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CS-27 AMENDMENT 8 — CHANGE INFORMATION

EASA publishes amendments to the Certification Specifications for Small Rotorcraft (CS-27) as
consolidated documents. These documents are used for establishing the certification basis for
applications made after the date of entry into force of the applicable amendment.

Consequently, except for a note ‘[Amdt No: 27/8]" under the amended paragraph, the consolidated
text of CS-27 does not allow readers to see the detailed changes introduced compared to the previous
amendment. To allow readers to also see these detailed changes, this document has been created.
The same format as for the publication of notices of proposed amendments (NPAs) is used to show
the changes:

— deleted text is struek-through;

— new or amended text is highlighted in blue;

— an ellipsis ‘[...]" indicates that the rest of the text is unchanged.

BOOK 1 — CERTIFICATION SPECIFICATIONS
SUBPART F — EQUIPMENT

CS 27.1302 Installed systems and equipment for use by the crew
members
(See AMC 27.1302, GM1 and GM2 27.1302)

This paragraph applies to installed systems and equipment intended to be used by the crew members
when operating the rotorcraft from their normal seating positions in the cockpit or their operating
positions in the cabin. The installed systems and equipment must be shown, individually and in
combination with other such systems and equipment, to be designed so that trained crew members
can safely perform their tasks associated with the intended function of the systems and equipment by
meeting the following requirements:

(a)  The controls and information necessary for the accomplishment of the tasks must be provided.

(b)  The controls and information required by paragraph (a), which are intended for use by the crew
members, must:

(1) be presented in a clear and unambiguous form, at a resolution and with a precision
appropriate to the crew member tasks;

(2) be accessible and usable by the crew members in a manner appropriate to the urgency,
frequency, and duration of their tasks; and

(3) make the crew members aware of the effects their actions may have on the rotorcraft or
its systems, if they require awareness for the safe operation of the rotorcraft.
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BOOK 2 — ACCEPTABLE MEANS OF COMPLIANCE AND GUIDANCE MATERIAL
AMC and GM — SUBPART F

il
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2)_RELATION BETWEEN CS27.1302 AND OTHER SPECIFICATIONS, AND
ASSUMPTIONS

2.1_The relation of CS 27.1302 to other specifications

(a)  CS-27 Book 2 establishes that the AMC for CS-27 is the respective FAA AC 27-1 revision adopted
by EASA with the changes/additions included within Book 2. AC 27-1 includes the Miscellaneous
Guidance MG-20 ‘Human Factors’. MG-20 aims to assist the applicant in understanding the HFs
implications of the CS-27 paragraphs. In order to achieve this objective, MG-20 provides a list
of all CS-27 HFs-related specifications, including those relevant to the performance and handling
qualities, and helps to address within the certification plan some of the specifications that deal
with the system design with additional guidance. However, MG-20 does not include specific
guidance on how to perform a comprehensive HFs assessment as required by 27.1302.
Therefore, adherence to the guidance material included within AC 27-1 and the associated MG-
20 is not sufficient to demonstrate compliance with CS 27.1302.

(b)  This AMC provides dedicated guidance for demonstrating compliance with CS 27.1302. To help
the applicant reach the objectives of CS 27.1302, some additional guidance related to other
specifications associated with the installed equipment that the crew members use to operate
the rotorcraft is also provided in Section 4. Table 1 below contains a list of these specifications
related to cockpit design and crew member interfaces for which this AMC provides additional
design guidance. Note that this AMC does not provide a comprehensive means of compliance
for any of the specifications beyond CS 27.1302.

