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Issue:
 

1. Aircraft operators are faced with an increasing number of documents defining mandated and recommended maintenance tasks. Incorporating these tasks into the operator’s maintenance specifications is often complex, confusing, labour intensive and is prone to error. 

2. Type Certificate Holders (TCH) are faced with difficulty to publish a single set of non-conflicting requirements due to lack of synchronisation between regulatory approval of ICA documents relating to design changes. 

3. Authorities increasingly impose operators to comply with MPDs that cannot realistically be updated and released at the same time as revisions to approved documents. 
4. The inherent advantages brought about by the increased availability of digitalised data and digital approvals within the Industry should drive the TCHs and Authorities to seek alternative means to issue ICAs in place of paper or electronic manuals. 
Problem: 
 

1. Operators’ concern of being out of compliance by missing specific maintenance requirements
2. Risk of non-compliance due to different revision cycles between approved documents and MPD

3. Too many documents containing approved maintenance requirements (MRBR, ALS, CMR, EWIS..). 

4. Inconsistent location of requirements between TCHs

5. Data sources provided in different formats

Documents such as those that include Airworthiness Limitations and CMRs are issued out of phase with MRB Reports. MPDs are issued out of phase with all of these documents. The majority of operators base their programs on the MPD and their local authorities also usually require close, if not strict, compliance with the MPD. With defined compliance times required for Airworthiness Limitations, CMRs and MRB Reports; operators are struggling to update their programs without simultaneous release of MPD revisions. 
Operators are required to review multiple sets of documents for the same task revisions.
Manufacturers have a challenge getting regulatory approval for all the required documents in a synchronised manner such that non-conflicting requirements can be published to operators.
Recommendation (including Implementation):

Objectives:

1. Develop standard electronic data exchange format for all scheduled maintenance requirements

2. Avoid unsynchronized ICA requirements between approved and non-approved data as a result of different revision cycles

3. Harmonize implementation requirements for approved data revisions

4. Improve regulatory approval process by using digital signature 
5. Streamline/harmonize approval process for scheduled maintenance requirements
Scope:
1. Select an existing standard data format (i.e. S1000D) for all scheduled maintenance requirements that allows electronic data transfer from manufacturer’s data set to operator

2. Standard version management

3. Include various approved source data into one harmonized data set

4. Data set should contain latest approved source data

5. Standard data exchange

6. Full traceability of source requirements

7. Establish a minimum standard for revision by TCH 

8. Work with all regulatory authorities to harmonize and streamline scheduled maintenance requirement promulgation (MRBR tasks, CMRs, ALIs, …..) 
TCH development of a single data repository for each aircraft type with digital approval of individual pieces of data by the concerned regulatory office would decrease the time between data availability from the TCH and approval. This would minimise delays in promulgating the requirement and could lead to earlier implementation on individual aircraft. The availability of all scheduled maintenance requirements in one location would avoid any need to duplicate information and thus eliminate inherent risk of synchronisation issues and potential for conflicting information.
Specific implementation issues:
1. In lieu of publication of manuals (MRBR, MPD, ALS, CMR..) TCH to have an option to create a single data repository for each aircraft type that would contain all repetitive scheduled maintenance task requirements / recommendations. This shall include task data modules that can be individually approved (as necessary) by the appropriate regulatory office. Operators would be provided with data only from this repository which would thus simplify the process of building and revising their maintenance specifications. If required by the authorities, it must be possible for standalone lists of CMR, ALI and/or MRB Report data to be extracted from this repository and provided to them as a ‘manual’ at any particular date. However all revisions to data content would be done within the repository. 

2. Develop the repository in compliance with S1000D in order that data can be exchanged between TCH and operators without additional conversion software. Minimum retroactive methodology to be defined to provide standardised product for any TCH that wishes to establish SMDS on existing aircraft types.
3. Develop rules to support consistent handling requirements. These to include (a) the frequency that packages of new / revised data modules shall be released from the repository, (b) the frequency an operator would be required to review this data to determine impact on his locally approved maintenance program and (c) the frequency this program shall be revised. 
4. Work with regulatory community to establish policies and procedures pertaining to the approval of data modules rather than manuals. While use of digital signatures is a goal, alternative means to be defined for use in absence of digital signature capability.

