the inspections are transmitted to the visited NAA with a request of corrective action plan, to be agreed with EASA. With the entry into force of the next Commission Regulation on the working methods of EASA for standardisation inspections, the failure to comply with the action plan will be reported by EASA to the Commission, for further action against the Member State. How this information or the inspection reports will be available to all the other member states and/or to the interested parties is still under discussion in the Comitology Process for the approval of the Regulation, which is expected to be released by the end of this year.  

	47
	Lufthansa Technical Training

Heike Roettgering

heike.roettgering@dlh.de 
	Computer-based training / web-based training: 
This kind of training media is already industry standard. Will EASA open a TOR for the acceptance for this kind of training media?
	Computer/web based training is already included in Part-66/147 system. If it is felt that more regulations should be created the Agency will study any proposal but the regulation today is very open and any extra regulation may restrict the use of such training media

	48
	Lufthansa Technical Training

Heike Roettgering

heike.roettgering@dlh.de
	. Cat. B2 does not include Cat. A1, but the AMC to 147.A.200(g) states: 

"(a) The approved basic training course to qualify for conversion from holding a Part-66 aircraft maintenance licence in subcategory A1 to subcategory B1.1 or B2 should not be less than 1600 hours and for ....

This implies that Cat. A1 is part of Cat. B2, what is not correct.
What is status of Type Training?
	147.A.200(g) gives the training requirement to obtain a B2 licence that coming from a A1 licence is 1600 hours. This shows that there are common points in the syllabus of these licences.

What the AMC does not say and should is the training requirement to obtain an A1 licence coming from a B2 licence. That is because this was not foreseen at the time. Nonetheless, when one compares the syllabi, one can see that there is training needed for example in module 7.

	Part-145

	49
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	Is the performance of duplicate inspections by  a 145 organisation required?

· 145 does not require duplicate inspections

· Part M.A.402 (a) can be interpreted differently

Application of duplicate inspections for 145 organisation is ambiguous
	M.A.402(a) states: 

All maintenance shall be performed by qualified personnel, following the methods, techniques, standards and instructions specified in the M.A.401 maintenance data. Furthermore, an independent inspection shall be carried out after any flight safety sensitive maintenance task unless otherwise specified by Part-145 or agreed by the competent authority.

145.A.65(b)3 states:

With regard to aircraft line and base maintenance, the organisation shall establish procedures to minimise the risk of multiple errors and capture errors on critical systems, and to ensure that no person is required to carry out and inspect in relation to a maintenance task involving some element of disassembly/reassembly of several components of the same type fitted to more than one system on the same aircraft during a particular maintenance check. However, when only one person is available to carry out these tasks then the organisation's work card or worksheet shall include an additional stage for re-inspection of the work by this person after completion of all the same tasks.

These two paragraphs read in conjunction show the duplicate inspection is not mandatory in Part-145.
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	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	What is the EASA position about the refusal of some US manufacturers to issue a 8130-3 for new parts (145.A.42)
	EASA cannot mandate a US organisation to issue an 8130-3 for a component. 145.A.42(a)(1) requires the release to service to be made on an EASA Form 1 or equivalent-the equivalent for a new part in the US is a part released iaw the IPA and requires an 8130-3.

	Other Certification related items

	51
	British Airways

Michael Skinner

michael.skinner@britishairways.com 
com 
	AMOC; request information as to the status/update of the PCM listing and how to access it. Would also like an overview of the procedure EASA is implementing
	The AMOC procedure is laid down in the Continued Airworthiness procedures published on EASA web site.  Paragraphs 4.7.5 and 4.8.4 are relevant. For AMOC to EU products, the procedure is for the applicant to send his request to EASA.  EASA then affect to the appropriate PCM.

(as such the list of PCMs is not needed)

For foreign products, the procedure is the same, except for AMOC falling under the scope of the various ED 2004-2/3/4 CF decisions.

