
Air Transport Association 

November 13, 1995 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Office of the Chief Counsel 
Attention: Rules Docket (AGC-200) 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20591 

Dear Ladies/Gentlemen: 

The Air Transport Association of America, on behalf of its member airlines, appreciates 
the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Operational and 
Structural Difficulty Reports (Docket No. 28293). . 

In general, the FAA significantly revised the draft after proposed rule it had been 
submitted by the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). While such changes are 
certainly the Agency’s prerogative, the intent of ARAC procedures is to enable “public” 
involvement in the rulemaking process by producing recommendations that have essentially 
received internal Agency concurrence before they are submitted as final recommendations. The 
extensive changes to this draft clearly indicates that the Agency re-staffed the draft after it was 
submitted. An internal evaluation of these circumstances is in order, with appropriate 
annotations in the preamble, including rationale. Corresponding changes in ARAC procedures 
may also be appropriate. 

The FAA added the inclusion of forms for operational and structural difficulty reports. 
Hard copy forms were purposely omitted from the original ARAC recommendation to facilitate 
the development of a common electronic report that would eliminate the requirement of a 
separate paper reporting system. This objective is still worthy of a follow-on effort; the forms 
should be deleted from the final rule. 

The original ARAC recommendation was intended to be the first step in a general 
revision of safety reporting requirements for certificated entities in aviation. ATA remains 
committed to work with the Agency on further enhancements to the system, including some of 
the topics the Agency apparently chose to address in this Notice. 

Detailed comments from a number of operators are attached for consideration, followed 
by an ATA recommendation regarding the use of a modified ATA Chapter Coding scheme. 

Air Transport Association of America 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave., NW - Suite 1 100 Washington, DC 20004-l 707 

(202) 626-4000 
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Please direct any inquiries regarding this letter to Steven R. Erickson, ATA, Director, 
Maintenance & Materiel, phone (202) 626-4 134, Fax (202) 626-408 1. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President 
Engineering, Maintenance 

& Ma&e1 

Attachments 

cc: Jim Casey, ATA 
Steve Erickson, ATA 
Jim Tripp, FedEx 



USAir 

October 30, 1995 

Mr. Steve Erickson 
ATA of America 
1301 Pennsvlvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20004-1707 

Dear Steve, 

This is in response to MEC Memo No. 95ME-02 USAir concurs with the 
differentiation between operational and structural SDRs. Stating this, 
we disagree with the proposed 121.704 requirements being the same as 
operational. 

The air carriers have been submitting the same items for years to clog' 
the data bases of the FAA and no one reviews them. It is time to address 
this issue, specifically: 

1. The reporting of routine items that have been addressed by the 
type certificate holder through service bulletins and modifications 
shoudl not require reporting. USAir currently reports 1200 - 1800 
SDRs per year. 

2. The 72 hour reporting period should only be required for items 
that could cause sudden loss of aircraft. 

3. All other reports should require submittal 5 days after release 
of the aircraft for service. This will eliminate the unnecessary 
resubmittal of a finding that is in the process of repair evaluation 
during a heavy check. 

4. The reporting of engine flame outs during ground operations should 
not be a reportable item. 

Please consider the above items in the ATA response to the FAA. 

Si r ly, FJA - 
Roy Weatherbee 
Director, Inspection 

cc: 3. R. Kania 



ADelta Air Lines 

Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Post Office Box 20706 
Atlanta, Georgia 30320-6001 

October 27, 1995 

FAX (202) 626-4081 

Mr. Steven R. Erickson 
Director - Maintenance & Materiel 
Air Transport Association of America 
130 1 Pennsylvania Ave, NW., Suite 1100 
Washington, DC. 20004- 1707 

SUBJECT: Operational and Structural DifIiculty Reports - Proposed Rule 

REFERENCE: (1) Maintenance Engineering Memorandum 95ME-53 
(2) Maintenance Engineering Memorandum 95ME-02 

Dear Steve: c 

Reference (1) memo requests comments on a proposed rule to change operational and structural 
difIiculty reporting requirements. We reviewed the proposed rule and submit the following comments. 

The original purpose of improving the reporting system included reducing duplicate and superficial 
reporting. This would appear to be an intuitive approach towards an effective reporting system of clear 
and concise information. We point out four ways to improve the proposed rule in the attachment. 

Please forward our comments on the proposed rule to FAA. 

Sincerely, 

John Hoover 
Director 
Line Maintenance & GSE 

Attachment 



Mr. Steven R. Erickson 
95-ME-53 
October 27, 1995 
Attachment 

Item 1) FAR 121.703 a. (10). “Any aircrajt component or system that results in aborted take?@ qfier 
initiation qf’the takeoflroll or the taking of-emergency actions during flight; ” 

This requirement is too broad; there will be reports submitted that have no bearing on flight safetv 
but only a reliability issue. A takeoff may be aborted for a cargo door iight at initial acceleration. 
The light comes on because a switch is slightly out of rig, we do not see any possible way this l&d of 
report may be used to evaluate any safety related issue. The requirement to report rejected takeoffs 
should be limited to occurrences that involve significant safm problems. 

Item 2) FAR 121.704 

ATA memo No. 95-ME-02, January 5, 1995, Draft NPRM to revise Service Difficulty reporting, 
Proposed FAR 12 1.704 included the following for paragraph (C). 

c 
“Reporting of any failure or defect pursuant to paragraph (a) or (b) found after the issuance of 
an Airworthiness Directive or afser the issuance of a manufacturer’s Service Bulletin resulting 
from a failure or defect is not required, provided that the failure or defect fails within the 
allowable published limits and restoration of the structure can be accomplished without 
modification of the published repair data. ” 

The published Federal Register Vol. 60, No. 156, Monday, August 14, 1995 /Proposed Rule, Does 
not contain the above paragraph (c). We strongly object to the deletion of this paragraph. Our 
previous comments did not object to the proposed changes to the FAR based on the scope of 
paragraph (c). The proposed new FAR would have eliminated reporting of repairs for which 
published repairs already exists. Reporting such repairs only fills the SDR data base with 
information that the industry is already aware of and does not need. Paragraph (c) must be inserted 
back into the proposed new FAR 12 1.704 and include the Structural Repair Manual and Maintenance 
Manual to be considered published repair data. 

