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Boeing Commercial Airplanes
Comments to Docket FAA-2002-12461, Notice No. 07-14, “Flight Simulation Training Device Initial and 
Continuing Qualification and Use”
	COMMENT #1 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 2, Test Requirements

Page 59625

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 2.m. states:
“m.  For objective test purposes, ‘Near maximum’ gross weight is a weight chosen by the sponsor or data provider…”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that paragraph m. either be deleted from the QPS requirements or moved to an Information section.

	Why is the change justified?
	The glossary already provides the weight definitions.  The content of paragraph m. should be for information only.  Some evaluators may likely interpret the weight ranges literally and require additional conditions that may not be available.  


	COMMENT #2 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 2, Test Requirements

Page 59625

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 2.n. states:

“n.  In those cases where the objective test results authorize a ‘snapshot test’ or …”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that paragraph n. be moved from the QPS requirements to an Information section.

	Why is the change justified?
	The content of this paragraph should be for information only.  Some evaluators may likely interpret the precise time literally and require additional data that may not be available.  The requirement is merely a guideline to ensure that the condition is stabilized.


	COMMENT #3 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59627



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 1.b.6., Crosswind Takeoff, Test Details column, states:
“Requires test data, including information on wind profile for a crosswind component of at least 60% of the maximum wind measured at 33 ft (10 m) above the runway.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend the sentence be changed to:
“Requires test data, including information on wind profile for a crosswind component of at least 60% of the maximum wind AFM value measured at 33 ft (10 m) above the runway.”

	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended change provides clarity and ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3, and ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition


	COMMENT #4 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59627



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 1.b.6., Crosswind Takeoff, Tolerance column, states:
“….those simulators of airplanes with reversible flight control systems: Stick/Column Force; ±10% or ±5 lb (2.2 daN) stick/column force, ±10% or ±3 lb (1.3daN) wheel force…”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest that the first reference to stick/column force be removed, so that it reads:
“….those simulators of airplanes with reversible flight control systems: Stick/Column Force; ±10% or ±5 lb (2.2 daN) stick/column force, ±10% or ±3 lb (1.3daN) wheel force…”


	Why is the change justified?
	Apparent editorial error.


	COMMENT #5 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

page 59628



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	In Test 1.c.2, One Engine Inoperative, 2nd Segment Climb, the test is identified as “One Engine Inoperative.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	For clarity, we recommend that the title be changed to “One Engine Inoperative Second Segment Climb.”

	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended change provides clarity and ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3, and ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition.


	COMMENT #6 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 to Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59631

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Tests 1.f.1 and 1.f.2, Engine Acceleration and Deceleration, state:
  “±10% Tt and ±10% Ti, or ±0.25 sec.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The tolerance should be changed to either:
“±10% Tt or ±0.25 sec.

“±10% Ti or ±0.25 sec.”

to be consistent with the ICAO 9625, 3rd Edition;

or :

“±10% Tt “

“±10% Ti or ±0.25 sec.”

to be consistent with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3, and ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition.

	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended changes provide clarity and ensure consistency with other published material.


	COMMENT #7 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

page 59631



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	In Tests 2.a.2.a. and 2.a.3.a,, Static Control Checks – Roll and Yaw, the first sentence under “Information notes” ends with: 
 “... such as engine out trims, steady state or sideslips.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	This should be changed to 
     “... such as engine out trims or steady state or sideslips”  



	Why is the change justified?
	Corrects an apparent typographical error.


	COMMENT #8 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page59636



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.c.5, Longitudinal Trim, states:

    “CCA: Test in normal and non-normal control states.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The CCA requirement should be changed to:

     “CCA: Test in normal and or non-normal control state.”

	Why is the change justified?
	Our suggested change ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd and 3rd Editions.


	COMMENT #9 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59638



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.d.1, Air Minimum Control Speed, states:

     “CCA: Test in normal and non-normal control states.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The CCA requirement should be changed to:
     “CCA: Test in normal and or non-normal control states, as applicable.”

	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended change ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd and 3rd Editions.  Airplane certification typically only requires normal control state testing based on the probability of an engine-out degraded control state configuration.


	COMMENT #10 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59638



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.d.4, Spiral Stability, states:

    “CCA: Test in normal and non-normal control states.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The CCA requirement should be changed to:
    “CCA: Test in normal and non-normal control states.”

