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Issue:
Operators have approached EASA to request guidance on implementation of new/modified MRBR tasks applicable to aircraft for which the task is overdue at time of publication.

EASA has requested that MPIG identify an internationally acceptable text for inclusion in all MRB Reports.  
 

Problem: 
The living MRBR concept results in regular MRB Report revisions that introduce new requirements originating from both design changes and as a result of optimisation studies. Such studies may identify the effectiveness of additional tasks or reduced intervals for existing tasks. These new and revised MRBR tasks are applicable to aircraft design configurations already in service and, depending on aircraft service history, may be overdue at time of MRBR approval. 

While the MRB has no jurisdiction on how MRB Report revisions shall be handled by an operator, it has been suggested that guidance will be helpful to operators in discussions with their NAA. At present, there are occasions when NAAs require a more rapid implementation than is necessary which imposes unjustified burden on the operator.  

The decision to include the new/revised MRBR task in the locally approved maintenance program will be determined by the operator, taking into consideration the requirements of the NAA. Inclusion of implementation guidance will address the needs of operators who chose to update their programs. 
Recommendation (including Implementation):

Prior to developing a proposal for the text a survey was performed of all MPIG TCH members to understand what guidance they provide today on how to implement MRBR tasks that may be overdue at time of issuance. 
This draft of the CIP contains the raw data received from TCHs. This was reviewed within MPIG during the meeting in Seal Beach on Oct 26th. 
Summary of discussion is included under ‘Status of Issue Paper’
Airbus

When a new requirement is identified for inclusion in the Maintenance Program, the operator will normally use engineering judgment to determine when the task should be accomplished for the first time, or when a revised task should be next applied after an interval change. The reason for the revised requirement will normally be evident and thus an assessment of the relative risk and impact caused by delayed accomplishment can be made. 

In the absence of locally agreed policy, Airbus suggests the following guidelines:

– For Systems/APU/Powerplant and ZIP tasks

For new task requirements that are already overdue or will become overdue within the quoted threshold / interval, perform the task in the next scheduled check package when the aircraft is on ground long enough to accomplish the task and any necessary corrective actions.  This might not be the next check (for which the planning may be completed) but it would be expected in the following one if ground time is appropriate.

If task elapsed time is short and any possible corrective action is easily addressed, operators should consider first performance of at least the FEC 5 and 8 tasks at the next convenient block A-check (or equivalent) or during the next check opportunity if an equalised program is used. 

Unless stated otherwise in information provided at time of MRB Report / Temporary Revision publication, if the required access is not normally scheduled until the intermediate or heavy maintenance check, e.g. tasks requiring fuel tank entry or galley / lavatory removal, Airbus recommends accomplishment no later than the next due interval. Overdue FEC 5 & 8 tasks should be accomplished no later than the next intermediate maintenance check (e.g. 6yr rather than 12yr maintenance visit).

– For CPCP related tasks

A revised CPCP requirement is normally associated with corrosion findings. In the case where the task is overdue or will be within the due interval, the operator needs to consider his local operating conditions in order to assess the potential for corrosion in this area on his particular aircraft. It is recommended to perform the task as soon as possible on at least one aircraft in the fleet in order to help make this assessment. Delay in accomplishment may lead to higher repair costs but not a loss of continued airworthiness. Note that if a safety concern exists, a new CPCP task recommendation on an in-service aircraft would be promulgated by ISB (and possibly AD) in addition to inclusion in the MRB Report.

– For ATA 20 tasks related to EWIS or L/HIRF

For new task requirements that are already overdue, or will become overdue within the quoted threshold / interval, perform the task at the operator's next convenient hangar maintenance opportunity (typically C-check or equivalent) unless access is assessed as insufficient to perform the task without exceeding the scheduled out-of-service period. If that is the case, the task should be performed at the next access opportunity (e.g. at the intermediate – 6yr - or heavy maintenance – 12 yr - check) but not exceeding the task interval counting from publication of the requirement.

ATR

Revisions to the MRB report which introduce new items or change existing items, provided they do not affect the Certification Maintenance Requirements (CMR)/Time limits of the aircraft, should be evaluated for incorporation into an operator's maintenance program at next suitable input.

