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exemption is necessary or appropriate
in the public interest and consistent
with the protection of investors and the
purposes fairly intended by the policies
and provisions of the Act. OLDE
Management states that the requested
relief satisfies this standard.

4. OLDE Management asserts that the
Transaction arose out of business
considerations unrelated to the Trust
and OLDE Management. OLDE
Management states that there is
insufficient time to obtain shareholder
approval of the New Agreements prior
to the Closing Date.

5. OLDE Management represents that
under the New Agreements, during the
Interim Period, the scope and quality of
services provided to the Funds will be
at least equivalent to the scope and
quality of the services it previously
provided under the Existing
Agreements. OLDE Management states
that if any material change in its
personnel occurs during the Interim
Period, OLDE Management will apprise
and consult with the Board to ensure
that the Board, including a majority of
the Independent Trustees, are satisfied
that the scope and quality of the
advisory services provided to the Funds
will not be diminished. OLDE
Management also states that the
compensation payable to it under the
New Agreements will be no greater than
the compensation that would have been
paid to OLDE Management under the
Existing Agreements.

Applicant’s Conditions

OLDE Management agrees as
conditions to the issuance of the
exemptive order requested by the
application that:

1. The New Agreements will have the
same terms and conditions as the
Existing Agreements except for the dates
of execution and termination.

2. Fees earned by OLDE Management
in respect of the New Agreements
during the Interim Period will be
maintained in an interest-bearing
escrow account, and amounts in the
account (including interest earned on
such fees) will be paid to (i) OLDE
Management in accordance with the
New Agreements, after the requisite
shareholder approvals are obtained, or
(ii) the respective Fund, in absence of
such shareholder approval.

3. The Trust will convene a meeting
of shareholders of each Fund to vote on
approval of the respective New
Agreements during the Interim Period
(but in no event later than April 15,
2000).

4. OLDE Management or an affiliate,
not the Funds, will bear the costs of
preparing and filing the application and

the costs relating to the solicitation of
shareholder approval of the Funds
necessitated by the Transaction.

5. OLDE Management will take all
appropriate steps so that the scope and
quality of advisory and other services
provided to the Funds during the
Interim Period will be at least
equivalent, in the judgment of the
Trust’s Board, including a majority of
the Independent Trustees, to the scope
and quality of services previously
provided under the Existing
Agreements. If personnel providing
material services during the Interim
Period change materially, OLDE
Management will apprise and consult
with the Board to assure that the
trustees, including a majority of the
Independent Trustees, of the Trust are
satisfied that the services provided will
not be diminished in scope or quality.

For the SEC, by the Division of Investment
Management, under delegated authority.
Margaret H. McFarland,

Deputy Secretary.
[FR Doc. 99-30709 Filed 11-24-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

SUNSHINE ACT MEETING

AGENCY MEETING: Notice is hereby given,
pursuant to the provisions of the
Government in the Sunshine Act, Pub.
L. 94409, that the Securities and
Exchange Commission will hold the
following meeting during the week of
November 29, 1999.

A closed meeting will be held on
Wednesday, December 1, 1999, at 11:00
a.m.

Commissioners, Counsel to the
Commissioners, the Secretary to the
Commission, and recording secretaries
will attend the closed meeting. Certain
staff members who have an interest in
the matters may also be present.

The General Counsel of the
Commission, or his designee, has
certified that, in his opinion, one or
more of the exemptions set forth in 5
U.S.C. 552b(c) (4), (8), (9}(A) and (10)
and 17 CFR 200.402(a) (4), (8), (9)(A)
and (10), permit consideration for the
scheduled matters at the closed meeting.

Commissioner Unger, as duty officer,
voted to consider the items listed for the
closed meeting in a closed session.

The subject matter of the closed
meeting scheduled for Wednesday,
December 1, 1999, will be:

Institution and settlement of injunctive
actions

Institution and settlement of
administrative proceedings of an
enforcement nature
At times, changes in Commission

priorities require alterations in the

scheduling of meeting items. For further
information and to ascertain what, if
any, matters have been added, deleted
or postponed, please contact:

The Office ot the Secretary at (202)

942-7070.

Dated: November 23, 1999.

Jonathan G. Katz,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-30918 Filed 11-23-99; 2:54 pm]

BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

Aviation Rulemaking Advisory
Committee; Transport Airplane and
Engine Issues—New and Revised
Tasks

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of new and revised task
assignments for the Aviation
Rulemaking Advisory Committee
(ARAC).