	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended change ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd and 3rd Editions.


	COMMENT #11 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59640



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.e.3, Crosswind Landing, states:
“Requires test data, including information on wind profile for a crosswind component of at least 60% of the maximum wind measured at 33 ft (10 m) above the runway.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The sentence should be changed to:
“Requires test data, including information on wind profile for a crosswind component of at least 60% of the maximum wind AFM value measured at 33 ft (10 m) above the runway.”


	Why is the change justified?
	The recommended change provides clarity and ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition.


	COMMENT #12 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59640



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.e.6, All Engine Autopilot Go-Around, states:
“CCA: Test in normal and non-normal control states.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The CCA requirement should be changed to:

“CCA: Test in normal and or non-normal control states, as applicable.”

	Why is the change justified?
	This change would be consistent with ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition; and closer to the proposed ICAO 9625, 3rd Edition, which only requires a normal control state test.  Autoflight operation is typically limited for CCA aircraft to the normal control state.


	COMMENT #13 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

Page 59641



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.e.7, One Engine Inoperative Go-Around, states in the test details:

“The one engine inoperative go around is required at near maximum certificated landing weight with the critical engine inoperative using manual controls.  If applicable, an additional engine inoperative go around test must be accomplished with the autopilot engaged.
 CCA: Test in Normal and Non-normal control states.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the note in the test details be changed to:
“The one Engine inoperative go-around is required at near maximum certificated landing weight mass with the critical engine inoperative using manual controls. If applicable, an additional engine inoperative go around test must be accomplished with the autopilot engaged Provide one test with autopilot (if applicable) and one without autopilot.
CCA: Test in Normal and Non-normal control states Non-autopilot test to be conducted in non-normal state.”


	Why is the change justified?
	Our recommended change provides clarity and ensures consistency with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd and 3rd Editions.  As written in the proposed rule, the test details could be misinterpreted as requiring 4 tests:  a manual go-around in normal and non-normal state, and an autopilot go-around in normal and non-normal state.


	COMMENT #14 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2A

page 59641

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.e.8, Directional Control with Reverse Thrust (Symmetric), Tolerance column, states:
‘±2°/sec yaw rate ±5 kts airspeed.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	This should be revised to state:

“±2°/sec yaw rate, ±5 kt airspeed.”


	Why is the change justified?
	Apparent typographical error.  There is an important missing comma between the two tolerance parameters.


	COMMENT #15 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Figure A2B

page 59654

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	In Figure A2B there are two lines labeled “0.9 Ad.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The “lower” of the two lines, the one associated with T(P0), should be labeled “0.1 Ad.”

	Why is the change justified?
	Apparent editorial error.


	COMMENT #16 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2B

Page 59656 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	The value for the Average (1.1) in the last row in the table is shown under the column titled “Recurrent Results (dBSPL).

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The value for the Average (1.1) should be moved so that it appears under the last column of the table (titled “Absolute Difference”).

	Why is the change justified?
	Apparent editorial error.


	COMMENT #17 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Sections 8 through 16 
Page 59657 through 59664

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	The FAA has included the “Best Practices” advisory material that was developed by an industry Working Group in 1999 and 2000, which included participation by the FAA National Simulator Program (NSP).  The material is also included in the 2nd Edition of the ICAO 9625 document and JAR STD 1A, amendment 3.  Although the material has been included in Sections 8 through 16 of the proposal, it has been re-organized and re-written to the extent that the clarity of the material has been reduced and it is difficult to compare the different qualification standards.  This is especially the case in Section 9.

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The material in the proposal appears to compromise industry efforts to harmonize regulatory standards for the qualification of flight simulation training devices.  Considerable industry time and expense has been expended over many years to support the FAA and JAA to harmonize these standards.  It is acknowledged that the format of Part 60 may not have readily allowed the incorporation of the “Best Practices” material.  However, if the intent was to include the material without significant change to content, it should align closer to JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3, or ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition.  

	Why is the change justified?
	To improve harmonization of the qualification standards.