Paragraph 2 — Table 1: Certification specifications relevant to this AMC

f:;:;ﬁi?( 1 General topic Referenced material in this AMC
CS 27.771(a) Unreasonable concentration or fatigue Error, 4.5.
Integration, 4.6.
Controls, 4.2.
System behaviour, 4.4.
CS 27.771(b) Controllable from either pilot seat Controls, 4.2.
Integration, 4.6.
CS 27.773 Pilot compartment view Integration, 4.6.
CS 27.777(a) Convenient operation of the controls Controls, 4.2.
Integration, 4.6.
CS 27.777(b) Fully and unrestricted movement Controls, 4.2.
Integration, 4.6.
CS 27.779 Motion and effect of cockpit controls Controls, 4.2.
CS 27.1301(a) Intended function of installed systems Error, 4.5.
Integration, 4.6.
Controls, 4.2.
Presentation of information, 4.3.
System behaviour, 4.4.
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f:;:;:coegl( 1 General topic Referenced material in this AMC
CS 27.1302 Crew error Error, 4.5.

Integration, 4.6.

Controls, 4.2.

Presentation of information, 4.3.
System behaviour, 4.4.

CS 27.1309(a)

Intended function of required equipment
under all operating conditions

Controls, 4.2.
Integration, 4.6.

CS 27.1321 Visibility of instruments Integration, 4.6.

CS 27.1322 Warning caution and advisory lights Integration, 4.6.

CS 27.1329 and Automatic pilot system System behaviour, 4.4.
Appendix B VII

CS 27.1335 Flight director systems System behaviour, 4.4
CS 27.1523 Minimum crew Controls, 4.2.

Integration, 4.6.

CS 27.1543(b)

Visibility of instrument markings

Presentation of information, 4.3.

CS 27.1549 Powerplant instruments Presentation of information, 4.3.
CS 27.1555(a) Control markings Controls, 4.2.
CS 27.1557 Miscellaneous marking and placards Presentation of information, 4.3.

(c)  Where means of compliance in other AMCs are provided for specific equipment and systems,

those means are assumed to take precedence if a conflict exists with the means provided here.

2.2_Crew member capabilities

In order to demonstrate compliance with all the specifications referenced by this AMC, all the
certification activities should be based on the assumption that the rotorcraft will be operated by
qualified crew members who are trained in the use of the installed systems and equipment.
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(d)

development phase. The certification process could include familiarisation sessions that would
allow EASA to become familiar with the proposed design, but also participate in assessments
that would possibly allow early credits to be granted. Potential issues may be identified early
on by using this approach, thus reducing the risk of a late redesign of design items that may not
be acceptable to EASA. Both parties may have an interest in authority early involvement, as the
authority is continuously gaining experience and confidence in the HFs process and the
compliance of the cockpit design. The representativeness of the systems and of the simulation
means in the early stages of the development is not a key driver, and will not prevent EASA’s
involvement as long as the representativeness issues do not compromise the validity of the data
to be collected.

If an applicant plans to use data provided by a supplier for compliance demonstration, the
approach and the criteria for accepting that data will have to be shared and agreed with EASA
as part of the HFs certification plan.

3.3.2_Methodogical considerations applicable to HFs assessments

Various means of compliance may be selected, as described in paragraph 5.

For the highest level of scrutiny, the ‘scenario-based’ approach is likely to be the most appropriate
methodology for some means of compliance.

The purpose of the following points is to provide guidelines on how to implement the scenario-based

approach.

(a)

(b)

(d)

The scenario-based approach is intended to substantiate the compliance of human—machine
interfaces (HMls). It is based on a methodology that involves a sample of various crews that are
representative of the future users, being exposed to real operational conditions in a test bench
or a simulator, or in the rotorcraft. The scenarios are designed to show compliance with selected
rules and to identify any potential deviations between the expected behaviour of the crew
members and the activities of the crew members that are actually observed. The scenario
designers can make use of triggering events or conditions (e.g. a system failure, an ATC request,
weather conditions, etc.) in order to build operational situations that are likely to trigger
observable crew member errors, difficulties or misunderstandings. The scenarios need to be
well consolidated before the test campaign begins. A dry-run session should be performed by
the applicant before any HFs campaign in order to validate the operational relevance of the
scenarios. This approach should be used for both system- and rotorcraft-level assessments.

System-level assessments focus on a specific design item and are intended for an in-depth
assessment of the related functional and operational aspects, including all the operational
procedures. The representativeness of the test article is to be evaluated taking into account the
scope of the assessment. Rotorcraft-level assessments consider the scope of the full cockpit,
and focus on integration and interdependence issues.