Item 3) 

Item 4) 

The proposed Structural Difficulty Report Form, as presented in the NPRM, should in some way be 
combined with the Operational Difficulty Report form. Mandatory use of a new, separate, form 
creates an unnecessary burden. 

Currently several Airworthiness Directives (AD’s), such as the Aging Aircraft AD’s and Corrosion 
Prevention & Control Program AD’s, require the reporting of various information. In many 
instances, the same problem is reported through the AD and FAR 12 1.703. Consideration should be 
given to eliminating one of the duplicate reporting methods. 



MAINTENANCE & ENGlNEERlNG CENTER 

etoba 30,199s 

Mr. Steven R Erickm, Dimcm . nffammaBt- 
AirTransportAssaeiatioaof- 
1301 PtnnSJdVaaia he., suite 1100 
waslliRgton,Dc mIO4917O7 
Subja I>rafitNPRMtokiseSDRRepmting 
Reference: 1) Memo No. 95~ME-53 dad August 16,199s 

2) chrletherdaudocoober5,1994 
3) hkmoNo.ME94-O4rlntlrloctobcr&1993 
4) our letter dzlted Nomnk 30,1993 

Dearsttvc: 

We are pleased to see that some ofAttm&can’s wmments to tht Draft NPRM have been incorporarcd into 
the NPRM However, we are very disappointed that others 

T 
to have been igmred or ovcrridde~ 

The following wrnments are prm&dinhspoTlse t0 tht &jeCt RM 

1. 121.703 (a) (5) 
t Shntdowq 

We stiU feel very strongly that rep-g engiue shutdowns has little if any value; cspecMly Lose 
occurring on the ground prior to the initi&on of the take-off r0lL Our concern is the overly 
agpssive FM inspector who would rcquim the rep- of shubdawns that occ~lp during taxi 
opmuions to reposition aircrd or d&g maintenance. Ifshutdmm arc dccmmi to be kponant 
euoughtoze~asanODR,Mhouldonlybrm&dif cbamring after the initiation of the take-off 
mlL Such quali@ing language is inclti far other items. We do mt understand why it would not 
alsobeaypropriarthcrc. 

We also believe that flaw-outs occuuing prior to inidafion of take-off mll arc mt significam 

We believe that this rule as currently propod will cause wnfusion and unmcessary confrontarions 
with overly a3lou!5 irlspam 

2. 

3. 

4, 

121.703 (a) (11) 

As stated in our letter dated October S, 1994, we tdieve the wad ‘5nstaUed” should be added afkr 
“Any”inthemtliatof~piph(i~j. - 
Also, the proposed rule dncr not “state that a f&ilum of individual comp0umts that dots not affect the 
operation of an aixfafb emergency evacuation system.Jlecd zmt be repmtai? We b&eve this to be 
impaative. 

121.703 (d) . atlon farsubmrttm Rw 
The proposed k doed not change the location foa submitting reports, as stated in the General 
Discussion: itaddsalocationfarreporring. ThiSrulcchangew4liXMECCt~IliRrepardngtotw0 
1ocadoa.x the FSDO and to a mmabd cmlktion p&n& “in a fm and manner accept$de to the 
Administra@w3kmultin~totwoMm; onewillbtckmmic,theoti=~bthard 
copy. We~thisdualmpdngshouldnotbe~ 
121.703 (e) 

tion Listed in lelm Tllrou& (el RQ 
e in paragraph (e) will in effut make elcctxonic mpmting of ail ODRs mand.atory. We 

bdkvc tlutmnic rqmixlg shouldheclearlyopticnlaL 



4. 

3. 

6. 

. ..a- ..e.. ML.._.- _ -*.- 

121.703 (e) (continuzd) 
b. c 

with (e) (7) through (e) (9) is not appfopfiate language far a 
rule, As we statcdia o0previous CotIbnen ts, we aga with the statement lzladc in the discussion of 
rhe draft NpRhl that mch data Would k unnecesmq and xni@t add information to SDRS thet is not 
safety-rtlattd” , 

121,704 . ~ail~cwDef~tFoumi AfkntheIyuanceafanADmSe~ceB~~ lkti~ 
We arc very &appointed that the proposed rule will require reporting defects for which an AD or 
&mice Bull&n has alrwdy been issued. We believe data qpniing such defects is supafluous We 
wntiue ro believe that defti that have already ken aticks& by the mmufacmrcr in any form 
(i.e., Scwiw Bnl&ks, Suucturc Repair Msaual, etc.) should not k required m k reported- It is 
lTidmu& costly, and saves no vahlable pufpos. 
121.704 (d) 