SUMMARY: Notice is given of new tasks
assigned to and accepted by the
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory
Committee (ARAC) and of revisions to
a number of existing tasks. This notice
informs the public of the activities of
ARAC.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dorenda Baker, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification
Service (ANM-110), 1601 Lind Avenue,
SW., Renton, WA 98055; phone (425)
227-2109; fax (425) 227-1320.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The FAA has established an Aviation
Rulemaking Advisory Committee to
provide advice and recommendations to
the FAA Administrator, through the
Associate Administrator for Regulation
and Certification, on the full range of
the FAA’s rulemaking activities with
respect to aviation-related issues. This
includes obtaining advice and
recommendations on the FAA’s
commitment to harmonize its Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) and
practices with its trading partners in
Europe and Canada.

One area ARAC deals with is
transport airplane and engine issues.
These issues involve the airworthiness
standards for transport category
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airplanes and engines in 14 CFR parts
25, 33, and 35 and parallel provisions in
14 CFR parts 121 and 135. The
corresponding Canadian standards are
contained in Parts V, VI, and VII of the
Canadian Aviation Regulations. The
corresponding European standards are
contained in Joint Aviation
Requirements (JAR) 25, JAR-E, JAR-P,
JAR—OPS—Part 1, and JAR-26.

As proposed by the U.S. and
European aviation industry, and as
agreed between the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the European
Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA), an
accelerated process to reach
harmonization has been adopted. This
process is based on two procedures:

(1) Accepting the more stringent of
the regulations in Title 14 of the Code
of Federal Regulations (FAR), Part 25,
and the Joint Airworthiness
Requirements (JAR); and

(2) Assigning approximately 41
already-tasked significant regulatory
differences (SRD), and certain
additional part 25 regulatory
differences, to one of three categories:
¢ Category 1—Envelope
¢ Category 2—Completed or near

complete
¢ Category 3—Harmonize
The Revised Tasks

ARAC will review the rules identified
in the “FAR/JAR 25 Differences List,”
dated June 30, 1999, and identify
changes to the regulations necessary to
harmonize part 25 and JAR 25. ARAC
will submit a technical report on each
rule. Each report will include the cost
information that has been requested by
the FAA. The tasks currently underway
in ARAC to harmonize the listed rules
are superseded by this tasking.

New Tasks

The FAA has submitted a number of
new tasks for the Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (ARAC), Transport
Airplane and Engine Issues. As agreed
by ARAC, these tasks will be
accomplished by existing harmonization
working groups. The tasks are regulatory
differences identified in the above-
referenced differences list as Rule type
= P-SRD.

New Working Group

In addition to the above new tasks, a
newly established Cabin Safety
Harmonization Working Group will
review several FAR/JAR paragraphs as
follows:

ARAC will review the following rules
and identify changes to the regulations
necessary to harmonize part 25 and JAR:
(1) Section 25.787;

(2) Section 25.791(a) to (d);

(3) Section 25.810;

(4) Section 25.811;

(5) Section 25.819; and
(6) Section 25.813(c).

ARAC will submit a technical report
on each rule. Each report will include
the cost information that has been
requested by the FAA.

The Cabin Safety Harmonization
Working Group would be expected to
complete its work for the first five items
(identified as Category 1 or 2) before
completing item 6 (identified as
Category 3).

Schedule

Within 120 days of tasking/retasking:

¢ For Category 1 tasks, ARAC submits
the Working Groups’ technical
reports to the FAA to initiate
drafting of proposed rulemaking
documents.

¢ For Category 2 tasks, ARAC submits
technical reports, including already
developed draft rules and/or
advisory materials, to the FAA to
complete legal review, economic
analysis, coordination, and
issuance.

June 2000: For Category 3 tasks, ARAC
submits technical reports including
draft rules and/or advisory
materials to the FAA to complete
legal review, economic analysis,
coordination, and issuance.

ARAC Acceptance of Tasks

ARAC has accepted the new tasks and
has chosen to assign all but one of them
to existing harmonization working
groups. A new Cabin Safety
Harmonization Working Group will be
formed to complete the remaining tasks.
The working groups serve as staff to
ARAC to assist ARAC in the analysis of
the assigned tasks. Working group
recommendations must be reviewed and
approved by ARAC. If ARAC accepts a
working group’s recommendations, it
forwards them to the FAA and ARAC
recommendations.

