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Feded Aviation Admriaistration 
Ofiice of the Chief Counsel 
A.tm Rules Docket (ACG-200) 
Docket No. 28293, room 91% 
800 independence Avenue, SW 
Washingtoq DC 20591 

Subject: Service I3ifficulty Reports (SDR), Response to Final Ruk RIN 212OAF71 

Refkreme: Final RuIe RIN 21204F71 

DearSiror- 

The following c0mwnt.s are provkkd inresponse to the subject Final Rule: 

The rationale given in the p.mamble of this kal rule states the FAA was proqted to amed the 
reporting nxpirm for air carriea because of an iutemaI FAA review of the effectiveness of 
the reporting system and by air caxrkr concern over the quality ofthe &ta being reported 
American AirIines (AA) does not f&l there is a problem with the Quality and efkctiveness of the 
present system- It is our opinion that this new haI rule excessively burdens the industry with 
additional requirements with little to no vdue to the safi9y of the flying public. We emphatically 
believe this de, as written will be anti-productive and inconsequential to safety. 

Method of SubmissJon 

We recognize the FAA’s mandate to report in a method acceptable to the a-or is vague 
and does not clari@ what reporting requirements will be acceptable. We cu.rrentIy forward our 
SDR information in a form that allows for rapid processing through our maintenance 
organization, and h&de a retiew by our Cert&ate MIanagcment Office (CMO). Mandtiory 
changes to the reporting process will shift the burden of process& Corn the FAA to A&m& 
eliminate positive input hm our CMO. 

Value of Data: 

The FAA respmsc concerning “Vdue of Sehcc Difkdty Reports” states “In the past, the SDR 
database may not have been utilkd to its fidlest potentiak Some reporting requirements were 
subjective; causing inconsistent reporting which could lead to adysis of ‘incomct data and errors 
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in trend a&ysis.” American could not agree more in the trutM&ess of this description 
However, we disagree the new rule will clari@ or aRow any better interpretation of data We feel 
there were no 3iigniEcant changes to the rule that will substantialIy improve the qllality of the 
reportable information. 

Curredy, American submits over 2,000 Mechanical Reliability Repotis @RR) every year. 
Reviewing previous data that was not considered reportable under the MRR rule but would be 
reportable under the new SDR rule, will cause American to increase their reportable items by an 
estimated 250 + percerzt annually. 

In the response to the NPRM concemi.~ SDRs, another airline states: “That the &sting service 
difficulty database serves liltlc benefit. They believe that ifany analy$s is done based on $is 
database, it is transparent to the operiltor, ” that there is “‘undue burden to operators to c01111ol 
data on parts to meet the SIX reporting inform;ilion requirement-” Another tier states “that 
they have seen no demonstrated increase in safety as a result of mandatory service difiiculty 
reporting.” Another carrier states the structural item reporting for heavy maintenance to be 
“to tally unacceptable. ” Another carrier states once a recurring problem has been addressed, 
repetitive reponing “‘adds no value.” American Airlines voiced our concerns this new rule would 
be a very time consuming, labor intensive exercise, and may have little or no value. These 
statements, &om some of the njor carriers, should reveal to the FAA this rule may be adding 
unnecessary burden that wiU add additional cost to the flykg public with no perceptible increase 
in dty. Since any item ofsi@cance is already being communicated to the FAA 
manukturers, and to other tiers by effective programs, like the “I&d airline” program, the 
new SDR rule will not add value to safety of the flying public. 

Structural SDRs: 

FAR 121.704(a) wiU require each fkihxe or debt r&ted to corrosion, cracks, or di~bondi~ that 
rquks replacement of the affected part regardless dprimary or second will require possrbl~ 
thousands of minor items be reported- We &A this part of the Gnal rule should beg amended to 
cliari@ primary structural components or parts. 

. 