The scenarios are expected to cover a subset of the detailed HFs test objectives. The link
between each scenario and the test objectives should be substantiated. This rationale should
be described in the certification test plan or in any other relevant document.

The criteria used to select the crew members involved in the HFs assessments with certification
credit should be adequate to the scope of the tests to be conducted and the selection process
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(e)

(f)

(8)

(h)

(i)

of the crew members should be recorded. The applicant should ensure that the test participants
are representative of the end users.

Due to interindividual variability, HFs scenario-based assessments performed with a single crew
member are not acceptable. The usually accepted number of different crew members used for
a given campaign varies from three to five, including the authority crew, if applicable. In the
case of a crew of two with HFs objectives focused on the duties of only one of the crew
members, it is fully acceptable for the applicant to use the same pilot flying or monitoring (the
one who is not expected to produce any HFs data) throughout the campaign.

In addition to the test report, and in order to reduce the certification risk, it is recommended
that the preliminary analyses resulting from recorded observations and comments should be
presented by the applicant to EASA soon after the simulator/flight sessions in order to allow
expert discussions to take place.

An initial briefing should be given to the crew members at the beginning of each session to
present the following general information:

(1) A detailed schedule describing the type and duration of the activities (the duration of the
session, the organisation of briefing and debriefings, breaks, etc.);

(2) What is expected from the crew members: it has to be clearly mentioned that the
purpose of the assessment is to assess the design of the cockpit, not the performance of
the pilot;

(3) The policy for simulator occupancy: how many people should be in the simulator versus
the number of people in the control room, and who they should be; and

(4) The roles of the crew members: if crew members from the applicant participate in the
assessment, they should be made aware that their role differs significantly from their
typical expert pilot role in the development process. For the process to be valid without
significant bias, they are expected to react and behave in the cockpit as standard
operational pilots.

(5) However, the crew members that participate in the assessment should not be:

(i) briefed in advance about the details of the failures and events to be simulated; this
is to avoid an obvious risk of experimental bias; nor

(ii)  asked before the assessment for their opinion about the scenarios to be flown.

The crew members need to be properly trained prior to every assessment so that during the
analysis, the ‘lack of training’ factor can be excluded to the maximum extent possible from the
set of potential causes of any observed design-related human performance issue. Furthermore,
for operational representativeness purposes, realistic crew member task sharing, from normal
to emergency workflows and checklists, should be respected during HFs assessments. The
applicant should make available any draft or final RFM, procedures and checklists sufficiently in
advance for the crew members to prepare.

When using simulation, the immersion feeling of the crew should be maximised in order to
increase the validity of the data. This generally leads to recommendations about a sterile
environment (with no outside noise or visual perturbation), no intervention by observers, no
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(4)

(5)

When demonstrating compliance, the applicant should consider the crew members’ tasks
in all operating conditions, considering that many of the same design characteristics are
relevant in each case. For example, under abnormal/malfunction or emergency
conditions, the flying tasks (navigation, communication and monitoring) are generally still
present, although they may be more difficult. So, the tasks associated with the
abnormal/malfunction or emergency conditions should be considered as additive. The
applicant should not expect the errors considered to be different from those in normal
conditions, but any assessment should account for the change in the expected tasks.

To demonstrate compliance with CS 27.1302(d), the applicant may employ any of the
general types of methods of compliance discussed in paragraph 5, individually or in
combination. These methods must be consistent with an approved certification plan as
discussed in paragraph 3, and account for the objectives above and the considerations
described below. When using some of these methods, it may be helpful for some
applicants to refer to other references related to understanding the occurrence of errors.
Here is a brief summary of those methods and how they can be applied to address crew
member error considerations:

(i) Statement of similarity (paragraph 5.3): A statement of similarity may be used to
substantiate that the design has sufficient certification precedent to conclude that
the ability of the crew members to manage errors has not significantly changed.
Applicants may also use in-service data to identify errors known to commonly
occur for similar crew member interfaces or system behaviour. As part of
compliance demonstration, the applicant should identify the steps taken in the
new design to avoid or mitigate similar errors. However, the absence of in-service
events related to a particular design item cannot be considered to be an acceptable
means of demonstrating compliance with CS 27.1302.