Bombardier

Revisions to the MRB Report which introduce new tasks or change existing tasks, must be evaluated for incorporation into an operator’s maintenance program. Incorporation (where required) should be at the next suitable point in that program within the frequency designated for these tasks. However, operational penalties such as withdrawing the aircraft from service specifically to perform a new or reduced interval MRB Report task may be avoided by following the guidelines listed in paragraphs A and B below.

(A) Where a new task is introduced to the MRB Report, the task should be introduced to the operators program (where required) at any convenient point, but within 6 months of the date of receipt of the MRB Report revision by the operator. Initial task accomplishment should be within the interval designated for the task from the date of introduction to the operators program.

(B) Where a task interval is revised from a given value to a lower value, the revised task should be introduced into the operators program within 6 months of the date of receipt of the MRB Report revision by the operator. It should be completed within the new task repeat interval the date of introduction to the maintenance program by the operator. The exception is if this rescheduling was to postpone the task beyond the pre−revision task accomplishment deadline. Inspection should be done within the original task interval.

The guidelines contained in Rule do not apply to the Airworthiness Limitation Items. Intervals for tasks resulting from Airworthiness Directives or Mandatory Service Bulletins are defined solely by the instructions contained in those documents and are not subject to Rule.
Boeing

New tasks or changing existing tasks to the MRB Report must be evaluated for incorporation into an operator’s maintenance program. It is the responsibility of the operator and the local authority to incorporate these tasks into the operator’s maintenance program. Incorporation (where required) should be at the next suitable point in that program within the frequency designated for these tasks.  Inconveniences such as withdrawing the aircraft from service to perform the task should be avoided. 

(NB: This recommendation is not written in Boeing MPD. Guidance is provided on request.) 
Embraer (Business Jet division)

Revisions to the Maintenance Plan which introduce a new task or change to an existing task should be evaluated for incorporation into an operator’s maintenance program. Incorporation (when required) should be at the next suitable opportunity by following the guideline presented below:

- 
When a new task is introduced to the Maintenance Plan, the initial task accomplishment should be within the aircraft’s next due date of the package designated for that task, unless when specified in the Maintenance Plan Highlights of Changes.
- 
When a task interval is reduced, the next task accomplishment should be within the aircraft’s next due date of the package designated for that task after the interval reduction, unless when specified in the Maintenance Plan Highlights of Changes.

The implementation guidelines above do not apply to Airworthiness Limitation Items. Interval for tasks accomplishment resulting from Airworthiness Directives or Service Bulletins is defined by the instructions contained in those documents.

Embraer (airliner division)
Revisions to the (MRBR or MPD) Report which introduce new tasks or change existing tasks must be evaluated for incorporation into an operator’s maintenance program. Incorporation (where required) should be at the next suitable point in that program within the frequency designated for those tasks. However, operation penalties such as withdrawing the aircraft from service specifically to perform a new or reduced interval MRB Report task may be avoided by following the guidelines listed in the paragraphs below:

· Where a new task is introduced to the MRB Report, the task should be introduced to the operator’s program (where required) at any convenient point, but within (xx) months or other period of time agreed with Local Authority from the effective date of the MRB Report revision or Temporary Revision received by the operator. Initial task accomplishment should be within the interval designated for the task from the date of introduction to the operators program.

· Where a task interval is revised to a lower value, the revised task should be introduced into the operator’s program within (xx) months or other period of time agreed with Local Authority from the effective date of the MRB Report revision or Temporary Revision received by the operator.

The original interval becomes threshold after which the new interval must be followed. The task should be accomplished within the new task repeat interval from the date of introduction to the operators program, but not exceeding the original task interval, whichever is greater. The guidelines above do not apply to Appendix A – Airworthiness Limitation Items for which a specific implementation plan is established.
Saab

No generic text is included in Saab’s MRBR or MPD due to concerns that it may be considered a requirement to introduce the new / revised tasks. Guidance may be provided in dedicated documents. The following is an example of text within a Service Newsletter referring to landing gear TBO interval change:

It is the responsibility of the operator and the local authority to incorporate new tasks into the operator’s maintenance program.