Working Group Activity

All working groups are expected to
comply with the procedures adopted by
ARAC. As part of the procedures, the
working groups are expected to
accomplish the following:

1. Document their decisions and
discuss areas of disagreement, including
options, in a report. A report can be
used both for the enveloping and for the
harmonization processes.

2. If requested by the FAA, provide
support for disposition of the comments
received in response to the NPRM or
review the FAA’s prepared disposition
of comments. If support is requested,
the Working Group will review

comments/disposition and prepare a
report documenting their
recommendations, agreement, or
disagreement. This report will be
submitted by ARAC back to the FAA.
3. Provide a status report at each
meeting of ARAC held to consider
Transport Airplane and Engine Issues.

Partcipation in the Working Groups

Membership on existing working
groups will remain the same, with the
formation of subtask groups, if
appropriate. The Cabin Safety
Harmonization Working Group will be
composed of technical experts having
an interest in the assigned task. A
working group member need not be a
representative of a member of the full
comimittee.

An individual who has expertise in
the subject matter and wishes to become
a member of the Cabin Safety
Harmonization Working Group should
write to the person listed under the
caption FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT expressing that desire,
describing his or her interest in the
tasks, and stating the expertise he or she
would bring to the working group. All
requests to participate must be received
no later than December 30, 1999. The
requests will be reviewed by the
assistant chair, the assistant executive
director, and the working group chair,
and the individuals will be advised
whether or not the request can be
accommodated.

Individuals chosen for membership
on the Cabin Safety Harmonization
Working Group will be expected to
represent their aviation community
segment and participate actively in the
working group (e.g., attend all meetings,
provide written comments when
requested to do so, etc.). They also will
be expected to devote the resources
necessary to ensure the ability of the
working group to meet any assigned
deadline(s). Members are expected to
keep their management chain advised of
working group activities and decisions
to ensure that the agreed technical
solutions do not conflict with their
sponsoring organization’s position when
the subject being negotiated is presented
to ARAC for a vote.

Once the working group has begun
deliberations, members will not be
added or substituted without the
approval of the assistant chair, the
assistant executive director, and the
working group chair.

The Secretary of Transportation has
determined that the formation and use
of ARAC are necessary and in the public
interest in connection with the
performance of duties imposed on the
FAA by law.
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PPIHWG Report - N
Harmonization Proposal for 25. 1141 o
27

NOTE: The only FAR/JAR harmonization issues associated with FAR/JAR 25.1141 pertain to
paragraph 25.1141(f). Consequently, the scope of this report and the associated harmonization
tasking is limited to that paragraph.

1. What is the underlying safety issue addressed by FAR/JAR? [Explain the underlying safety

rationale for the requirement. Why does the requirement exist?]

FAR/JAR 25.1141(f) is intended to mitigate the potential for flight crews to select an inappropriate
position for, or be unaware of the position of, powerplant valves controlled from the cockpit.

2. Wh

re the current FAR and JAR standards? [Reproduce the FAR and JAR rules text

icated below. ]

FAR Sec. 25.1141 - Powerplant controls: general.

* * * *

(f) Powerplant valve controls located in the cockpit must have--

(1) For manual valves, positive stops or in the case of fuel valves suitable index
provisions, in the open and closed position; and

(2) For power-assisted valves, a means to indicate to the flight crew when the
valve--

(1) Isin the fully open or fully closed position; or
(it) Is moving between the fully open and fully closed position.

JAR 25.1141 Powerplant controls: general
* % * %

(f) Powerplant valve controls located in the cockpit must have -

(1) For manual valves, positive stops or in the case of fuel valves suitable index
provisions, in the open and closed positions; and

(2) In the case of valves controlled from the cockpit other than by mechanical
means, where the correct functioning of such a valve is essential for the safe operation of
the aeroplane, a valve position indicator operated by a system which senses directly that
the valve has attained the position selected, unless other indications in the cockpit give the
flight crew a clear indication that the valve has moved to the selected position. (See ACJ
25.1141(%).)

Docs #12269 12
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ACJ 25.1141(f) - Powerplant Controls, General (Interpretative Material)
A continuous indicator need not be provided.

3. What are the dlfferences in the standards and what do these differences result in?
] standards and what the differences result in relative to (as applicable)
 safety margms, cost, --strmgeniy, etc.)