As in pmposed 121.703 (e), 121.704 (d) mandates an elecuonic fdim of submittal and dual reporting 
to a cemal coktbn point and the FSDO, We b&eve the farm of data submittal should k optional 
fortileopczatOcaadthattbe emof should be fqyid to provide the rtpofts m only one location in 
the FAA, which wouM he the “p; SD03 source foathat dam 
We also mk issue with using the word “should” in this rule. If it is optiomd, the rule should leave it 
outorsayitisoptimal 
GenaalQxrzx~~ 
We aminuc to bt concerned rtgding the apded rcponhg proposed for 121.703 and 121.704. 
The ODR system would have even more dam than the SDR system crmmtly has with no tangible 
indication of how the dam will be us4 to enhance safety. We bclicvc that it should Erst be 
&tnminodwhatwiltk~~frwn~of~d2taandhawitwJ1kused Unlrssaruntithisis 
&tcrminedweQaotagrtethrrtabiOgcr&~~cquateooabttttr~stcm 
The FM has historically opcratti on the premise that us&l “uoubleshootig” and “tiysis” will 
happen if the &a arc &kmed. This has not proven to be a fact. We believe the primary emph$s 
should be placed on getting a constnsus of what product (ougput) is 8ctuauy ncaded, in VW e@tit 
~kf~thcFAAiqoscs~~grequiremen~ 

Via President 
Enginacring ilpl QA 

DPHA?W/gb 



6W UNITED AIRLINES 

Maintenance Operations October 24, 1995 

Mr. Steven R. Erickson 
Director, Maintenance & Material 
Air Transport Association of America 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W. - Suite 1100 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Reference: MEC Memo No. 95ME-53 

Subject: Operational and Structural Difficulty Reports - Proposed Rule I 

Dear Steve: 

Here are United Airlines’ comments on the draft NPRM to revise the existing Service Difficulty 
Reporting system. 

l Reporting of Aborted Takeoffs - Proposed §121.703(a)( 10) 
Aborted takeoffs should be reported only if the abort (quoting 9121.703(c)) *... has 
endangered or may endanger the safe operation of an aircraft.” Many tow-speed aborted or 
rejected takeoffs, due to causes such as off-idle stalls or throttle misalignment, do not 
endanger safe operation. The reporting of these events adds no value. An alternative 
would be to exclude reporting of aborted takeoffs below a minimum velocity expressed as a 
percentage of Vl speed. 

l Reporting Landing Gear or Gear Door Operation - Proposed 9121.703(a)(8) 
We recommend the reporting of “landing gear extension or retraction or the opening or closing 
of gear doors” exclude intentional cycling or be limited to landing gear or gear door difficulties 
resulting in emergency actions, diversions or tumbacks. 

l Reporting of Emergency Evacuation System Components - Proposed §121.703(a)( 11) 
We recommend specifically exempting from reporting Emergency Egress Lighting (EEL) 
batteries and strips. The data provided in reports of replacement of EEL batteries and strips 
during inspection and maintenance makes it difficult to determine whether the condition was 
deferrable. 

l Reporting using the FAA-modified ATA Specification 100 Code - Proposed 9121.703(e)(5) 
We strongly recommend continuing use of the existing ATA coding system. The new coding 
does not add any value; specific detail is h&d& in the text. Alternatives would be to change 
the basic ATA- specification or to use all six digits of the existing ATA- system. We 
don’t want two similar but different ATA coding systems. 

l Reporting of Engine or Component Serial Numbers - Proposed $121.703(e)(7) 
Identification of the “engine or component serial number” is not justifiable, especially when 
reporting of the engine or component manufacturer and part number is not required by 
$121.703. The serial number by itself adds no value. 

l Structural Difficulty Reporting (SDR) - Proposed 9121.704 

l The draft NPRM further establishes duplicate, overlapping systems for reporting structural 
difficutties. Mandatory reporting should be required only once for each qualifying defect. 

l There should be an exemption to SDR reporting per $121.704 for failures or defects found 
after the issuance of an Airworthiness Directive or after the issuance of a manufacturer’s 
Service Bulletin resulting from a failure or defect, provided that the failure or defect falls 

San Francisco International Airport, San Francisco, California 94128 



MEC Memo No. 95ME-53 - Page 2 October 24,1995 

within allowable published limits and restoration of the structure can be accomplished 
without modification of the published repair data. This was provided for in the text of 
$121.704(c) of the ARAC final draft recommendation and we continue to endorse this 
provision. Unfortunately, the entire paragraph was deleted from the FAA’s version. 

l The requirement to report the part number of structural elements (proposed 
§121.704(d)(7)) should be an ~ when the location or station of a structural defect is d 
reported. Some structural elements are many feet in length and the part number alone is , 
not an adequate identification. Conversely, the part number adds no value when the 
specific location is provided. 

l If the purpose of the SDR system is to alert the industry to m problems as stated in the 
preamble, reports should only be required for significant findings of damage to PSE’s that 
could have an im w effect on flight safety such as : 
a) Multi Site Fatigue Cracks 
b) SSID Fatigue Cracks 
c) Early Onset of Fatigue Cracks 
d) SFAR36 Major Repairs and DER Approved Repairs 
e) Cracks/Corrosion exceeding Service Bulletin Limits 
1) Failure of Senke Bulletin Mods 
g) Structural Design Discrepancies on New Airplanes 
h) Repairs exceeding SRM Damage Limits 
i) Extensive Delaminations, Debonds, Cracks etc. to Composite and Bonded Structure 

l If, however, the primary purpose of data collection is to allow the FAA to develop a data base 
for trend analysis and does not involve flight safety, there is no justification for the 72 hour 
reporting requirement. This would exclude corrosion defects found during maintenance 
from the 72-hour reporting requirement. Quarterly reports are adequate for these defects. 

Sincerely, 

Manager, Maintenance Programs 



ATRI: Steve 0. Erickson cc: 

SUBJECT: 95-ME-53 Operational and Structural Difficulty Reports 

The following represents CAL’s comments concerning the NPRM for aircraft 
reporting requirelrents: 

1. A minimum time period of six (6) months should be allowed to implement 
the proposed rule, from its effective date, in order to train personnel 
on the new requirements. 