	COMMENT #18 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 8, Additional Information ...
Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 8.e. states:
“e. The preliminary data should be the manufacturer’s best representation of the airplane, with assurance that the final data will not significantly deviate from the preliminary estimates.  Data derived from these predictive or preliminary techniques should be validated available sources including, at least, the following:”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The second sentence should be changed to:
e. The preliminary data should be the manufacturer’s best representation of the airplane, with assurance that the final data will not significantly deviate from the preliminary estimates.  Data derived from these predictive or preliminary techniques should be validated against available sources including, at least, the following:



	Why is the change justified?
	Editorial error.  The second sentence is apparently missing the word “against.”


	COMMENT #19 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 8, Additional Information ... 
Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 8.f. states:
“f. The use of preliminary data… exist and a different schedule is acceptable.  The flight simulator performance and handling validation would then be based on data derived from flight tests.  Initial airplane systems data should be updated after engineering tests.  Final airplane systems data should also be used for flight simulator programming and validation.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the paragraph be changed to read:
“f. The use of preliminary data… exist and a different schedule is acceptable.  The flight simulator performance and handling validation would then be based on data derived from flight tests or from other approved sources.  Initial airplane systems data should be updated after engineering tests.  Final airplane systems data should also be used for flight simulator programming and validation.”

	Why is the change justified?
	Validation data can be provided from multiple approved sources, such as engineering simulation data.


	COMMENT #20 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.a. states:
“a. When a fully validated simulation (i.e., validated with flight test results) is modified due to changes to the simulated airplane configuration, the airplane manufacturer or other acceptable data supplier must coordinate with the NSPM to supply validation data from an ‘audited’ engineering simulator/simulation to selectively supplement flight test data.”

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the text be changed to read:
“a.  When a fully validated simulation (i.e., validated with flight test results) is modified due to changes to the simulated airplane configuration, the airplane manufacturer or other acceptable data supplier must coordinate with the NSPM if they propose to supply validation data from an ‘audited’ engineering simulator/simulation to selectively supplement flight test data.”

	Why is the change justified?
	It is not a given that a validation data package will be provided for a derivative aircraft, even though the simulation may be modified for internal purposes.


	COMMENT #21 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.a. states:

a. ... “The NSPM must be provided an opportunity to audit the use of the engineering simulation or the engineering simulator during the acquisition of the data that will be used as validation data.  ... ”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend the sentence be changed to:
“a. ... The NSPM must be provided an opportunity to audit the use of the engineering simulation or the engineering simulator during the acquisition of the data that will be used as used to generate the validation data.  ... ”


	Why is the change justified?
	As written in the proposal, it is unclear if the NSPM is requesting to be present when the validation data are generated (audit the use during the acquisition), or requesting to audit the process/simulation used to generate the validation data.  We consider that our recommended change clarifies the intent of this paragraph. 


	COMMENT #22 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.a. states:

“a. ... Audited data may be used for changes that are incremental in nature.  Manufacturers or other data … “

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the sentence be changed to:
“ … Audited data Validation data from an audited engineering simulation may be used for changes that are incremental in nature.  Manufacturers or other data …”


	Why is the change justified?
	Our recommended changes will clarify the intent of this paragraph.  It is a simulation that will be audited, and that simulation will be used to generate validation data to account for incremental changes.


	COMMENT #23 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.b.(1) states:
“(1)  A description of the proposed aircraft changes, a description of the proposed simulation model changes, and the use of an integral configuration management process, including an audit of the actual simulation model modifications that includes a step-by-step description leading from the original model(s) to the current model(s).”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend the paragraph be changed to read:
“(1)  A description of the proposed aircraft changes, a description of the proposed simulation model changes, and the use of an integral configuration management process, including an audit  account of the actual simulation model modifications that includes a step-by-step description leading from the original model(s) to the current model(s).”


	Why is the change justified?
	Our recommended change is consistent with the “audit trail” called for in ICAO 9625 and JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3.  


	COMMENT #24 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59657 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.b.(3) states:
“(3) Information that demonstrates an ability to qualify the FFS in which this data is to be used in accordance with the criteria contained in § 60.15.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend deleting this paragraph.

	Why is the change justified?
	It is not clear what the requirement is addressing, or how an airplane manufacturer could comply with it.  As an airplane manufacturer, we do not qualify flight simulators.  


	COMMENT #25 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59658 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.c.(3) states:

“(3)  Use the engineering simulator to produce a representative set of integrated proof-of-match cases.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest the word “simulator” be changed to “simulation,” as follows

.