5. TCHs to develop means to archive the content of the repository at each date that a package of new / revised data modules is released. This is required to satisfy regulatory expectations in the absence of issue dates and revision numbers previously attributed to Manuals.
Ownership of Issue Paper
Subject initially raised by LHT/ACA in 2007. IATA prepared draft Issue Paper that reflected operator  proposals which was presented to MPIG in Jan 2008. Following agreement, IP93 was submitted to IMRBPB for discussion in their April 2008 meeting. 
Decision taken for subject to be led by IATA rather than ATA’s MPIG to take advantage of broader operator community. IATA, as member of MPIG, ensure good communication between both trade associations. 
Following general IMRBPB support for continued investigation into the concept, IATA focused initial activity on data exchange standards. The SMD (Single Maintenance Database) concept became an IATA priority objective in 2010, supported by their Engineering & Maintenance Group (EMG). A meeting held with ATA’s Civil Aviation Working Group (CAWG) in Nov 2010 led to the launch of an evaluation of the current problems and project objectives and to propose solutions to the industry. The project was renamed “Industry Scheduled Maintenance Requirements Exchange Standard” though, after review of the subject by ATA’s specialist Maintenance Requirements Project Team, the title was changed to “Scheduled Maintenance Data Standard”.

Following presentation of project status to IMRBPB in Apr 2011 it was agreed that since subject is not limited to the issuance of MRBR tasks, the PB is not the appropriate regulatory body to make decisions on its acceptability. PB accepted to find appropriate participation from within their organisations to support IATA’s SMDS group and thus ensure their concerns are addressed.
As a consequence, it was agreed that the MPIG IP should be closed and the subject would be followed by IATA with regulatory support from FAA, EASA & TCCA. IATA will continue to provide feedback on the status of the project to MPIG. It was also agreed to rewrite the IP to reflect the current terminology and to provide a record for the future.
Status of Issue Paper (when closed state the closure date):

Closed. IMRBPB meeting, April 2011, Beijing

Subject to be followed by IATA with support of Industry and Regulatory Authorities.
Next steps are:

1) Define any required business rule changes for S1000D together with MRPT (during ATA e-Business Forum in Montreal)

2) Develop new business rules (revision cycle, distribution, airline implementation requirements) – OEMs & airlines

3) Industry group (MPIG) and IATA EMG to review and accept recommended solution

4) Revise IP93 (achieved with revision dated July 2011)
5) Present proposed solution to Airworthiness Authorities (Flt Stds & ACO) with approval and revision process
NOTE: 

This subject is identified as a means to address a ‘gap’ in FAA’s Regulatory documentation that was identified by the Commercial Aviation Safety Team’s (CAST) SE172 Taskforce and recorded in their Output 1 and 2 Report in April 2011 under tracking number 019 (refer to pages 11/12 and A-14/A-15 of subject report)
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Important Note: The IMRBPB positions are not policy. Positions become policy only when the policy is issued formally by the appropriate National Aviation Authority.
IP Template Rev  2, dated 22/02/2007

_1390813471.pdf
Commercial Aviation Safety Team
SE-172 Output 1 and 2 Report

f. While operators may make adjustments/changes to their scheduled
maintenance program through approved processes, the criticality of the task
identified during the MSG-3 process should be considered. As such,
applicable Failure Effect Categories should be accounted for as part of the
analysis. MSG-3 Failure Effect Category (FEC) 5 & 8 safety task may not be
deleted without the concurrence/approval of the FAA MRB Chairman and the
OEM/TCH.

NOTE: To protect the identity of a Safety Task, an operator's maintenance
program should have a system that will identify if a task is a CMR or FEC 5 &
8.

Incorporate the following into Chapter 6:

The following are examples of items that may be included in an operator’s
Maintenance Schedule:

Airworthiness Directives (AD)

Service Bulletins (SB)/Service Letters (SL),

Replacement of life-limited items,

Replacement of components for periodic overhaul or repair,
Special inspections,

Checks or tests for on-condition items,

Lubrication and servicing,

Tasks identified in the MRBR,

Airworthiness Limitations,

Certification Maintenance Requirements (CMR),
Supplemental Structural Inspection Document (SSID); and
Electrical Wiring Interconnection System (EWIS).

2. Incorporated from Tracking Number 020: The team recommends removing the
wording "under MSG-3 initial interval are, essentially, a best guess” from
paragraph 603. c., on page 20. This causes the reader to question the
credibility of the process.

3. From Tracking Number 008: Include the following verbiage: “Operators should
ensure an evaluation process exists in the maintenance program document for
the review of new or revised FEC 5 and 8 safety task."

3. Gap 019: FAA, AFS-300, AC 121-22: The increasing number of rules that require
repetitive maintenance tasks, together with the disparate oversight and control by
different sections within the regulatory community, has created an overly complex
situation that increases risk of mismanagement of task requirements at the carrier
level.