2. The proposed rule: 121..704(2) and (5) provides for the report of each 
and every structuraL crack regardless of size. It would appear that 
this vould provide a significant amount of data that may have no purpose, 

- 

hte 10-30-95 

I’YPE all messages as to be 
sent. Maximum 69 character 
fee formated orders/reports 

l?EU'IYPE ADDRBSS: Each 
adhess must have the sane 
wnber of letters: 

: letter city code. - 
i letter office code. 
i letter airline code. 

I'EXTYF'E SIGNA'IURE: Same 
eorrrat and nusnbex of char- 
hcxrs as Teletype Address. 

R’JZN: Give name of 
individual(s) to act on tht! 
ner.sage. 
ZC Give name of 
individual(s) to receive a 
copy of the teletyped aessaa 
5tdestination. NOTE : 
4dGtional copies for the 
5.0. mst be provided by thl 
;er&r . 

kkrassinq procedures and 
may be found in the 

Company telephone directory 
Ad&-,ioaU information racy 
be obtained by contacting 
the 6.0. Communications 
Operator, Ex 64865. 

page 1 of J 
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k&lx* -m FAX TRANSMISSION LEAD SHEET 

TO8 -- 

----_------ ---------_ 
------_____-----___-_ 

FROM: 

Air Transport Association 
Attn: Steve Erickson 

Director, Maintenance & Materiel 
Fax (202) 62614081, or -4149 _____-_-__-----_---------------------- -_-__-_-_----_____-_____________________--~- ____-_--_--------------------------------------------------- 

-k&iARD W. ANDERSON 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - 

Maintenance Engineering & Reliability Analysis 
FEDERAL EXPRESS CORPORATION 
3101 Tchulahoma Road (901) 369-3611 (telephone-i 
Memphis, TN 38118-5414 (901) 369-3751 (fax) 

--------_-----------------_---------------------------------------------------------------- --------_____--___________ 

COM+MENTS/INSTRUCTIONS: October 26, 1995 

SUBJECT: M.E. Memorandum No. 95ME-53; NPRM on ODR/SDRs 

Steve -- FedEx has basically four (4) concerns with the subject NPRM. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

While expansion of the structural and corrosion reporting was expected, Fed& had hoped * 
that the FAA would take this opportunity to eliminate the duplicate reporting they require On 
the original eleven (11) “Aging Aircraft” types, structural/corrosion findings must be reported 
once per the associated SID or CPCP Airworthiness Directives (ADS), and the same 
information is required to be reported a second time per this Rule. Such requirements are 
wasteful of the operators’ resources, only support bureaucracy and increase the potential for 
the operator to accidentally violate the Rule or the AD by submitting one and not the other. 

Mandating the Total Time & Cycles be added to the report, and requesting that Time Since 
last O/H, Repair or Inspection be included, asks for information not readily available to many 
of the people currently submitting the events; consequently, another department/group must 
now get involved in the process of submitting these events -- adding to FedEx overhead and 
bureaucracy, and making it more difficult to meet the 72-hour submission time requirement. 

Mandating use of the new “FAA modified” ATA Code will require FedEx to add another step 
to the internal process of submitting these events by requiring us to review/recode the ATA 
coding of every item submitted -- adding to FedEx overhead and bureaucracy, and making it 
more difficult to meet the 72-hour submission time requirement. 

While in the “General Discussion” section of the NPRM (at the end of page 41996, as it 
appears in the Federal Register ) it speaks to the issue of resubmitting an ODR under its 
original Operator Control number, when additional information is available. Unfortunately, 
the actual words of the Rule do not give the operator that ability -- an ability currently 
available per the existing FAR Part 121.703(h), and mandatory to accommodate normal 
workload planning/scheduling when an aircraft is in for maintenance. 

Best Regards, 

G 
/ 

Richard W. Anderson 
Maintenance Engineering & Reliability Analysis 

Page 1 of 1 (including this Lead Page) 



September 20, 1995 

Mr. Steven R. Erickson 
Director Maintenance and Material 
Air Transport Association 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave. Suite 1100 
Washington, D.C. 20004-I 707 

Ref. MEC Memo No. 95-ME-02 

Dear Steve: 

Please accept our comments on Operational and Structural Difficulty Reports- 
Proposed Rule, If you require further information, please contact me directly. 

Page 41994 

Section 121.703 

Operational difficulty report title change. Recommend further change to 
“Safety related operational difficulties” and Safety related operational 
information.” 

Section 121.703 (a) (2) 

Middle of paragraph 1. False fire or smoke. This statement does not 
identify whether the event occurred while the aircraft was operated for 
revenue or under maintenance. 

Page 41995 

Section 121.703 (a) ( 9) 

The last paragraph is not clear. It refers to any detectable braking loss 
and goes on to define same. However, a contradiction follows by stating 
MEL items are excluded. This is confusing. The MEL item may have 
induced the failure. Excluding it doesn’t capture information that may be 
beneficial for analysis. 



Section 121.701 (a) (10) 

Again the question is here under maintenance or revenue flight only? 

Regards, 

Rene P. Visscher 
Assistant Vice President 



would eliminate the 
that do not affect slfbty by indicating 
that such events would have to be 
reported only if emergency pnxedm t am exemsed 

The propped change also would 
delete Ihewords “du6ng flight.” The 
prop& reporting rquirsment would 
include events that oecu~ in flight or a 
the ground and would expand the 
Nprdn# of these event8 to the entirm 
aiuaft. The cumnt reylimments only 
cover these events if they oaur in the 
crew compartment or paaaener &in. 
secdons 121.703(0)(5), 12S.409fa#S), 
127.313(aNS), and 13S.4lS(a)(S) 

These propo-d dons would 
combine the reporting mqa&wnents for 
engine fduea and shutdowns in 
cummt 55 121.703(a)@). 121.703(a)(7), 
121.703(a)(8), and 121.703(a)(Q) into 
propoeed 5 121.703(a)(S); -t 
55 127.313(a)(6), 127.313(a)(7), 
127.313(a)(S), and 127.313(a)(Q) into 
propooed 5 127.313(r)(S); and currunt 
55 135.415(a)(6), 133.41S(a)(t), 
133.415(a)(8), an@ 13S.4lS(a)(Q) into 
pmpod 5 135.413(a)(S). An valaM 
5 l?s.ros(a)(s) would alao tm z? dad. 

