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	SUBJECT

	MPIG Structure WG Meeting ( Toulouse, 17 – 19 June 2008) – Minutes of Meeting.


Airbus, who was hosting and chairing the meeting, welcomed all the participants to this MPIG Structure Working Group (SWG) meeting.

The Chair reminded the participants that the scope of this meeting was to agree on a common MPIG Structure WG position for the IPs on the agenda. This position would then have to be presented to the next MPIG meeting by each IP coordinator.

The following agenda was agreed:

DAY#1: TUESDAY – 17 June 2008 

9:00 – 9:30 Welcome / Introduction / Agenda review

9:30 – 10:30 IP 95 - Wear

10:30 – 10:45 BREAK

10:45 – 12:00 IP 96 - Interaction Systems/Structure
12:00 – 13:45 LUNCH

extracted text: 

IP 96: INTERACTION SYSTEMS/STRUCTURE
The ATA MSG-3 wording proposed by the IP 96, presented by EASA at the last IMRB PB, was fully reviewed. This document was also sent in the preparation package for this meeting. It can be downloaded from: 
http://www.easa.europa.eu/ws_prod/c/c_flightimrbpbip.php
The below listed wording changes on the EASA proposal were discussed during the MPIG SWG meeting.

Paragraph 2-3-1-1: MSI Selection - Step 1

After lengthy discussions, the proposed additional note:
1. Structural items not designed to carry significant loads but having important functions (i.e. firewalls, shields, integral fuel tank boundaries) need to be included in the MSI selection process. 

2. Items within the Structural ATA Chapters (51-57) that lend themselves to System analysis (e.g., flight control hinge bearings, fuselage drains, door hinge and mechanisms, etc.) should be included in this step and coordinated with the structures analysis. 

3. Items within the Systems ATA Chapters that carry significant loads and whose failure could affect the structural integrity necessary for the safety of the aircraft (System parts that would meet SSI definition, i.e. THS spindle actuators or landing gear retraction actuators that also act as side-stay) need to be analyzed as MSI and coordinated with the structures analysis 

4. All safety/emergency systems or equipment should also be included 

has been proposed to be reworded as follows:

1. Structural items, whether designated as SSI or Other Structure, having system related functionality (e.g. firewalls, shields, integral fuel tank boundaries, flight control hinge bearings, drains, door hinges) need to be addressed in the MSI selection process.

2. System components that contribute significantly to carrying flight, ground, pressure or control loads and whose failure could affect the structural integrity necessary for the safety of the aircraft should be analysed in consultation with the Structures WG. 
3. All safety/emergency systems or equipment should also be included.
This wording is the result of a proposal from David Lawton, with some additional changes defined during the meeting.

The 1st bullet of the MPIG SWG proposal is intended to cover the bullet 1+2 of the EASA one, in the aim to indicate that the same process should be followed for SSI and Other Structure parts.

Additionally, item 2 of the reworded note should be considered for relocation in an other paragraph of the System logic section, since it is not directly related to the MSI selection (items will already be included in an MSI), but rather to the way these parts should be analyzed. System specialists will have to be involved for advising on the relocation.

Paragraph 2-3-7-3.1 Applicability Criteria

EASA proposed to add there the following note:
“Note: If the deterioration identified is mainly structural (e.g. corrosion), an applicable inspection task to detect deterioration (inspection level and interval) could be developed by using the structures analysis procedure described in chapter 2-4. The other steps of the MSI analysis and development of the final task is done by use of the Systems logic”. 

MPIG SWG considered that this wording could be too restrictive, since it could be interpreted that the system WG will have to apply structure logic for those cases; it would be more adequate to refer to a communication (transfer sheet process) between System and Structure WGs to seek advise on those task figures. This note should be commented by system specialists as well, since it is directly impacting the System WG way of working.  

Paragraph 2-3-2 Analysis Procedure

The additional proposed sentence:
“When defining failure effect(s), secondary failure to structure, either long term (i.e. degradation of surface protection due to hydraulic leaks, fluid accumulation due to drainage system failure) or immediate (i.e. overload due to failure of a load limiting device or heat damage due to leaking bleed air) needs to be identified and taken into account for the structures analysis”.

has been proposed to be reworded as follows:

“If system failure may affect structural integrity then details of the failure should be passed to the Structures Working Group (or equivalent body) for consideration. Examples could include, but are not limited to, failure of load limiting devices, hydraulic leaks and bleed air leaks.” This in the aim to better clarify the sharing between System and Structure WG. MPIG SWG interpretation is that the system task assessment shouldn’t be affected by the fact that the system failure could endanger the structure.
Paragraph 2-4-5-1: Rating Accidental Damage (AD)
The proposed additional damage source “System failure” was rejected, since it was considered in conflict with the AD definition in the glossary, which excludes damage sources being part of the A/C. If the purpose would be to cover the system failures due to human errors, the current 3rd bullet already covers these cases.

Paragraph 2-4-5-2: Rating Environmental Deterioration (metals)
Agreed to propose to add “leakage from systems” in bullet a), as an example of exposure to deteriorating environment.

The following proposed additional note:

“Note: When rating exposure to a deteriorating environment and breakdown of surface protection systems, leaks from systems (i.e. hydraulic lines, toilets) or failure of drainage systems have to be taken into account.

Functional Failure(s) and Failure Effect(s) and frequency of occurrence identified during MSI analysis could be used as input to rate the environmental conditions caused by system failure.

If such leaks or fluid accumulation are accepted during system analysis (i.e. no task was found to be economic), this information needs to be taken into account for ED assessment.”

Has been rejected, since:

· The scope of the first sentence is considered as covered by the amendment in bullet a). and for the drainage system part, this is already the duty of the SWG. Post Meeting Note: Moreover, guidance about drainage system consideration is already included in the IP 97 proposal.

· The frequency of occurrence will not be available, so the Structure WG has to take a conservative hypothesis covering all the cases. The CPCP will allow adjusting to the right interval.

· The scope of the third phrase is considered as covered by the Transfer Sheet process from System to Structure WG.

Paragraph 1-3-2: Working Group

The following proposed additional note was accepted.
Note: If separate Working Groups are constituted, means of cooperation need to be established to assess items that do not clearly fall into one category (i.e. landing gear). 

Then, Industry requested to have the opportunity to review the compiled MPIG SWG wording proposal within each company, before considering it as the official MPIG SWG position.

Action MSWG.1: IP coordinator:

-
to distribute IP 96 MPIG SWG wording proposal to Industry for comments

-
to compile comments

-
to develop an agreed MPIG SWG position to be presented at the next MPIG meeting. Conference call to be organized, if necessary, to get to a common position.
Target date (for comments compilation): end of September 08.
Target date (for the agreed MPIG SWG position): Mid October 08.
