STEEP TURNS AND APPROACH TO STALLS -
TRAINING AND TESTING/CHECKING
September 11, 2006
One of the most often asked questions concerning the training and/or checking/testing of steep turns and approaches to stalls is the role the pilot monitoring (PM) should play during these maneuvers and how to balance good crew resource management (CRM) principals against the seemingly single pilot performance objectives established for these maneuvers.  Recent discussions with industry have indicated that more explicit guidance is needed to ensure standardization during evaluations of air work maneuvers such as steep turns, maneuvering at critical airspeeds, and approach to stalls.  With this in mind the FAA is establishing a work group to evaluate the substitution of scenario based maneuvers or other alternatives that may lead to the replacement of both steep turns and approaches to stalls when applying for an initial and subsequent rating at the airline transport pilot level.    However, pending a formal recommendation of this work group the following guidance more precisely identifies the pilot flying (PF) and pilot monitoring (PM) responsibilities during training and evaluations.  

For ease of reference these maneuvers will be addressed as separate tasks as outlined in the ATP Practical Test Standards (PTS).  It is also important to identify the difference between accomplishing these maneuvers in an actual airplane versus a qualified simulator; therefore the following discussion will make this distinction.  
A.
EVALUATING PILOT DECISION MAKING, JUDGMENT, AND ABILITY.  

It is important to understand that the underlying premise for this policy is applicable to all testing and evaluations within the context of an operator’s training program.  Page 14 of the ATP PTS document clearly explains an examiner’s responsibility when conducting a practical test.  The underlying premise, simply stated, requires the evaluator to be able to make an informed evaluation of a pilot’s performance concerning their decision making/judgment as well as their ability to satisfactorily accomplish the appropriate testing/checking requirements.  The evaluator also has the difficult task of determining when the action of the PM either contributes to the failure or success of the PF’s ability to satisfactorily demonstrate his/her judgment/decision making.  In the extreme, continued prompting or leading by the PM will eliminate or comprise the evaluator’s ability to determine the PF decision making/judgment concerning a particular maneuver.  
During the accomplishment of required approaches, an occasional airspeed or altitude reminder may be acceptable.  However, when these reminders become so frequent as to interfere with the evaluator’s ability to determine the PF’s command of the situation, corrective action must be initiated.  It is the responsibility of the evaluator to ensure the PM does not interject his decisions into the evaluation process making it impossible to determine the PF’s judgment and abilities.  The evaluator must be diligent and ensure the PM does not assume the role of an instructor during the learning and or evaluating processes.  In this context, it is important that the objective of each maneuver be clearly understood.

A high degree of technical proficiency is essential for safe and efficient airplane operations and by regulation and policy, pilots are required to demonstrate their mastery of the situation.  As an evaluator, one can only determine the PF’s knowledge and judgment if that individual is in command of the situation, without excessive prompting, throughout the assigned task.  Those elements that require good command presence from the captain or PF cannot be properly evaluated if he/she is being continually prompted by the PM.  Historically, crew resource management concepts address problems associated with poor group decision-making, ineffective communication, inadequate leadership and poor task or resource management.  While demonstrating the mastery of CRM concepts is currently required during part 121, 125 and 91K evaluations, it should be remembered that sound CRM principals are equally important in all flight operations.  However, they remain largely subjective and the job of an evaluator is to ensure these concepts are not used to mask a lack of proficiency of the PF in the maneuvers being evaluated.  

B.
STEEP TURNS.
Note:  It is incumbent on the evaluator to provide a clear briefing prior to the maneuver specifying at a minimum, the altitude, airspeed, bank angle, direction, and degree of turn and roll out heading to the PF.  Additionally, if the maneuver is being accomplished in an airplane, the minimum safe altitudes listed in the appropriate Practical Test Standards (PTS) and or the Airplane Flight Manual (AFM) must be observed.  The accomplishment of steep turns in a qualified simulator may be accomplished at an altitude consistent with the objective of the maneuver. 

1. “… setting power …”.  Prior to commencing the maneuver it is permissible for someone other than the PF to set the power required to establish steady state flight. However, once the maneuver begins the power required to maintain the briefed airspeed is the responsibility of the PF.  Throughout the maneuver, the PF may request the PM to make power adjustments if specific instructions are provided.  For example, “increase fuel flow three hundred lbs.” , “set 94%”, “increase EPR to 1.3”, etc.  It is not permissible for the PF to brief the PM to maintain a given airspeed during the maneuver.  

2.
“… deviations from assigned altitude, airspeed, bank angle, and/or headings …”  During the steep turn maneuver the PM is expected to follow and provide standard company call outs.  Excessive deviations in this area may be an indication of poor performance by the PF.    
Summary: The PM is expected to provide standard company deviation calls throughout the maneuver.  Steep turns are performed for the purpose of evaluating the PF’s crosscheck and their mastery of the airplane in accordance with the applicable AFM and practical test standard.  

C.
APPROACH TO STALL AND RECOVERY MANEUVERS

Note:  If the maneuver is being accomplished in a simulator, minimum safe altitudes listed in the PTS or AFM do not need to be observed.  When accomplishing this maneuver in a qualified simulator it is recommended that the procedure be scenario based.  For example; the landing configuration approach to stall should be accomplished at a critical altitude consistent with the airplanes performance.  Simulating an intermediate level off during a non precision approach without auto throttles and the autopilot engaged may be one example.  The clean configuration stall might be accomplished at normal cruise altitudes simulating an entry into a holding pattern or by following ATC’s instruction to reduce airspeed.  The important issue is to accomplish these maneuvers in a realistic setting that is unhampered by the safety requirements that must be observed when an actual airplane is being used for the training and checking.  

1.
The objective of the maneuver as outlined in the PTS document is the PF’s recovery procedure not a memorized set of entry requirements.   
2. Airplane configuration changes.  It is expected that the pilot who is normally assigned the responsibility for making required configuration changes will make those changes during the accomplishment of this maneuver.  For example: if a flap configuration change is part of the required recovery procedure and the PM is normally assigned that responsibility, it is expected that he/she will make the required change as commanded by the PF.  For example if the recovery procedure for the landing configuration is to raise the gear and select a different flap setting it is expected that the PF will make the required calls and the PM will accomplish the requested configuration change.  The PM should not change the airplane’s configuration without being commanded by the PF.
WARNING:  If this maneuver is being accomplished in the airplane the PM must not permit the airplane to be placed in jeopardy due to the PF’s lack of command or incorrect command during the recovery procedure.  

3. Power settings.  When the PF recognizes the first indication of a stall or actual stall depending on the airplane’s accepted recovery procedure and initiates a power increase, the PM may adjust the throttle(s) to the directed setting. 

WARNING:  If this maneuver is accomplished in the airplane, the PM must ensure appropriate engine limitations are not exceeded.

Summary:  During the recovery maneuver, the PM is not to lead or change configuration of the airplane until and unless directed by the PF.  

D. TCPM RESPONSIBILITIES.  

Training Center Program Managers (TCPM) are responsible for advising their respective training center’s instructors and evaluators of this policy clarification.  TCPM’s shall also ensure that the instructor’s and evaluator’s training curriculums, as found in CFR 14 Part 142, Subpart C, also reflects this policy.  It is recommended that this item be made an item of interest during routine surveillance of training centers.

E.  AFS-200 RESPONSIBILITIES.
AFS-200 will establish a work group to review alternatives to the subject maneuvers and provide recommendations for modification to the ATP - PTS document.  Recommendations of the work group will be incorporated into future guidance material. 
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