	52
	Goodrich Actuation Systems Ltd.

Gary Clinton

gary.clinton@goodrich.com 
	With regard to FAA requests for witnessing of equipment certification testing by EASA as per FAA interim procedures doc 8100.14A

· Have EASA received any such requests to date, and if so, how are these being processed?

· Will test witnessing be delegated to an NAA, and if so, will it be the NAA of the state in which the test is being done?

· What is the charging mechanism for EASA undertaking this work?

· Who will be responsible for paying? The FAA; the US Company requesting the witnessing or the EU organisation performing the test?

· Are there any alternatives? Is further delegation, of the witnessing, possibly to the organisation itself either directly from EASA, or through an NAA?

· If delegation is possible then what approval/capability would that organisation have to demonstrate to be granted that privilege?
	Yes, normally Fax from FAA to EASA/NAA with request to do test witnessing on behalf of FAA

Normally yes

See Internal Working Procedure Certification Support for Validation of EASA Certificates in third countries (CSV) 
§ 3.2

The company where test witnessing and/or conformity inspections are to be performed

For European companies the delegation to the approved DOA or AP to DOA is possible.

DOA or AP to DOA

	53
	GECAS

Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com
	There should be a central contact point (telephone / email) in EASA for post production certification issues.
	Product Certification Unit Managers are the Focal Point in their respective category of product unless further delegated within their Unit


	54
	GECAS

Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com
	Certification Review Items and Special Conditions identifying unique EASA certification requirements should be published on the EASA website
	CS 25 are available on the EASA web.  In addition, EASA has set up a consultation process aimed to offer for public consultation, important Special Conditions, Equivalent Safety Findings and deviations from airworthiness codes. The final rule is then published with the Comment Response Document.

The exposition time is anyhow limited.
A CRI is not the appropriate vehicle for a consultation process, as it may contain Applicant proprietary data which may have to be deleted prior to the consultation.  It has been used so far, when the conditions for its publication were met. It is EASA intention in the future to publish only the relevant part of the CRI. 



	55
	GECAS

Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com
	EASA should publish a standardised process to be carried out to confirm the certification status of an aircraft upon first import into the EU
	Regulation 1702,Part 21, Subpart H established the conditions required for a CoA to be delivered to an aircraft.
For a new aeroplane, it is Operator’s duty to check first with the manufacturer that the airplane configuration is an approved one.

For used aeroplanes, the same principle applies.  Changes, repairs to the basic TC may fall under ED decisions 2004/2/3/4 CF and be automatically acceptable. STC must have been validated.
The operator may seek support for the OEM to define the accepted configurations.
The competent authority of the State of Registry may also seek PCM support. 



	56
	GECAS

Mark Lynch

Mark.Lynch@gecas.com
	Additional certification exercises should not be necessary for the acceptance of minor model variants in existence prior to 28th September 2003 to accepted aircraft types.
	Any design never approved by EASA, or not grand-fathered, must be approved, including minor changes.
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	Thomas Cook

Steve Sells

Steve.Sells@thomascook.com
	Could EASA provide an update as to which Member States/Authorities have retained National Requirements under Article 10 (1) of Regulation 1592/2003 and the status of those requests? Can this information be published on the website?
	Only the UK CAA and DGAC France had retained national requirements under Article 10.1. All those have been reviewed and either dismissed or converted into EASA ADs posted for consultation. The process is to be completed in the end of 2005.

	58
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	National Variants

· Can EASA update the status of National Variants elimination?

· Can EASA provide Industry with information on remaining National Variants:

· Way of management (Regulation vehicle, Entry into force)?

List of additional requirements coming from National Variants?
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	Astec Helicopter Services

Arne Hovland

Ahovland@chc.ca 
	FAA PMA parts: 
In Europe some authorities/operators have been restrictive in the use of such parts and others have used PMA parts extensively.  What is EASA's view on the use of PMA parts?  How can we gain approval for use in Europe?  Are we waiting for a bilateral agreement between EASA and FAA?  Or, should we still be restrictive in the use of PMA parts?
	According to the EASA Regulation (regulation (EC) No 1592/2002), in the absence of an agreement concluded by the European Community, the Agency or a Member State may issue certificates on the basis of certifications issued by the competent authorities of a third country in application of an agreement concluded by that member State with the third country in question before the entry into force of the related provisions of the EASA Regulation. 