(ii)  Design descriptions (paragraph 5.3): Applicants may structure design descriptions
and rationales to show how various types of errors are considered in the design
and addressed, mitigated or managed. Applicants can also use a description of how
the design adheres to an established and valid design philosophy to substantiate
that the design enables crews to manage errors.

(iii)  Calculation and engineering analysis (paragraph 5.3): As one possible means of
demonstrating compliance with CS 27.1302(d), an applicant may document the
means of error management through the analysis of controls, indications, system
behaviour, and related crew member tasks. This would need to be done in
conjunction with an understanding of the potential error opportunities and the
means available for the crew members to manage those errors. In most cases, it is
not considered feasible to predict the probability of crew member errors with
sufficient validity or precision to support a means of compliance. If an applicant
chooses to use a quantitative approach, the validity of the approach should be
established.

(iv)  Assessments (paragraph 5.3): For compliance purposes, assessments are intended
to identify error possibilities that may be considered for mitigation in design or
training. In any case, scenario objectives and assumptions should be clearly stated
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GM1 27.1302 Explanatory material

1_Introduction

(a)

(b)

()

(d)

Accidents most often result from a sequence or combination of different errors and safety-
related events (e.g. equipment failures and weather conditions). Analyses show that the design
of the cockpit and other systems can influence the crew’s task performance and the occurrence
and effects of some crew member errors.

Crew members make a positive contribution to the safety of the aviation system because of
their ability to continuously assess changing conditions and situations, analyse potential actions,
and make reasoned decisions. However, even well-trained, qualified, healthy, alert crew
members make errors. Some of these errors may be induced or influenced by the designs of the
systems and their crew interfaces, even with those that are carefully designed. Most of these
errors have no significant safety effects, or are detected and mitigated in the normal course of
events. However, some of them may lead or contribute to the occurrence of unsafe conditions.
Accident analyses have identified crew member performance and errors as recurrent factors in
the majority of accidents involving rotorcraft.

Some current requirements are intended to improve safety by requiring the cockpit and its
equipment to be designed with certain capabilities and characteristics. The approval of cockpit
systems with respect to design-related crew member error has typically been addressed by
referring to system-specific or general applicability requirements, such as CS 27.1301(a),
CS 27.771(a), and CS 27.1523. However, little or no guidance exists to show how the applicant
may address potential crew member limitations and errors. That is why CS 27.1302 and this
guidance material have been developed.

CS 27.1302 was developed to provide a basis for addressing the design-related aspects of the
avoidance and management of crew member errors by taking the following approach.

(i) Firstly, by providing means to address the design characteristics that are known to reduce
or avoid crew member error and that address crew member capabilities and limitations.
CS 27.1302(a) to (c) are intended to reduce the design contribution to such errors by
ensuring that the information and controls needed by the crew members to perform the
tasks associated with the intended function of installed equipment are provided, and that
they are provided in a usable form.

In addition, operationally relevant system behaviour must be understandable,
predictable, and supportive of the crew’s tasks. Guidance is provided in this paragraph
on the avoidance of design-induced crew member errors.

(ii)  Secondly, CS 27.1302(d) addresses the fact that since crew member errors will occur,
even with a well-trained and proficient crew operating well-designed systems, the design
must support the management of those errors to avoid any safety consequences.
Paragraph 5.7 below on crew member error management provides the relevant
guidance.
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(e)

EASA would like to bring the applicants’ attention to the fact that the implementation of the
CS 27.1302 process may require up to several years, depending on the characteristics of the
project. However, STCs may require much less time.