The pqxmed change would rq& 
that the csrtifSate holder 

“p” 
britunr, 

malfuncdon. or dafiictr invo virq all 
engine flameouta and shutdowna duriq 
ground or flight operrtiona. The 
propowd sections would contrfn a 
provision to exclude intentional engine 
shutdowns, such aa thoao that occur 
during ai@t mw tninin& tert wts, 
and taxiiq to rsdua fwi consumption. 
Sections 12 1.703(a)(6), 1 XIog(ox6), 
and 135.41S(aN6) 

These propoeed sections would 
amend current 55 12l.703(a)(lO) and 
13!!.41S(a)(10) by dew the worda 
“during flight.” ‘I-ho pmpoad cbqp 
would quirs that ti atikta holda 
KJport the flkilure, xxldh3ion. or bfbct 
of any propeller fiWhw qs&m or the 
ability of the system to cunbrol 
overspeed events whether such mts 
occur during flight or on the ground. 
hposed 5 125.409(r)(6) would 
spmifically state the equivalent 
requimment for operations conducted 
under pnrt 125. 

S&km 12 1.703faN8). 125.409(a)(e), 
127.313(a~fO), and 23S.4lS(a)(8) 

The pmporsd rule would rudeaignate 
current paragmph 5 121.703(a)(12) aa 
5 121.703(a)(8); rwise cumat 
5 135.41S(a)(12) and rudeai~ta it as 
5 13SAS(a)(8); reviw 5 127.313(a)(lO); 
and add new 5 125.409(a)(8). These 
don8 rsquim the rqmrdng of fdiures, 
mdfunctions, or defecta in the operation 

:fb*swrdkndinssd- ’ 
Yf 

sight. Section 127.313(a)(lO) 
wad k revised to include aquiva.kt 

raquirsmentr of-t 5 127.313(a)(lO) 

121 and 12s. 

Section8 222.7t?#a~~~, 12S.wa##), 
t27.3f3(aNfl). and 13S.dlS(aN@) 

Cumnt 55 121.703(a)(U) and 
13S.415(r)(13) r&tiq to WhllWs, 
rmhnctiatrr,or~in~ 

55 121.703(a)(Q) and 135.415(a)(Q), 

g-d in pr0po-d 5 WL109(d(Q) 
to pIovid@ coMistancy with puts 121 
and 133. Section 127.313(a)(ll) would 
be mdmd to include the rmportiq of 
failum, n&unctions. or defbcts of 
brake system componentr boa- 
wheeled holicoptarr are equipped with 
brakea. The mquiremanta of current 

Proposed 55 121.703(e)(lO), 
12SAO9(a)(lO), 127.313(a)(7), and 
133.41S(a)(lO) would include the 
mporting of information Felatind to 
l borted takeoff. Curmotly. air camieFs 
amnot 

3 
uirud 

on abort 
to report lnfomatlon 

or “r+cted” takeoffs. 
Limited information mlating to aborted 
takeoffs that result km an aazident or 
inddent puy be availabie through the 
FM’s A&&ntAncident Data p 

donsAfi?tyBoard( 

pLtlrtici tdceoff roll. mtsui~ 
, znalfmdon. or dokt of 

mdrerrhcocnpunentorsysteInbo 
mportd totrouhluhoot lwoblramrthet 

airtAt Components or systems ttiit 
result in any eJnerpncy rtion taken 
during flight. excluding the shutdown of 
an ainnfk engine. The reference to 
exrqMng exqine shutdowns in current 
55 121.703(a)(l8), 127.313(e)(12), and 
135.4lS(a)(l6) would not be included in 
thispropoaedpuqraphbecausethe 
reporting of hilurw. malfunctions, or 
defkts involving any &uaft engine 
shutdown would be rmquiFbd by 
propoeed 55 121.703(a)(S), 127.313(a)(S), 
and 135.415(a)(S), respectively. 
Sections 121.703(o)(ll). 12S.409fa#ll), 
127.313(aJ9), and 13S.4lS(al(l I) 

The propored pursnphs would 
revise qumnt 5 121.703(a)(17) and 
designate it as 5 121.703(a)(ll); add 
new 5 123.408(a)(l I); and revise current 
55 127.313(a)(9) and 135.415(a)(ll). The 
propo& rule would stats that a failure 
of individual components that does not 

, 

affect the opemtion of an aircraft’s 
emaqency evacuation system or 
components, exit doors, passenger 
evacuation lighting systems, or 

Sections 12 1.703(0#7), 12S.r09fa)(7), 
127.313(a)(6), and 13S.4lS(a~7) 

These prow pamgrap 
designate the rsquirsm 
5 121.703(e)(ll) a8 5 121. 
5 127.313(a)(Q) as 5 127.3 
5 135.41S(a)(ll) as 5 135. 



and 13S.416 would be added to manage 
the RBbpotig of stnauml dekts. 

ktion 12S.499 would be revised by 
ding rqmrts for specific events 

3 m er then ~sports of the occumtna or 
detection of every fail-, malfunction, 
or defect. The proposed change 
eliminates the reporting of defects that 
do not compromise the airworthiness of 
the aircr&. The proposal would add 
quirements to put 12s that are 
equivalent to the reporting requirements 
in propo8ed 55 121.703.127.313, and 
135.415. 