Task Force recommendation to address gap: The Taskforce recommends that the
IATA Scheduled Maintenance Data Standard (SMDS) (previously known as Single
Maintenance Database - SMD) Workgroup product is used, as a mitigation strategy
for closing this GAP.
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Commercial Aviation Safety Team
SE-172 Output 1 and 2 Report

This Workgroup includes members from the following agencies/organizations: FAA,
EASA, TCCA, Airbus, Boeing, Bombardier, Lufthansa, Air Canada, and a US
operator to be determined. IATA has identified this project as a priority and is
expected to finish in 2011/2012.
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Commercial Aviation Safety Team
SE-172 Output 1 and 2 Report

1. Tracking number: 019.
. Date Received: 07/13/10.
3. Location of identified potential gap in document: AC 121-22. This issue is not directly

related to AC 121-22, but is included here in the absence of a more suitable location. It
constitutes a General observation on the documentation used to issue scheduled
maintenance tasks.

. Description of the potential gap: When the MRB Report was first developed it was
intended to provide a minimum set of tasks & intervals that must be included in an
operator's initial maintenance program. All tasks were controlled through a process
overseen by the local NAA.

Early Airworthiness Limitation Sections comprised lists of life limitations (discard tasks).
Later, repetitive tasks/inspections required to support either 25.571 (structure) or
25.1309 (systems) reqirements were also identified as limitations. More recently,
limitations relating to Fuel Tank Safety and, in at least one TCH, Aging Systems, have
been added. It may be noted that the same tasks identified with interval limitations were
often also developed using the MSG-3 process and were repeated in MRB Reports,
albeit with different intervals.

In recent years the situation has become more complex with subsets of tasks within the
MRB Report being contolled, to varying extents, by the FAA's FSDO and ACO that has
cognizance with the aircraft type (e.g. EWIS, SFARS88).

Industry is spending many resources in demonstrating compliance with an increasing
number of regultory requirements that introduce the need for repetitive maintenance
tasks. With multiple source documents, and control & management of subsets of tasks
by different regulatory communities, it has become difficult for carriers to build their
programs and keep them up-to-date.

It is perhaps time to review the whole process and determine how it might be possible to
simplify the development of the minimum set of tasks, such that a single repository is
provided to the carrier from which he will identify applicable tasks for inclusion in his
locally approved program.

Tasks could be categorised according to their relative importance and controlled
accordingly. These would be developed by the TCH in consideration of all Part 25
requirements (e.g. 25.571, 1309, 1529) in a consolidated process. The Regulator shall
determine whether the oversight of this shall be performed under the control of the
FSDO or the ACO. It would seem reasonable to ensure that specialists in the application
of the various processes that generate repetitive tasks and intervals work in the same
directorate.

Today, the MRB Report includes tasks derived from MSG-3 logic to address safe
operation, reliable operation and economic operation. However, its scope could be
expanded. It would be feasible to develop a single repository that provides a unique
source for the minimum set of tasks & intervals required to maintain the full airworthiness
of the airplane as well as providing recommended tasks to ensure reliable and economic
operation. Carriers would need to refer to a single source only and would be permitted to
evolve their programs according to the category of the individual tasks.

Appendix A. Gap Analysis.
A-14
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Commercial Aviation Safety Team
SE-172 Output 1 and 2 Report

Revisions to Operating rules would drive carriers to revisit their programs on a periodic
basis to assess new requirments introduced in the repository since the previous review.
The need to reflect revised requirements would be driven by the category of the
individual task/interval change and the feedback from the carrier's CASS.

Rationale: The increasing number of rules that require repetitive maintenace tasks
together with the disparate oversight and control by different sections within the
regulatory community has caused an overcomplex situation that leads to risk of
mismanagement of task requirements at carrier level. With increasing numbers of new
carriers and reductions of engineering resources in the majors, it would behoove industry
to simplify today's processes and publish all requirements in a single repository for each
aircraft type. Such a development would reduce the number of unintentional non-
compliances that result from the current multitude of documents and hence address one
reason why program management errors continue to be seen in the field.

6. Assigned to: Plenary.
7. Actual gap? YES.
8. Task Force recommendation to address gap: The group recommends the IATA

9.

Scheduled Maintenance Data Standard - SMDS (previously known as Single
Maintenance Database - SMD) Workgroup product as a mitigation strategy for closing
this GAP. This Workgroup consists of the following: FAA, EASA, TCCA, Airbus, Boeing,
Bombardier, Lufthansa and Air Canada, with a further dozen airlines validating the
project objectives. IATA has identified this project as a priority and is expected to finish in
2011/2012.

Alternatives considered: None.

10.Recommendation chosen: Number 8 above.

11. Dissenting/minority opinion: None.

12.Risk analysis if recommendation not accepted or implemented: Requirements in multiple

locations can result in a risk of unintentional noncompliance with safety critical tasks.

13. Disposition: Recommend this Mitigation Strategy to close Output 2.

Appendix A. Gap Analysis.
A-15
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