2_CS 27.1302: applicability and explanatory material

(a)

(b)

()

CS-27contains certification specifications for the design of cockpit equipment that is system
specific (referto AMC 27.1302, Table 1, in paragraph 2), generally applicable (e.g. CS 27.1301(a),
CS 27.771(a)), and establishes minimum crew requirements (e.g. CS 27.1523). CS 27.1302
complements the generally applicable requirements by adding more explicit objectives for the
design attributes related to the avoidance and management of crew member errors. Other
ways to avoid and manage crew member errors are regulated through the requirements
governing the licensing and qualifications of crew members and rotorcraft operations. Taken
together, these complementary approaches provide an adequate level of safety.

The complementary approach is important. It is based upon the recognition that equipment
design, training/licensing/qualifications and operations/procedures each provide safety
contributions to risk mitigation. An appropriate balance is needed between them. There have
been cases in the past where design characteristics known to contribute to crew member errors
were accepted based upon the rationale that training or procedures would mitigate that risk.
We now know that this can often be an inappropriate approach. Similarly, due to unintended
consequences, it would not be appropriate to require equipment design to provide total risk
mitigation.

A proper balance is needed between certification specifications in CS-27and the requirements
for training/licensing/qualifications and operations/procedures. CS 27.1302 and this GM were
developed with the intent of achieving that appropriate balance.

(1) Introduction. The introductory sentence of CS 27.1302 states that ‘this paragraph applies
to installed systems and equipment intended to be used by the crew members when
operating the rotorcraft from their normal seating positions in the cockpit or their
operating positions in the cabin’.

(i) ‘Intended to be used by the crew members when operating the rotorcraft from
their normal seating positions in the cockpit or their operating positions in the
cabin’ means that the intended function of the installed equipment includes its use
by the crew members when operating the rotorcraft. An example of such installed
equipment would be a display that provides information enabling the crew to
navigate. The term ‘crew members’ is intended to include any or all individuals
comprising the minimum crew as determined for compliance with CS 27.1523. The
phrase ‘from their normal seating positions in the cockpit’ means that the crew
members are seated at their normal duty stations for operating the rotorcraft.

(ii)  The phrase ‘from their normal seating positions in the cockpit or their operating
positions in the cabin’ means that the crew members are positioned at their normal
duty stations in the cabin. These phrases are intended to limit the scope of this
requirement so that it does not address the systems or equipment that are/is not
used by the crew members while performing their duties in operating the
rotorcraft in normal, abnormal/malfunction and emergency conditions. For
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(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

example, this paragraph is not intended to apply to design items such as certain
circuit breakers or maintenance controls intended for use by the maintenance
crew (or by the crew when not operating the rotorcraft).

The phrase ‘The installed systems and equipment must be shown [...]" in the first
paragraph means that the applicant must provide sufficient evidence to support
compliance determinations for each of the CS 27.1302 objectives. This is not
intended to require a demonstration of compliance beyond that required by point
21.A.21(a) of Part 21. Accordingly, for simple design items or items similar to
previously approved equipment and installations, the demonstrations,
assessments or data needed to demonstrate compliance with CS 27.1302 are not
expected to entail more extensive or onerous efforts than are necessary to
demonstrate compliance with the previous requirements.

The phrase ‘individually and in combination with other such equipment’ means
that the objectives of this paragraph must be met when equipment is installed in
the cockpit with other equipment. The installed equipment must not prevent other
equipment from complying with these objectives. For example, applicants must
not design a display so that the information it provides is inconsistent or is in
conflict with information provided from other installed equipment.

In addition, this paragraph presumes a qualified crew member that is trained to
use the installed equipment. This means that the design must meet these
objectives for crew members who are allowed to fly the rotorcraft by meeting the
qualification requirements of the operating rules. If the applicant seeks a type
design or supplemental type design approval before a training programme is
accepted, the applicant should document any novel, complex or highly integrated
design items and assumptions made during the design phase that have the
potential to affect the training time or the crew member procedures. The
certification specification and associated material are written assuming that either
these design items and assumptions or the knowledge of a training programme
(proposed or in the process of being developed) will be coordinated with the
appropriate operational approval organisation when assessing the adequacy of the
design.