The Agency reviewed all the existing agreements between Member States NAA's and the FAA. The result of this comparison showed that all contain similar provisions related to the acceptance of PMAs with few variations. The Agency decided therefore to apply the most flexible and favourable provisions so as not to affect acquired rights. As a consequence: 


[image: image1.png]


 All PMA for US type certificated products are accepted without conditions; 
[image: image2.png]


 PMA for non-US type certificated products are accepted under the following conditions: 
    - they are not a "critical component"; or 
    - they have been produced under a licensing agreement; or 
    - they have received a specific CAA (now EASA) approval (minor change approval or STC) 

In all other cases the Agency shall examine the case and issue an approval in accordance with Part 21 Subparts D and E taking into account the validation provisions of existing agreement
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	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	NAA Contracts

· What’s the policy of EASA regarding subcontracted tasks to NAAs?

(Short-term limited subcontracted tasks leads to an erosion of NAA experts and to a loss of competences)
	The policy is directly resulting from the transition policy leading to full internalisation of Certification within the next three years, period during which the EASA will recruit as many NAA and Industry experts as found necessary to fulfil its objectives.  Currently the resources of the NAAs and the Agency complement each other. The NAAs should not reduce their expertise before the Agency can build up its own.

	Rulemaking related items

	61
	Thomas Cook

Steve Sells

Steve.Sells@thomascook.com
	Permits to Fly - Could an update be provided on the progress to achieve a Permit to Fly under 21.A.185 that is valid across all Member States? Is TOR 21.023 still on target to commence in 3Q 2005?
	Rulemaking task 21.023 was scheduled to start 3rd quarter 2005 but is slightly delayed. Possible rule changes should be in place by March 2007, which is the date that the Agency takes over the design related responsibility for Permits to Fly. After that date the PtF should be valid across Member States.

	62
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	Future of Delegation

· Are there further considerations regarding the joint FAA/EASA presentation made during the last 2005 International Safety Conference held June 7 – 9 in Cologne on “Future of Delegation”?:

· More discussions with FAA?

Common views and time scales?
	A questionnaire will be sent by EASA to industry, to identify needs and collect ideas.

No recent discussion have been held with the FAA on this subject.

	63
	Herry Schoevers

Europe Airsports

europe-airsports@wxs.nl 
	What is wrong in the present system for regulation of recreational and sporting aviation across Europe?  What is the safety case for changes?
	The present system for regulating recreational aviation across Europe in the field of airworthiness is not considered as being detrimental to safety. The legislator is of the opinion aviation as a whole which includes recreational aviation would benefit from the European System and has decided to require that safety regulations be determined at European level. That is why most of recreational aviation is included in regulation 1592/2002. Taking into account the safety record, the Commission when adopting common implementing rules has based them on existing JAA material and as much as possible on existing national systems when such JAA material does not exist. Work will continue in co-operation with the interested stakeholders to improve these rules and find an appropriate regulatory regime for this segment of civil aviation.

	International Relations

	64
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	Bilateral Agreements / Working Arrangements with 3rd countries

· Can EASA update the advancement of discussions with third countries to set up Bilateral agreements or Working arrangements (General overview)?

· List of Countries?

· Already signed agreements?

· Forecasted schedule of remaining Countries?

· Can EASA provide Industry with more detailed information on USA/EU Bilateral agreements discussion and associated time scale?

(Industry expectation to get as soon as possible the EU Certifications / Approvals recognized by the FAA without additional burden and to position the EU Industry in more favorable position for business opportunities)

· Same question for China, advancement?