“(3) Use the engineering simulator simulation to produce a representative set of integrated proof-of-match cases.”
Or, alternatively, add the word “simulation,” as follows:
“(3) Use the engineering simulator/simulation to produce a representative set of integrated proof-of-match cases.”


	Why is the change justified?
	As an airplane manufacturer, integrated matches are typically generated with a non-real-time workstation-based simulation.


	COMMENT #26 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 9, Engineering Simulator--Validation Data

Page 59658 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 9.c.(4) states:
“(4) Use a configuration control system covering hardware and software for the operating components of the engineering simulator.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend changing this paragraph to read:

“(4) Use a configuration control system covering hardware, where appropriate, and software for the operating components of the engineering simulator/simulation.”


	Why is the change justified?
	Our suggested change would cover all potential configurations of engineering simulations and simulators affected by the requirement.


	COMMENT #27 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 11, Validation Test Tolerances

Page 59658 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 11.b.(2) states:
“(2) Good engineering judgment should be applied to all tolerances in any test.  A test is failed when the results fall outside of the prescribed tolerance(s).” 

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the second sentence of the paragraph be changed to:
“(2) Good engineering judgment should be applied to all tolerances in any test.  A test is failed when the results clearly fall outside of the prescribed tolerance(s) for no apparent reason.” 

	Why is the change justified?
	The second sentence appears to contradict the first in that engineering judgment is not needed; a test fails when the results fall outside the prescribed tolerance.  The suggested change is consistent with JAR STD 1A, Amendment 3; and ICAO 9625, 2nd Edition.


	COMMENT #28 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 13, Acceptance Guidelines for Alternative Engines Data

Page 59660

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 13.b.(5) states:

“(5) The validation data should be based on flight test data, except where other data are specifically allowed.  If certification of the flight characteristics of the airplane with a new thrust rating (regardless of percentage change) does require certification flight testing ... with a comprehensive stability and control flight instrumentation package, then the conditions described in Table A2D in this section should be obtained from flight testing and presented in the QTG.  ....”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that this paragraph be revised to read as follows:

“(5) The Alternate engine validation data should be based on flight test data, except as noted in 13.c.(1) and 13.c.(2) or where other data are specifically allowed (e.g., engineering simulation data).  If certification of the flight characteristics of the airplane with a new thrust rating (regardless of percentage change) does require certification flight testing with a comprehensive stability and control flight instrumentation package, then the conditions described in Table A2D in this section should be obtained from flight testing and presented in the QTG ...”.



	Why is the change justified?
	Our recommended change is intended for clarification and to improve harmonization of the qualification standards.


	COMMENT #29 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 13, Acceptance Guidelines for Alternative Engines Data

Page 59660



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 13.c.(1)(b) states:
“(b) the engine type is the same, but the thrust rating is less than the lowest previously flight-test validated rating by fifteen percent (15%) or more.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest that a sentence be added to the end of the paragraph, so that it reads.
“(b) the engine type is the same, but the thrust rating is less than the lowest previously flight-test validated rating by fifteen percent (15%) or more.  See Table A2D for a list of acceptable tests.”


	Why is the change justified?
	Suggested text added for purposes of clarification


	COMMENT #30 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2D

Page 59660



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Note \1\ of Table A2D states:

“\1\   Must be provided for all changes in engine type or thrust rating; see paragraph 12.b.(7).”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	This Note should be changed to read:

“\1\  Must be provided for all changes in engine type or thrust rating; see paragraph 12.b.(7) 13.c.(3).”

	Why is the change justified?
	Editorial error.  The note in the proposal refers to the wrong paragraph.


	COMMENT #31 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Table A2D

Page 59660 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Note \2\ of Table A2D states:

“\2\  See paragraphs 12.b.(5) through 12.b.(8), for a definition of applicable thrust ratings.”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	This Note should be changed to read:

\2\ See paragraphs 12.b.(5) through 12.b.(8)  13.c.(1) through 13.c.(3) for a definition of applicable thrust ratings.



	Why is the change justified?
	Editorial error.  The note in the proposal refers to the wrong paragraphs.


	COMMENT #32 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 2 of Appendix A

Section 14, Acceptance Guidelines for Alternative Avionics ... 