However, in this case, it is recommended by Saab that the operator will perform the new task for the first time at LDG Overhaul and/or at the next suitable occasion, e.g. planned maintenance

Textron

New or revised inspection requirements become effective on the date the new revision is issued. Unless otherwise noted, compliance of a new or revised inspection requirement must be accomplished no later than the next scheduled inspection interval of the new or changed item, following receipt of the revision. If a new revision becomes effective while an inspection is in progress, the operator may utilize the revision in effect when the inspection was initiated. For examples, refer to Table 1 below.

(‘unless otherwise noted’ is where Textron might refer to an Alert Service Letter for a new or revised task that requires immediate action.
Table 1 New or Changed Inspection Interval Implementation

	
	Current Airframe Time
	Current Month Time
	New Inspection Interval
	Determination of New or Changed Inspection Interval 
Compliance Time

	Example 1
	1200 Flight Hours
	Not Applicable
	1600 Flight Hours
	The inspection is due every 1600 Flight Hours and will be completed initially within (1600 – 1200) 400 Flight Hours.

	Example 2
	1200 Flight Hours
	Not Applicable
	800 Flight Hours
	The inspection is due every 800 Flight Hours and will be completed initially within (2*800 – 1200) 400 Flight Hours.

	Example 3
	Not Applicable
	20 Months
	24 Months
	The inspection is due every 24 Months and will be completed initially within (24 – 20) 4 Months.

	Example 4
	Not Applicable
	20 Months
	12 Months
	The inspection is due every 12 months and will be completed initially within (2*12 – 20) 4 Months.

	Example 5
	1200 Flight Hours
	20 Months
	1600 Flight Hours or 24 Months Whichever Occurs First
	The inspection is due every 1600 Flight Hours or 24 Months Whichever Occurs First and will be completed initially at either (1600 – 1200) 400 Flight Hours or (24 – 20) 4 Months Whichever Occurs First.

	Example 6
	1200 Flight Hours
	20 Months
	800 Flight Hours or 12 Months Whichever Occurs First
	The inspection is due every 800 Flight Hours or 12 Months Whichever Occurs First and will be completed initially at either (2*800 – 1200) 400 Flight Hours or (2*12 – 20) 4 Months Whichever Occurs First.


IMRBPB Position:

Date: N/A
Position: CIP not submitted to IMRBPB
Status of Issue Paper:     Closed 28 Oct 2016

Summary of discussion in MPIG meeting

US operators present (AAL, SWA, UPS & Republic) are concerned that the introduction of text in the MRBR might lead to PMIs changing their current approach on how new recommendations from the TCH relating to in-service aircraft need to be handled. They want it to remain a carrier responsibility on whether they observe the new recommendation or not. Even if we include wording in the paragraph to limit its use to those occasions when the operator wants to observe the recommendation, there are concerns that the NAA will take more interest in view of the fact this guidance is now included in the MRBR.

Today, Bombardier (airliners), Embraer and Dornier MRB Reports already include a statement concerning implementation of new or modified MRB tasks in their ‘Program Rules’. The only operator present with any of these types (Republic) stated that they have a standard rule agreed with their PMI which they follow for all types in their fleet. Republic tends to pick up all MRBR changes that are applicable but the changes are not introduced in accordance with the MRBR timeline (this being 6 months for Bombardier). FAA rep expressed surprise that FAA had allowed this statement.

Operators present highlighted that they would not set up different rules for the aircraft in their fleet based on what is written in the MRB Reports. This is an issue between them and their Authority. They understand that some non-US operators may have NAAs with more restrictive expectations but this is unlikely to be resolved by putting the MRB position in the MRB Report.

Operators do not object to TCHs including recommendations in the MPD but caution that this may also be unhelpful to those operators who are required to follow the MPD by either their NAA or the owner/lessor.

Textron write an MRBR implementation plan for each new MRBR revision. This is provided with the MRBR revision after it is confirmed that all ICA data supporting the new/changed tasks is available to customers.

In conclusion, MPIG suggested that EASA be asked to discuss their issue with other IMRBPB members. MPIG thank EASA for asking them to coordinate common text but, at this stage, the need for such a statement is not supported by MPIG. If the PB agree with EASA that it is appropriate to update the IMPS to require text to be included in all MRB Reports then MPIG will assist in developing text.

Recommendation for implementation:   N/A
Retroactive: Y/ N    N/A
Important Note:  The IMRBPB positions are not policy.  Positions become policy only when the policy is issued formally by the appropriate National Aviation Authority.
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