Remrtinp Deadline: 

The FAA mandating the reporting of SDRs witi 96hurs from the time of discovery for aircraft 
undergo& heav check is overly burdensome. The industry practice is to report the SDR within 
the required time &cr the aim& &IS been rctumed to service. This change in policy will have a 
significant impact on American as weIl as other carriers. SDRs associated with heavy 
maintenance are Q@c@ slm3chual repartiag rquirements. The e.upanded reporting 
requirements in k new rule will cause! a significant increase in the number of SDRs This 
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hnease, coupled with the rw to report the items within 96-hours from the time of 
discouery,willforcethcindus;trytochryleetbr:waySDRsare~~ Structuralitemstbat 
requirerepo~usuallytakcscvcral~~toworkandrepair. TkdameqtifbranSDR 
report will not be i3va&& until the repair process is complete& therefore, causing the operator to 
submit an “open” report, that will not expose any knowledge on what was amiss, and shortly 
thereafter causing a “Supplemental closed” report to be submitted. T&&g wiI.l not only be 
bwdensome but nearly impossible. Currently, our SDRS generated from heavy maintenance 
check are consolidated and sent to a central department fix reporting to the FAA. By forcing air 
carriers to report stmctmd type reports 96+oum hrn the time of discovery, tiead of from the 
L;me~aircraftreturnstoservice,will~additionaland~ssary~burdenas 
well as removing highly trained teebnicians from performing maintenance. American Airlines 
anticipates this requ&men.t wiR require additional &Lo keep q with the new administrative 
worldoacL Addii shfbo address administrative issues and preventing technicians hm 
perfbrming maintenance is not in the best sakty irikst of the flying public. 

ThevaIueoflheexpandedstructuralreportingfeq~ must be questioned. The industry 
aheady gathm and reports stmctud repair data that is mandated by Airworthiness Directives. 
Reporting this information under the SDR program clearfy is a duplication of effort- 

Ifthis change goes into eflTec& we request the reporting time be increased to ten (10) business days 
to allow additional re!xarch t& and for the other reasons cited. 

Exnansion of Reportable Items: - 

The new n&2 requiring all f ma&nctions, or de6xY.s of an emergency evacuation syfiem or 
cornponcnt has no added merit. We qree with the FAA example of an evacuation slide 
component contained inside the slide to last as long as the slide. We object to those items such as 
emergency exit floor path lights that bum olrt, or batteries that are depleted f?om being left on 
overnight- The numbex of reportable items inv0Ivin.g emergency system components such as 
battery packs, lamps, and light strips would increase significantly. These high maintenance 
components do not render the system inoperable and do not add information to the SDR database 
that is safely related- 

ReDortina Time and Cvcles: 

We strongly disagree with the new require- of reporting time and cycles of the affected 
componeot, This only adds additional admi&trative workload for the certticate holders and their 
vendors fo supply the data. Additionally, this information is not ahuays available or extremely 
diffhh to ascert.G~ The number of supplemental reports will increase substantially due to the 
96-hour reporting requirement and the associated research time. 
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cost surn~: 

American Airlines believes the new requirements in reports of SDRs will be a tremendous and 
inequitable burden laden on tk certikate holders- At Amerkan Airlines7 this unessential 
ewnditure is projected to be S 1,150,OOO in the first year of the new mandate. 

This expadhm would include the following: 

l $3,000 for new computer hardware 
l $260 per month for service maintenance agreement on equipment to continue to process 

SDRs in the same manner as it does today 
l $50,000 in Uaining costs 
l $378,000 in addieional cost for the increased reporting requir&nts 
l PotentiaIIy %SO,OOO to deveiop a new cornputtied form to meet the re@rements ofthe 

new reporting requirements 
l $213,000 for the str&ent requirements of reporting structural SDRs. 
l $500,000 kumase in amual cost for additional s&to process the increase in reportable items 

and the increase in duplicate handle to meet the 96-hour reporting requjremer& 

%1,150,000 is extremely un-proportional to tJx $67 a year FAA estimate. The FAA’s cost 
estimation does not reflect real world costs and this alone should be conticQ enough to have 
the rule rescinded. We k&eve that all part 121 certikate holders will be significantly *acted if 
this rule is not rescinded. 

American Airhes is adamantly opposed to Final Rule NN 21204F71 and recommends FAA 
rescissiolz The FAA should retie this tie HTith the industry Aviation Rulemaking Advko~ 
committee (ARAC). 

Sincerely, 

w 
- ‘I #X4 

Jeff Jones 
Managing Director 
Quality Assurance 

.JJ:MJK 