The significant regulatory difference exist is in sub-paragraph (f)(2) where:

» The FAR uses the term “power assisted” and the JAR uses “other than by mechanical
means” to describe applicability;

» The JAR uses the phrase “where the correct functioning of such a valve is essential for the
safe operation of the aeroplane” to reduce the applicability to be more consistent with JAR
25.1309(c) requirements for indications, the FAR does not; and

» The basic indicating requirement of the FAR and JAR are also different. While the JAR uses
“a valve position indicator operated by a system which senses directly that the valve has
attained the position selected”, the FAR uses “a means to indicate to the flight crew when
the valve is in the fully open or fully closed position, or is moving between the fully open
and fully closed position”; and

» Lastly, by including: “ unless other indication in the cockpit give the flight crew a clear
indication that the valve has moved to the selected position”, the JAR specifically
acknowledges that a dedicated indication is not required. The FAR does not.

4. What, if any, are the differences in the means of compliance? [Provide a brief explanation of
any di _[ferences in the compliance criteria or methodology, mcludmg any differences in either criteria,
methodology, or application that result in a difference in stringency between the standards.]

The only identified significant differences in the means of compliance are those associated with the
differences in the scope of rule applicability.

5. What is the proposed actlon ? [Is the proposed actton to harmonize on one 0f the two. standards a

While ARAC was tasked with “enveloping” the FAR and JAR versions of this rule, ARAC has
concluded that a more objective and effective alternative to either rule should be proposed along with
suitable preamble material. This alternative proposed standard more clearly reflects the existing
practices that have been found to achieve an acceptable level of safety. ARAC will also provide an
alternative proposal which simply “envelopes™ the two rules as called for in the tasking.

Docs #12269 13
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6. What should the harmonized standard be? [Insert the proposed Text of the harmonize tandard

The preferred proposal for a harmonized standard is set forth below:

“25.1141 Powerplant controls: general
* * * *

Powerplant valve controls located in the cockpit must provide the crew with means to:
P p

(1) select each intended position of the valve;

(2) indicate the selected position of the valve; and

(3) indicate the valve has attained the selected position.”
An alternative “envelope™-only proposal for a harmonized standard is set forth below:

“25.1141 Powerplant controls: general
* * * *

() Powerplant valve controls located in the cockpit must have -

(1) For manual valves, positive stops or in the case of fuel valves suitable index provisions,
in the open and closed positions; and

(2) For power-assisted valves, a valve position indicator operated by a system which senses
directly that the valve has attained the position selected, unless other indications in the
cockpit give the flight crew a clear indication that the valve has moved to the selected
position.”

7. How does thls proposed standard address the underlymg safety issues (|dentlfied under

The preferred proposed standard clarifies the existing practices that have been found to achieve an
acceptable level of safety. The alternative proposal duplicates the requirements in effect today for
those applicants that certify their designs to both the FAR and JAR. Since these standards are what has
resulted in the existing practices, this “enveloped” standard should also be considered capable of
achieving an acceptable level of safety. However, the “enveloped” standard does not reflect the existing
practices as clearly and effectively as the preferred proposed standard. Consequently, additional

interpretive and guidance material may be needed to make this somewhat dated and narrow rule more
relevant for modern designs.

8. Relative to the current FAR, does the proposal increase, decrease or maintain the same

level of safety? Explain. [Explain how each element of the proposed change to the standard affects the
lative to the FAR. It is possible that some portions of the proposal may reduce the level of
ifety even though the proposal as a whole may increase the level of safety.]

Both the preferred and the alternative “enveloped” proposed standards may increase the level of safety
depending upon how the current FAR is interpreted and applied to a given modern design.

The preferred proposed standard specifically requires a means to select each intended position of the
valve while the current FAR only implies this is a requirement for “manual valves”. The preferred
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proposed standard specifically requires a means to indicate the selected position of the valve while the
current FAR only implies this is a requirement for “manual valves”. The preferred proposed standard
specifically requires a means to indicate the valve has attained the selected position while the current
FAR only implies this is a requirement for all valves. Since the “enveloped” rule takes the more
“severe” parts of both the FAR and JAR, the adoption of parts of the JAR is inherently viewed as
increasing the level of safety required by the FAR. See sections 3 and 7 above.

However, neither of the proposed standards are intended to increase the level of safety provided by
current design practices, only to help standardize them. See section 7 above.

9. Relatlve to current industry practlce, does the proposed standard increase, decrease or

Deleting FAR/JAR 25.1141(f) and rely on FAR/JAR 25.1309(c). However, this would reduce the
overall level of safety provided by Part 25.

q[f d e rule ‘change azrpIane manufacturers, azrplane operators, etc]

Primarily the regulatory authorities and the airframe manufactures.