 (EU Industry is developing more and more business in China, mainly Manufacturing and Maintenance and is looking for recognition of Certificates)
	Currently, two BASA (EU-US and EU/Canada) negotiations are ongoing. The Commission, assisted by the Agency in the technical areas, negotiates BASAs.  It is expected that mandates for negotiating further BASAs will be requested by the Commission to the Council for other countries such as Australia, Brazil and New-Zealand (to be confirmed by the Commission).

Today, the Agency does negotiate the IPA and MIP (both will be annexes to the high level agreement) , in close cooperation with the Commission. Several meetings already took place and will continue to take place in 2006. The Agency has been informed that the expected deadline for the end of the negotiations is summer 2006. Ratification is likely to take one year.
Working arrangements are under the sole responsibility of the Agency as they only concern certification tasks of the Agency and therefore do not create any obligation on member states.  An overview of all the signed working arrangements can be found under:  http://www.easa.eu.int/home/intl_appro_en.html 

Regarding China, there are no BASA negotiations at this stage. The Agency has nevertheless agreed working arrangements with CAAC for the certification and continued airworthiness of individual aircraft as CAAC is not in favour of global arrangements. Work is under way to adopt similar arrangements for the A380. The same will apply to any other product fro which CAAC will ask for support. 


	65
	Astec Helicopter Services

Arne Hovland

Ahovland@chc.ca
	FAA/TCCA DER approved repair schemes: 
Maintenance Organisations in USA and Canada are allowed to use FAA/TCCA DER repair schemes.   Some of these organisations are EASA approved and perform maintenance for Europe.  How can we in Europe gain approval to use aircrafts and components with such repairs implemeted?  Can we expect a bilateral agreement between EASA and FAA/TCCA in this matter?
	The EU-US and EU-Canada BASA (including IPA and MIP) negotiations are ongoing. The acceptance of repair data between the aviation authorities is one of the items addressed during these discussions. In both cases parties agree that any such repair approved by one partner is automatically accepted by the other without further investigation.

	66
	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	AMC 145.A.42 allows only acceptance of new a/c components from USA  with FAA form 8130-3 

· some US manufacturers refuse to issue a 8130-3  (CoC only) due to several reasons (these parts are listed in IPC)

· In some cases FAA form 8130-3 cannot be issued due to FAA rules

„undue burden“ due to one time STC or at non US STC/TC)
	This is seen by EASA as an American issue. If they want to benefit of the automatic acceptance in Europe of FAA approved parts, they have to fulfil the conditions of the IPA. It is to the FAA to give guidance to their industry. If US parts are not accompanied by appropriate justification of FAA approval, they cannot be embodied on European registered aircraft.
Problems shall be reported to the Agency, with clear cases, so that his can be discussed in the regular meetings with the FAA. Such input will also be used to refine the future IPA and solve such practical issues in advance as much as possible. See also answer to question 51.
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	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	What ist the status of BASA IPA and BASA MIP 
	See answer to question 62.
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	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de 
	How is the status of the acceptance of  “acceptable data” acc. to FAR 43 by EASA?
	The BASA/MIP defines what acceptable data is and is clarified item 8 of the example supplement to the MIP-G. (Really it is that data which is approved via the IPA or the ED Decision-however this is more of an approved data issue).
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	Lufthansa Technik

Dagmar Elten

dagmar.elten@lht.dlh.de
	What is the status of mutual acceptance of changes and repairs
	Three EASA ED decisions indicate under which conditions the Agency accepts changes/repairs of the concerned third country aviation authority (ED decisions 2004/02/CF, 2004/03/CF and 2004/04/CF).

The EU-US and EU-Canada BASA (including IPA and MIP) negotiations are ongoing. The acceptance of changes and repairs between the aviation authorities is one of the items addressed during these discussions. In both cases parties agree that minor changes or any repairs approved by one partner are automatically accepted by the other without further investigation.