In PrOposing to nwise the part 13s , 
reporting requirements, the FM 
mcogniwsthataifmftLMintain6din 
accordma with part 135 may operate 
under part 91 et times: however, all part 
135 reporting xquirementa would apply 
as long as the &uaft is maintained 
under part 135. 

eliminete the requirement for the air 
&or and the repair station to report 
the me problem to the FM. However, 
the air carrier would not be mlievsd of 
the responsibility of ensuring that these 
reports are submitted. 

The purpose of the proposed 
regulation would be to enhance air 
&or safety by coilecting additional 
and more timely data that identifies 
mechanical failurea, malhractions. and 
defects which may be a serious W 
to the 0perMion of an aircraft. The 
information collected would be used to 
develop and implement corrective 
actions to help prevent future 
occummces of these failure, 
malfunctions, and defects ona they 
have been identified. 

Reporting mquiremmts would be 
revised for each of the proposed 
sedans to standardi report 
informetion. Requimd reporting 
information would be revised to include 
total airc&t flight time to aid in 
evaluating corrosionand- 
structural fatigue. In addition, the 
amount of elapsed time since the last 
maintqnance parformed on components 
would be added to determine how long 
components have been in service. 
Information on manufkturar’s part 
numbers and serial numben would be 

It should be noted 
currently a prppoul 
in an NPRM publish 
Rq@taroakirrch29,1 
commuteu op6r8d0M an 
certifiation and Opemtions 
Requirements (60 FR 16230). If 
is deleted & that !knA u 
the propoaod nvfsions to 
thisNPRMwillnotk 
development of a &ul 
GenedInacuwionof 
RUlO 

added to develop trend information. 
Reporting procedurea would alao be 
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of a firs caused byA fails. 
malfunction. or defect also would be 
retained by the proposed rule. 

Cunwnt 55 121.703(a)(2), 
12f.313(e)(2). and 13S.4tS(a)(2) nqtim 
certificate holden to report fail-, 
malfunctions. or defects concerning 
6.m during flight that am not protected 
by a related fin warning system. 
hpd 55 121.703(a):11. lZS.409(a)(l). 
127313(a)(l), and 13S.4lS(a)(i) would 
retain this quirsment because failums. 
malfunctions. or defects involvin any 
fim must be reported by the certi rk cate 
holder. , 
Sections 121.703(aN2), 125.409(o)(2), 

rsviae currsnt 55 121.703(a)(3), 
127.313(a)(3), and 135.4lS(e)(3), 
mepectively, which address the 
qordng of fiilum, malfunctions, or 
defects involving false 6re warnings 

~XlUWithl#thOU~of 
=n~Prococl~ be xwported ;o 

I I 
er~ure tbrt the certificate holder /! 
documents 
Of-flight im 

oaurmnc88 that have safety- ’ 

also would 
,5 12SAO9taM2h 

127.313(aX3), and l3S.41S(a)(3) 

SDRS would be optional. The elm 
submission of data would provide a 
database that is near reel-time. Data 

collec!~ which may be CetegDded a# 
Drimuth ornrrtiod and dbtv-deted 

would be uploaded and avrilable the 
next business day. The proposed rule 
would also provide for cohctiq 
information on aborted or “rmiacted” * 
takeoffs caused by the failure,’ # 
malfunction, or defect of an aircmh 
component or system. This information 
would be used to genemete statistical 
data for future analysis of the safety 
implications such events may have on 
fli 

!L 
t operations. 

‘ens 145.83 and 145.79 would be 
revised to allow parts 121, 125,127, and 
135 certificate holden to squire 
certificated domestic and foreign repair 
stations to submit the reports reqti 
under the proposed sections of parts 
121.125.127, and 135 on behalf of the 
certificate holder when the repair 
station discoven a malfunction or 
defect. This proposed change would 

127.313(a#f ), and 135.41 S(a)(lj 

Propowl 55 121.703(e)(l), 
12!L4OQ(a)(l). 12i313(a)(l), and 
13S.dlS(a)(l) would specify that a 
~rtifkate holder must report each 
failure, malfunction. or defect involving 
any be, rather than only those firea that 
occur during flight, as is cvrsntly 
prescribed by the regulations. The 
proposed changes would ensum that 
information is also reported on &es that 
occur on the ground because these &es 
may aff6ct the safety of flight. In 
addition. the current requirement to 
report whether the related k-warning 
system function,ed properly in the event 

requirsments for operationa conducted 
under part 125. Cmntly, 
55 121.703(a)(4), 127.313(a)(4), and 
13S.4lS(a)(4) requ.iNk only that the 
certifkate holder report to the FM 
damage to an engine, adjacent structure, 
equipment, or components caused by an 
engine exhaust system during night. 
Sections 121.703(aH4), 12S.409(a)(4), ’ 
t/7.313(a)(4), and 135.41 S(U)(I) 

Proposed 55 121.703(a)(4). 
127.313(a)(4), and 13%41S(a)(4) would 
reviso the mnt requirements in 
55 12t.703(a)(S), 127.313(a)(s). and 
13S.41S(e)(S). respectively, by requinng 
that the failurs, malfunction, or defect of 
airplane or helicopter components that 
cause an accumulation or circulation of 
smok6, vapor, or toxic or noxious fumes 
nmulting in the use of emergency 



"Withdraw FAA Modified Code Provision" 

ATA requests that the requirement to submit data using the 
"applicable FAA modified Air Transport Association Specification 
100 code (ATA code)", be withdrawn from the proposed rule. ATA 
members view this requirement as merely providing a questionable 
economic benefit to certain users of SDR data. There are no 
safety benefits to be derived by making this into a regulation. 

Presently operators either code their equipment in 
accordance with ATA Specification 100 or code it to an internal 
coding system. Should the proposed FAA modified code be adopted, 
operators will have to re-code their equipment to yet another 
coding system. This is an added expense that the FAA fails to ' 
recognize. 