12. To ensure harmomzatlon, what current advisory material (e. g ACJ AMJ AC, policy

of mphance ]

See sections 6 and 7 above.
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13. Is the existing FAA advisory material adequate? If not, what advisory material should
be adopted" [Indtcate whether the extstmg advisory matertal (if any) is adequate [f the A

If the preferred proposed standard and preamble materials are adopted, then no need for additional
advisory material is currently forescen. However, if the alternative “enveloped” proposed standard is
adopted, then additional advisory material should be provided.

No counterpart [CAO standard exists.

s the proposed standard affect other HWG’s? [Indicate whether the proposed standard
d be reviewed by other harmonization working groups and why.]

standard. l

No anticipated change in cost.

17. Does the HWG want to review the draft NPRM at “Phase 4” prior to publication in the
Federal Register?

Yes

18. In light of the information provided in this report, does the HWG consider that the
“Fast Track” process is appropriate for this rulemaking project, or is the project too
complex or controversial for the Fast Track Process? Explain. /A negative answer to this

questwn will prompt the FAA to pull the project out of the Fast Track Process and forward the issues to the
FAA'’s Rulemaking Management Council for consideration as a “significant “project.]

Yes
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16 August 1999

PPIHWG — Draft Harmonization Report

Harmonization Proposal for FAR/JAR 25 Appendix |

Harmonization Proposal for 25.901(d) and JAR- J (Gas Turbine Auxiliary
Power Unit Installation.

1. What is the underlying safety issue addressed by FAR/JAR? [Explain the underlying
safety rationale for the requirement. Why does the requirement exist?]

The installation of an APU is functionally intended to free the airplane from the need for ground-
based power and thereby penmit more flexible aircraft operations. The APU installation may be
designed to supply pneumatic power for aircraft air conditioning {environmental contrel), main
engine starting, and electrical power for operation of aircraft systems while the airplane is on the
ground only. This type of APL is classified as non-essential as it 1s installed as a matter of
convenience as it may be non-operational without jeopardizing safe airplane operations. An APU
mnstallation may also be designed to be utilized in flight to supply elecirical and/or pneumatic power
to support aircraft system requirements related to redundancy and/or engine inflight starting. This
type of APU installation is considered essential at dispatch of the airplane or for continued safe
flight, The APU installation and operation are intended to perform their intended function(s)
without producing an unsafe condition. The installation requirements proposed herewith are
intended to ensure that the functional and specific fallure conditions on an Auxiliary Power Unit
Installation are appropriately addressed by the design.

This proposed regulatory action is prompted by a review of previously certified APU installations
which has revealed that, in some cases, part 23 APU cemification requirements have not been
applied consistently to transport category airplanes. Further, this action is intended to harmonize
APU installation requirements with standards utilized by the European Joint Aviation Requirements.
APU technology has advanced and new functional capabilities are being provided. These new
functions are regulated under the proposed requirement.

2. What are the current FAR and JAR standards? [Reproduce the FAR and JAR rules text
as indicated below.f

Sec current JAR-J and FAR 25. Reproducing a large number of pages of text in this report would
not serve a useful purpose.

3. What are the differences in the standards and what do these differences result
in? [Explain the differences in the standards, and what the differences result in relative to (as
applicable) design features/capability, safety margins, cost, stringency, efe.]

The current FAR standards for APL Installations are numerous and embedded in various sections of
Part 25, while the JAR requirements are all presented in a separate Subpart J to JAR-25. The
Tasking and Work Plan directed that the most appropriate requirement from either FAR or JAR be
assembled into a single harmonized set of requirements to be presented as an Appendix.
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4. What, if any, are the differences in the means of compliance? [Provide a brief
explanation of any differences in the compliance crireria or methodology, including any differences
in either criteria, methodology, or application that result in a difference in stringency between the
standards.|

No significant difference in means of compliance from current policy is intended. The proposed
requirements clarify the various APU installation categories and the specific regulations applicable
o each.

5. What is the proposed action? [Is the proposed action to harmonize on one of the two
standards, a mixture of the two standards, propose a new standard, or to take some other action?
Explain whar action is being propesed (not the regulatory text, bur the underlying rationale) and
why thar direction was chosen.f

The NPRM package attached hereto contains the unamimously agreed harmonized APU
requirements sent to FAA for preliminary legal and economic review

6. What should the harmonized standard be? [Insert the proposed Text of the harmonized
standard here. |

See attachment.