The objective for the equipment to be designed so that the crew members can
safely perform their tasks associated with the intended function of the equipment
applies in normal, abnormal/malfunction and emergency conditions. The tasks
intended to be performed under all the above conditions are generally those
prescribed by the crew member procedures. The phrase ‘safely perform their
tasks’ is intended to describe one of the safety objectives of this certification
specification. The objective is for the equipment design to enable the crew
members to perform their tasks with sufficient accuracy and in a timely manner,
without unduly interfering with their other required tasks. The phrase ‘tasks
associated with its intended function’ is intended to characterise either the tasks
required to operate the equipment or the tasks for which the intended function of
the equipment provides support.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

CS 27.1302(a) requires the applicant to install the appropriate controls and provide the
necessary information for any cockpit equipment identified in the first paragraph of
CS 27.1302. The controls and the information displays must be sufficient to allow the
crew members to accomplish their tasks. Although this may seem obvious, this objective
is included because a review of CS-27 on the subject of HFs revealed that a specific
objective for cockpit controls and information to meet the crew member needs is
necessary. This objective is not reflected in other parts of the rules, so it is important to
be explicit.

CS 27.1302(b) addresses the objective for cockpit controls and information that are/is
necessary and appropriate for the crew members to accomplish their tasks, as
determined in (a) above. The intent is to ensure that the design of the controls and
information devices makes them usable by the crew members. This subparagraph seeks
to reduce design-induced crew member errors by imposing design objectives for cockpit
information presentation and controls. Subparagraphs (1) through (3) specify these
design objectives. The design objectives for information and controls are necessary to:

(i) properly support the crew members in planning their tasks;

(ii)  make available to the crew members appropriate, effective means to carry out
planned actions; and

(iii) enable the crew members to have appropriate feedback information about the
effects of their actions on the rotorcraft.

CS 27.1302(b)(1) specifically requires controls and information to be designed in a clear
and unambiguous form, at a resolution and precision appropriate to the task.

(i) As applied to information, ‘clear and unambiguous’ means that it can be perceived
correctly (is legible) and can be comprehended in the context of the crew member
tasks associated with the intended functions of the equipment, such that the crew
members can perform all the associated tasks.

(ii)  For controls, the objective for ‘clear and unambiguous’ presentation means that
the crew members must be able to use them appropriately to achieve the intended
functions of the equipment. The general intent is to foster the design of equipment
controls whose operation is intuitive, consistent with the effects on the parameters
or states that they affect, and compatible with the operation of the other controls
in the cockpit.

(iii) 27.1302(b)(1) also requires the information or control to be provided, or to
operate, at a level of detail and accuracy appropriate for accomplishing the task.
Insufficient resolution or precision would mean the crew members could not
perform the task adequately. Conversely, excessive resolution has the potential to
make a task too difficult because of poor readability or the implication that the task
should be accomplished more precisely than is actually necessary.

CS 27.1302(b)(2) requires controls and information to be accessible and usable by the
crew members in a manner appropriate to the urgency, frequency, and duration of their
tasks. For example, controls that are used more frequently or urgently must be readily
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(6)

(7)

(8)

accessible, or require fewer steps or actions to perform the task. Less accessible controls
may be acceptable if they are needed less frequently or less urgently. Controls that are
used less frequently or less urgently should not interfere with those used more urgently
or more frequently. Similarly, tasks requiring a longer time for interaction should not
interfere with the accessibility to information required for urgent or frequent tasks.

CS 27.1302(b)(3) requires equipment to present information that makes the crew
members aware of the effects of their actions on the rotorcraft or systems, if that
awareness is required for the safe operation of the rotorcraft. The intent is for the crew
members to be aware of the system or rotorcraft states resulting from crew actions,
permitting them to detect and correct their own errors. This subparagraph is included
because new technology enables new kinds of crew member interfaces that previous
objectives did not address. Specific deficiencies of existing objectives in addressing HFs
are described below:

(i) CS 27.771(a) addresses this topic for controls, but does not include criteria for the
presentation of information;

(ii) €S 27.777(a) addresses controls, but only their location;

(ili) CS 27.777(b) and CS 25.779 address the direction of motion and actuation but do
not encompass new types of controls, such as cursor-control devices. These
requirements also do not encompass types of control interfaces that can be
incorporated into displays via menus, for example, thus affecting their accessibility;

(iv) CS27.1523 has a different context and purpose (determining the minimum crew),
so it does not address these requirements in a sufficiently general way.