A cost analysis for operators complying with the FAA 
modified code is lacking from the proposed rule. Operators will 
have to maintain staff to re-key submitted SDR data to ensure 
compliance with the proposed provision. Their current equipment 
coding scheme is not now in conformance with the FAA modified 
code and nor will it be in the future, as long as they are ATA 
Specification 100/2100 compliant. If the operators are allowed to 
submit data to the codes they are now using, they have the . 
opportunity to avoid added staff expense. 

The only reason ATA can see that the FAA would promote the 
FAA modified code is a false perception that the code will 
simplify data retrieval for analysis of specific systems. However 
the code based on ATA Specification 100 is more specific in data 
retrieval than the FAA modified coding system when the fleet type 
is added as a controlling field, simply because the ATA code when 
assigned by the manufacturer to a specific fleet type, is 
specific to six digits. The FAA code is specific to only four 
digits. The key to accurate data retrieval is to use the fleet 
type code as a controlling field. 

The current document which provides the "FAA modified code" 
is relatively recent and has not been revised that often simply 
because not many operators have used it. Should this provision be 
adopted, the FAA will have to accommodate repeated requests for 
change to keep the document current. ATA believes the FAA is ill 
equipped to maintain their coding system in the years ahead. ATA 
members have kept the equipment codes within ATA Specification 
100 current for 39 years primarily because the coding system is 
flexible and because the industry has borne the expense to 
maintain standing committees to keep the specification current. 
Specification 100 specifies only the first three of six digits of 
the ATA code. The remaining three digits are assigned by the 
manufacturers (authors of the documents using the equipment 
codes). The ‘FAA modified code" using only four digits assigned 
by the FAA, is already running out of assigned numbers. For 
example the FAA codes assigned to components of the auxiliary 
hydraulic system, 2920 through 2927, has only two vacant codes 



left (2928, 2929). There are numerous other examples where 
expansion of the FAA modified codes will not be available simply 
because the coding system has no flexibility built-in. 

Operators who do not enter the "correct" code would be in a 
technical violation of a regulation and therefore subject to 
potential fines. Subsequent operator requests to use another code 
in the future could of course, only be accomplished by formal 
petition to the Administrator. In addition the Federal Register 
takes a stringent view of referencing documentation by 
rulemaking. For example in referencing a service bulletin in an 
Airworthiness Directive (AD), the existing revision level must be 
cited. Reference to pending revision levels must either be 
approved under the alternate means of compliance provision or the 
AD must be amended or superseded. A specific FAR 121 rule lacks 
the options to rapidly approve subsequent changes that exist with 
AD rulemaking. Future revisions of the "FAA modified code" would 
present insurmountable obstacles for operators in ensuring strict 
compliance with the regulations should this provision be adopted. 

Lastly, the proposed provision to have SDR data conform to a 
FAA modified code along with several other provisions in the 
proposed rule, are not endorsed by the ARAC working group that 
originally submitted ‘a variant" of this proposal. ATA is 
disturbed that there is nothing in the supplementary information- 
section that points out what part of the proposal was submitted 
to the FAA by ARAC and what part is modified by the FAA. A reader 
of this proposed rule is given the impression that industry 
supports the proposed rule in its entirety when in fact they do 
not. The FAA should immediately correct this deficiency in their 
rulemaking or they stand to loss the support of industry in 
maintaining ARAC. 



To: 
cc: 
Bee: 
From: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Ay ?h: 
c. Jy: 

Dave Lotterer@Ops-Safety@ATA 

S=MCIGDTWIC=U$IA=ARINCIP=ADNS 
AITN/ DAVE LOITERER 
Wednesday, September 20,1995 lo:27 AM 

N 

ORIG REF: MCIGDTW 201927IFE817FAC 
AlTN/ DAVE LOITERER 

SUBJ/ FAA CODES FOR MECHANICAL RELIABILITY REPORTS - 
PROPOSED REVISION TO ATA 100 CODING SYSTEM 

REF/ ATA TICC MEMO 95-16 

TWA/S POSITION IS THAT THERE ARE TOO MANY CODES IN THE 
PROPOSED REVISION TO THE ATA 100 CODING SYSTEM. 

MCIGDIW/ L. F. BRETT-DIRECTOR 
FAA/ATA LlAlSON AND Q.A. 

L 
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September 25,1995 

Mr. David Letterer 
Director, Airworthiness and Technical Standards 
Air Transport Association of America 
1301 Pennsyfvania Avenue, N. W. 
Suite 1100 
Washington, D. C. 2OOM-I?U7 

Subject: FAA Codes for Mechanical Reliability Reports 

Reference: AWMEM No. 95ME-53 

Dear Mr. Letterer, c 

United Airlines has reviewed the FAA’s proposal to use a modified ATA Spec 100 coding 
system to classify Mechanical Reliability Reports (MRR’s). Our position is that deviations 
from existing industry standards will complicate our reporting process. We feel that coding 
schemes should be consistent for MAR’s, Maintenance Manuals, Service Bulfetiis, Illustrated 
Parts Catalogs, etc. If the FAA’s proposed system wifl support all applications and is superior, 
we should use it. Otherwise, we do not wish to support two coding systems. 

Sincerely 

& eter G. ’ ardv 
Manager, Mainienance Progfams 

Sm F~ncisco Intemutional Airpoft, San Fr8ncbco. C;rJifoml~ 94128 



NORTHWEST 
AIRLISktS 

lkpartmcfll Number 

Sbjat: Structwd Difficulty Rqmrts - Refz 9544E-53, dad 16AUG95 

Rmicw of revised PAR 121.703 md prop04 FAR 121.704 bm renrltcd iu sevcml mouumm&mm 
wbidt may iImprove both tha a=uacy, coasistacy ad value of chta coti& uader the SDR sysmn: c 

3. satioa 12lxqa) states: 
‘E8clt#rcifiateblderjbrllreportthe~ orhstionofmchf&raar&fatofea& 
pritmy dlvchlm Of prisipd stlucti elcmalt . ..- 

-. 