Page 59661



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 14.b.(4)(c) states:
“(c)  For an avionics change to a contributory system, the QTG may be based on validation data from the previously-validated avionics configuration if no new functionality is added and the impact of the avionics change on the airplane response is based on acceptable aeronautical principles with proven success history and valid outcomes.  This should be supplemented … “


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We recommend that the paragraph be changed to read:

“(c)  For an avionics change to a contributory system, the QTG may be based on validation data from the previously-validated avionics configuration if no new functionality is added and the impact of the avionics change on the airplane response is small and based on acceptable aeronautical principles with proven success history and valid outcomes.  This should be supplemented … “


	Why is the change justified?
	As proposed, the paragraph implies that, regardless of the size of the impact of an avionics change on the airplane response, the QTG may be based on validation data from a previously validated avionics configuration.  Our recommended change would clarify the intent of this paragraph.


	COMMENT #33 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Attachment 3 of Appendix A

Section 2, Discussion 

page 59670



	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 2.e. contains the text:

“... proper alignment with a landing runway at least 90 ( different from the instrument approach course ...”.


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The parenthesis mark “(” should be replaced with a degree symbol “°”.

	Why is the change justified?
	Apparent editorial error.


	COMMENT #34 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Appendix B

Section 24, Levels of FTD

Page 59709 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 24.a.(2) states:

“(2)  Level 5.  A device that may have an open airplane-specific flight deck area, or an enclosed airplane-specific flight deck and a generic aerodynamic program with at least …”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest the text be changed as follows:

“(2)  Level 5.  A device that may have an open airplane-specific flight deck area, or an enclosed airplane-specific flight deck and a generic aerodynamic program and generic aerodynamic programming with at least … “


	Why is the change justified?
	For clarity and to avoid misinterpretation, we suggest the word “program” be replaced with “programming.”


	COMMENT #35 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Appendix B

Section 24, Levels of FTD

Page 59709 

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Paragraph 24.a.(3) states:

“(3) Level 6.  A device that has an enclosed airplane-specific flight deck and aerodynamic program with all applicable airplane systems operating ... “


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest the text be changed as follows:

“(3) Level 6. A device that has an enclosed airplane-specific flight deck and aerodynamic program programming with all applicable airplane systems operating ... “

	Why is the change justified?
	For clarity and to avoid misinterpretation, we suggest the word “program” be replaced with “programming.”


	COMMENT #36 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Appendix B

Table B2A

page 59718

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.a.3.a, Rudder Pedal vs. Force and Surface Position, Tolerance column, states:

“±5 lb (2.2 daN) breakout, ±10% or ±5 lb (2.2 daN) force, ±27° rudder angle”


	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The tolerance for rudder should be changed to:

“±5 lb (2.2 daN) breakout, ±10% or ±5 lb (2.2 daN) force, ±27° ±2° rudder angle”


	Why is the change justified?
	Our recommended change is necessary to correct a typographical error for the tolerance on rudder.


	COMMENT #37 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Appendix B

Table B2A

page 59720

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	Test 2.c.9.a, Phugoid Dynamics, is marked as a Level 5 FTD requirement.

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	The test should be marked as a Level 6 FTD requirement.

	Why is the change justified?
	There is an apparent typographical error with the "X" being marked in the wrong column for Test 2.c.9.a., Phugoid Dynamics.  Correction of this error will correctly label the requirement.


	COMMENT #38 of 38

	Specific section of the proposed document that is of concern.
	Table of Contents for Appendix A (page 59607) and 
Appendix B (page 59703)

	What is the FAA’s proposed requirement or text?
	The titles for several sections in both Appendix A and Appendix B are the same, and contain the FSTD abbreviation.  For example, Section 8 in each Appendix is titled “FSTD Use (Sec. 60.11).”  

	What about this proposed requirement do we want changed?
	We suggest revising the Section titles so that those in Appendix A refer to FFS and those in Appendix B refer to FTD.  Accordingly, Section 8 in Appendix A would be titled “FFS Use (Sec. 60.11),” and Section 8 in Appendix B would be titled “FTD Use (Sec. 60.11).”    

	Why is the change justified?
	This suggested change would enable specific, clear references to sections of the document and more accurately describe the contents of each Appendix.
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