	JAA to EASA transition / EASA scope extension

	70
	B-N Group Ltd.

Robert Wilson

bob.wilson@bnaircraft.com
	What is the transition plan from JAA to EASA?
	From 2007 on, the JAA will only provide an interface with the JAA member States which do not belong to the Agency. The concerned staff (ca. 2..3 persons) will be located in Cologne.
By such time it is unlikely that the extended EASA Regulation will have been adopted. The Agency will therefore only act as “Central JAA”, using the same processes to support the JAA Committee, until the necessary legislation as been enacted at Community level to shift to the Community system. In practical terms, this means that outsiders/customers will see no change by 1st January 2007. The Agency is committed to hiring before end of 2006 the necessary staff to take over Central JAA tasks. Joint JAA/EASA teams have been established to examine the practical aspects of such transfer.  When full Community competence is established (sometimes by the end of 2007 or beginning of 2008), the agency will execute the same tasks using its own procedures for rulemaking, certification and standardisation.

	71
	ASD

Alain Bonnard

Alain.Bonnard@asd-europe.org
	Scope Extension

· What’s the EASA schedule for its scope extension:

· to take over Operations & Licensing?

· Regulation of Airports and ATM safety?
	Assuming that the Commission adopts its proposal for an extended EASA regulation (as planned) on 16 November, the legislative process is unlikely to produce a result before March or June 2007. Although the Agency will do its best to prepare the related implementing rules (see agenda of the SSCC meeting next week), such rule would not be adopted before  end 2007/ beginning 2008.
The Agency’s opinion about airport safety regulation is planned for end of 2006. The legislative process and the adoption of implementing rules are unlikely to be finished before the end of 2008.
For ATM safety regulation, the same process with a difference of one year is envisaged.

	General Comments & Queries
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	Thomas Cook

Steve Sells

Steve.Sells@thomascook.com 
	EASA Website - The website has made good progress and is a very useful source of data. It would however be of great assistance to users to be automatically notified by email of when changes are made to the website.
	In order to improve the use of the EASA website as an effective communication tool, the Agency is currently engaged in the development of a Content Management System (CMS). The main elements of this CMS is to:

1. Produce a clear categorisation of all the documents available on the website
2. Produce ‘news feeds’ according to the various document categories (e.g. ADs, TCs, TCDS, MB decisions), using the ‘Really Simple Syndication (RSS)’ standard, thus allowing for regular information to be available as to developments or updates

3. Produce and facilitate the circulation of ‘email newsletters’ for the purpose of circulating information pertaining to developments and updates relative to e.g. ADs, press releases, MB decisions, AGNA/SSCC decisions

AND
4. an alert system for immediate alerts for ‘Emergency ADs’ and ‘Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)’

With specific emphasis on the AD notification tool, it should be noted that the system will be the subject of trials that are being carried out starting December 2005. The intent is to have it operational by the end of February 2006. In this context, it should further be noted that a trial group is to be established of approximately 50 addresees, and volunteers that would like to take part in this trial are kindly asked to submit their participation request to ADS@easa.eu.int .
Last but not least, suggestions on improvements to the EASA website are welcomed on webmaster@easa.eu.int 

	73
	Austrian Airlines

Erwin Fleberger

Erwin.Fleberger@aua.com
	Subscription service on AD notification - European Airlines expressed their strong wish to be offered an EASA notification system (by e-mail) on all changes to the EASA website (including and specifically on AD items). Please provide an answer to that request in terms of cost and availability.
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�3.2 EASA support related to test witnessing / conformity inspections


Note: The following is related to third country certification or approval efforts, where the third


country acts as Certifying Authority (CA).


(1) The CA should approach EASA with a request for performing test witnessing and/or conformity


inspections on its behalf.


(2) The Applicant, in this case the company where test witnessing and/or conformity inspections


are to be performed, should send a contract proposal to EASA according to the contract template


appended to this procedure. One contract proposal per test witnessing or conformity inspection is


expected.


The remaining steps are the same as under 3.1(3) and further.
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