7. How does this proposed standard address the underlying safety issues (identified
under #1? [Explain how the proposed standard ensures that the underlying safety issue is taken
care of.f

Given that the most appropriate requirement from either FAR or JAR has been utilized in the
proposal, adequate coverage of all safety concerns is provided. Further, no significant safety
shortfall, atinbuted the APU Installation Requirements, has been identified by operational
experience..

8. Relative to the current FAR, does the proposal increase, decrease or maintain the
same level of safety? Explain. [Explain how each element of the proposed change to the
standard affects the level of safety relative to the FAR. It is possible that some portions af the
proposal may reduce the level of safery even though the proposal as a whole may increase the level
of safety.]

The same level or slightly higher level of safety has been provided by selection of the maost
appropriate requirement from either standard,

9. Relative to current industry practice, does the proposed standard increase,

decrease, or maintain the same level of safety? Explain. [Since industry practice may
be different that what is required by the FAR (e.g., general industry practice may be more
restrictive), explain how each element of the proposed change to the standards affects the level of
safery relative to current industry practice. Explain whether current industry practice is in
camplianee with the proposed standard. |

Same level of safety.
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10. What other options have been considered and why were they not selected?
[Explain what other options were considered and why they were not selected (e.g., cost/benefit,
unacceptable decrease in the level of safety, lack of consensus, eic.)|

No other options have been considered to be more appropriate or necessary based on current
experience.

11. Who would be affected by the proposed change? [Tdentify the parties that would be
materially affected by the rale change — airplane manufacturers, airplane aperators, ete.f

Airframe and APU manufacturers, and STC APU installers.

12. To ensure harmonization, what current advisory material (e.gz., ACJ, AMJ, AC,

policy letters) needs to be included in the rule text or preamble? [Does the existing
advisory material include substantive requirements that should be cantained in the regulation?
This may accur because the regulation itself is vague, or if the advisory material is interpreted as
providing the only acceptable means of compliance.|

There are ACI"s to Subpart J related 1o
»  25A901(b)(2),
23A901(b)4),
25A901(d),
25B903(e)(2),
25A939(a),
25A943,
25A953(b),
25B961(a)(5),
25B991,
25B1093(b)(2),
25a1195(b).

A review of the ACJ for JAR-235 Subpart J has led to the deletion of two current ACJ’s:
25B903(e)(2) and 25A939(a). The remaining ACI's are considered not to add new requirements.

13. Is the existing FAA advisory material adequate? If not, what advisory material
should be adopted? /Indicate whether the existing advisory material (if any) is adequate. If the
current advisory marerial is not adequate, indicate whether the existing material should be revised,
or new material provided. Also, either insert the text of the proposed advisory material here, or
summarize the information it will contain, and indicate what form it will be in (e.g., Advisory
Circular, policy, Order, etc.)]

FAA advisory material was not addressed by the HWG.

14. How does the proposed standard compare to current ICAO standard? /Indicate
whether the proposed standard complies with or does not comply with the applicable ICAQ
standards (if any).]

There are no known ICAO requirements for APU’s - Atrworthiness or Environmental.
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15. Does the proposed standard affect other HWG’s? [Indicate whether the proposed
standard should be reviewed by other harmonization working groups and why.|

No.

16. What is the cost impact of complying with the proposed standard? /Is the overall
cost impact likely to be significant, and will the cost be higher or lower? Include any cost savings
that would result from complying with one harmonized rule instead of the two existing standards.
Explain what items affect the cost af complying with the proposed standard relative to the cost of
complying with the current standard.]

Applicants in past airplane programs have met the requirements of both FAA and JTAA. No cost
increase or change is judged to be significant. Some minor cost saving are possible, but could not he
reliably determined.

17. Does the HWG want to review the draft NPRM at “Phase 4™ prior to
publication in the Federal Register?

Yes

18. In light of the information provided in this report, does the HWG consider that
the “Fast Track™ process is appropriate for this rule making project, or is the
project too complex or controversial for the Fast Track Process. Explain?

Explain. fA negative answer to this question will prompt the FAA to pull the project out of the
Fast Track Process and forward the issues to the FAA's Rulemaking Management Council for
consideration as a “significant “profect.|

Yes

Docs #15130 14



	Task
	Acknowledgement Letter
	1st Recommendation
	2nd Recommendation