CS 27.1302(c) requires installed equipment to be designed so that its behaviour that is
operationally relevant to crew member tasks is:

(i) predictable and unambiguous, and

(ii)  designed to enable the crew members to intervene in a manner appropriate to the
task (and intended function).

Other related considerations are the following:

(iii)  Improved cockpit technologies involving integrated and complex information and
control systems have increased safety and performance. However, they have also
introduced the need to ensure proper interactions between the crew and those
systems. In-service experience has shown that some equipment behaviour
(especially from automated systems) is excessively complex or dependent upon
logical states or mode transitions that are not well understood or expected by the
crew members. Such design characteristics can confuse the crew members and
have been determined to contribute to incidents and accidents.

CS 27.1302(c)(1) requires the behaviour of a system to be such that a qualified crew
member knows what the system is doing and why it is doing it. It requires operationally
relevant system behaviour to be ‘predictable and unambiguous’. This means that a crew
can retain enough information about what their action or a changing situation will cause
the system to do under foreseeable circumstances, so they can operate the system safely.
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Function| Sub- Focus | CSreference| CS description Assessed MoC Reference to
function dimension the related
deliverable
All the controls Assess that | MoC1 ECL
and information appropriate | ECL implementa
g necessary to controls are | implementa | tion
= accomplish these | providedin | tion description
: tasks must be order to description | document
g provided; display ECL. | for XXXX for XXXX
(@]
(b) All the controls | Assess the | MoC8 HFs Test
and information appropriat | HFs Report
required by eness of campaign XXX345
par.agraph (a), the ECL #4 .
Yvhlch are QAKs Scenario #1
intended for use
by the crew labels.
members, must:
(1) be presented
in a clear and
= unambiguous
g form, at a
= resolution and
N with a precision
N appropriate to the
o task;
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Another example with a certification specification entry:

CS reference CS description Focus Assessed MoC Reference to
dimension the related
deliverable
CS 27.777(a) | The cockpit controls All cockpit Assess the MoC8 HFs Test
must be: (a) Located so controls locations of all All HFs Reports
in order to provide cockpit controls | simulator XXX123
convenient operation for convenient evaluations | XXX456
and to prevent confusion operation and XXX789
and inadvertent prevention of
operation; inadvertent
operation.
ECL QAKs Assess the MoC8 HFs Test Report
location of the HFs XXX123
ECL QAKs for campaign
convenient #2
operation and Scenario #4
prevention of
inadvertent
operation.
CS 27.777(b) | The cockpit controls All cockpit Assess the MoC4 HFs
must be: controls accessibility of HFs Reachability
(b) located and arranged all cockpit Reachability | and
with respect to the controls. Analysis Accessibility
pilot seats so that there MoC5 Assessment
is full and unrestricted HFs Report XXX123
movement of each o
control without Reachability
) and
interference from P
. Accessibility
the cockpit structure or e
the pilot clothing when
pilots from 1.57 m ECL QAKs Assess the MoC4 HFs
(5ft 2in) to 1.83 m (6ft) in accessibility to HFs Reachability
height are seated. control Reachability | and
the ECL QAKSs. Analysis Accessibility
Assessment
mzcs Report XXX123
Reachability
and
Accessibility
Campaign

[...]

[...]

CS 27.1302(a)

All the controls and
information necessary to
accomplish these tasks
must be provided;

CS 27.1302(b)
(1)

(b) All the controls and
information required by
paragraph (a), which are
intended for use by the
crew members, must:

(1) be presented in a clear
and unambiguous form, at
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CS reference

CS description

Focus

Assessed
dimension

MoC

Reference to
the related
deliverable

a resolution and with a
precision appropriate to
the task;
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