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At MPIG teleconference, June 29, 2009, Bombardier was tasked with coordinating IP96 (Interaction of Systems and Structure) responses from Systems community and merging them with those already established by Structures WG in June 08.

After reviewing IP96 and related documents, Bombardier came to the following position: 
1. We believe that in the MSI selection Section 2.3.1, a consideration of mounts and hinges is adequately addressed in the step 1 Note. 
2. In Analysis Procedure Section 2.3.2, we recommend adding new paragraphs after:
……The degradation and/or failure of one path may not be evident."

 “When defining Failure Effect(s) always consider the worst case scenario effect. This may require a detailed understanding of a system or related systems components/structure and their design principles. For example, for systems with shrouds or protective plates installed, deterioration or damage to these items must be considered for bleed air leak effects on structure. This consideration could lead to the addition of new functions/failures/causes.

In describing the worst case the analyst must consider that the worst case may not be a large magnitude failure. A small magnitude failure can, in some cases, lead to a non-evident situation with more serious potential consequences.

In listing Failure Causes the analyst must include those structural items such as brackets, hinges and attachment points, failure of which would lead to the Functional Failure under consideration. These Failure Causes can be analyzed as the other Failure Causes or referred to other working groups as defined by the manufacturers PPH. In evaluating tasks to address the potential failures, working groups should consider whether using the structural evaluation methods contained in the PPH is appropriate.”
3. Our strong belief is that the key to complete analysis is a due diligence when defining a Failure Effect. Consequently, we think that MSI selection Section 2.3.1 should not be changed, but Analysis Procedure Section 2.3.2 should be enhanced.
Generally, we feel that MSG-3 document provides appropriate guidelines and the onus should be on manufacturers PPHs to ensure proper interface between Systems and Structures/Zonal working groups and provide adequate transfer procedures.
4. We suggest reviewing this position at the next MPIG teleconference on Friday, August 28 and deciding on further actions.