Momuva, thir w wording is omittsd eatidy from SUN 
the phmae: “Any cm&, fhctum, or delarxtiorri0.n . ..” 

(8x5). which iasmd tegim with 
Ex~fiom~gsuch~mruu;tc 

smmure diampmtcier when within aknmbla damage limiti is clearly pm&dad by this p&age. 

NWA mmnmads that clarifiatioo be made to (r)(l-3,5), such that the phrus ‘Lstmlg&-~&g 
repair or 8 canplete or partial rep1 aamcat” ia ~4 throughout. 

5. satial 121.704(8)(4) states: 
‘Failum or defies qmircd in scmdmce with da& qprovod by 8 Dasignated Eagin&ng 
Repmamive (DER) or other rpproved dim not coat&ai in the muaufrtuau’s MM;” 

NWA m#rmmeadr that this labpurgrrph be ideatiflai m 121.704(b), with mnaiaing sl&pq+s 
dead as 121.704+g). The cmtmt of this 6-h is of 8 difkemt nature t& (a)(l-3, S) 
which amwnd it, thueby wmmting sqaaratioa. 

Fi~ily,NW~~~~tht~p~t~~ddk~p~~y aosxuach be publis&d. pamUd 
with SDR prowtype fbrm 8G70-3, m fWk iacnmm SDR scuracy aad cmiaecy. 

cc: c. Jona 
. 

w.Knwrlpm! 
J.Femnte ’ 



YORTHWEST 
&IKLISES 

MSP CS863 

Novembr 2. 1995 

Mr. Stcvea R Eridaon 
Dirator, Maintenanac & Mate&U 
Air Tmsport Association ofAmeria 
1301 Perm@ania Ave. NW - Suite I100 
Washington. DC 20004-1707 

Subjca: Strucmai Difklty Reports - Ref: 95~ME-53, datuj 16AUG95 

Dear Mr. Ekksion: 

Uadcr ‘Gemal Disc&on of the Proposed Rule” (Fakxal Register, page 4 1994): 
1. Sections ltL70yaX4). d 3, state: 

“Repairs acanplishd witbin the limits of SRM’s or MM are not report&k RYE& *dopad 

outside these approvsd data sources an5 fqxxtahlc whether the aueptai or apprwul dam is dwciopai 
by a DER under SF- 36, or o&a approved repair data.” 

WA tc~ommends that tk wrcl %nW be clarified to state Wowable dmagc limits’ Without such 
claifbion rqmitabk damgc limits may be un4cntood. 

Under -The Propowi Anmdnmt- (FdcraI Regincr. page 42002): 
2. Saxion 12 1.704(a) sates: 

‘Each cmificite hokr ShaIl rq~rt the azcumuz or detatioa of czch failure or de&~ of each 
ph7lafy structure or principrl srnrdural clement . ..- 

3. SaGon 121.%4(a)(l)stata: 
Tmosion that mqukcr mdc or blendout Wat CWX& the m;rnufact~&~ Maintc~~a Myll~I 
(MM) aflowhlc hiu and rquifcs a repair or a complete of padI rep(acMneot of a primuy strwurc 
or principal 5zmcald element;” 

7lae a&we paragraph dcariy limits the corrosion reporting to dkrepancies quiring a srcngth- 
rcsoring repair. The fbhwing sub-pagraphs (a)&3). bowever, make no such darific&on. The 
implicati~ is that cm& of &bonding within dlowable da~ge limits (which may quk a non- 
strengthstoring repair) rapire SDR reporting 

-- 



Momver, this same wording is oaded entirely from sub-paragraph (a)(S), which iaslcd bgirr~ with 
the phrase: %ny aa& fractwq of Mamifuttion .T Excrnption from rquxting suchcompo6ite 
- dbqancie when within ailowablc damage limits is dearly pruludui b this pk. 

WA raomxncnds that clarification bc made to (a)(13, S). such chat the phrase ‘smngrh-mtoring 
repair or a campictc or partial replaccmcnt” is \rs4d throughouL 

4. Sation 12 1,704(a)(4) states: 
“Failures or defkts repair& in amMane with data approval by a Designated Enpia&ring 
Represwrtive (DER) or 0th apptovcd data not cmaid in the manubaurrr’r MW 

WA rcmmmends that this subparagtapb lx idcntii’ki as 121.764(b), with rmeining subparagraphs 
re-letterai as 12 1.704+-g). The cbntcnt of this suI+patagzaph is of a difkrcnt runue than (a)( L-3.5) 

r, 

which surround it thcr&y warranting separation. , 

s. sazion 121.704(c) sacs: 
“Each mprr of oaumnas during a 24-hour period shall be submittad to the FM within the next 72 
hours. w 

WA recommends that the 72 hour reporting rsquiremcnt be clarified lo state: ‘...sbaU Ire submittad to 
the FM within 72 hours of the aircraf!‘s rdum to scwk” 

Finally, hWArwmuncndsth;us'~zcd~~discrtyrulcy nomencIatuc’olpubli.&&px~ieIwith 
SDR prototype form 8070.3. to f&her increase SDR sxwacy and oonsistenq. 

Thank you fbr your time and edderation of the above fuommr;ndations. 

Manager, Engkving Poti& and Procuiures 
Tahniai Opations 

CC: C. JOQCS 
w. Ka- / 
J. Ferraro 

TOTFlL P.04 


