
EASA CRD of PAD No. 25-108 

 
An agency of the European Union 

Page 1 of 5 TE.CAP.00115-007 © European Union Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO9001 Certified. 
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA-Internet/Intranet.  
 

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

EASA PAD No. 25-108 
[Published on 22 July 2025 and officially closed for comments on 19 August 2025] 

 

Commenter 1: Air New Zealand – Ben Whiting – 06/08/2025 

 

Comment #1  

A. The compliance tables, Table 1, and Table 2 should be placed in the Inspection(s) section under paragraph (1) and paragraph (2) respectively to 
avoid confusion. 

B. Table 1 and Table 2 should also be clearer about what part they relate to. They are just labelled ‘Table 1 – Compliance Time’ and ‘Table 2 – 
Compliance Time’ so it is hard to figure out what the compliance times are for, even after reading paragraphs (1) and (2). 

C. Adding to the confusion, some of the thresholds say, for example: “… since last replacement of that door actuator fitting …”. The parts have been 
defined at the start of the AD as “Affected part 1” and “Affected part 2” so why not continue using these definitions throughout the AD instead of 
vaguely calling them ‘that’ part. 

EASA response: 

Comment partially agreed.  

A&B: Both tables are listed directly above each other to allow easier comparison of both. EASA agrees to add in the title of each table to which 
paragraph/inspection they refer to.  

C: The inspection requirements in paragraph (1) and (2) state “each” affected part 1 or 2, as applicable in the paragraphs. The Table 1 and Table 2 
compliance times can be dependent on the last inspection or replacement of a fitting. This means that the compliance time for each fitting can be 
different. This is why the current wording including “that” is accurate.  

In response to this comment the title of Table 1 and Table 2 were amended to include the paragraph they refer to.   

 

Commenter 2: Delta Air Lines – Elijah Weinstein & Stephen Hill – 19/08/2025 

 

Comment #2  
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Reference: 

(A) EASA Proposed Airworthiness Directive: PAD No. 25-108, dated 22JUL25 

(B) EASA Airworthiness Directive: No. 2024-0097R2, dated 12JUL24 

Commenter Request 

Modify Ref (A) PAD, Definition paragraph for “NEO aeroplanes”, to add A319-173N. 

Request justification 

Comparing differences between the Ref. (A) PAD and Ref. (B) AD, DAL noted the addition of A319-173N A/C to the applicability paragraph, however 
this fleet was not added to the NEO definition. 

List paragraphs that change; describe (nonobvious) changes 

Add A319-173N to the “NEO aeroplanes” definition. 

EASA response: 

Comment agreed.  

In response to this comment the definition of the NEO aeroplanes were adapted to include the A319-173N.  

 

Commenter 3: Pegasus Airlines – Mehment Mert – 20/08/2025 

 

Comment #3  

PAD 25-108 does not include any reporting requirement. However, in Revision 05 of SB 53-1325, Airbus added a new step to all inspections (e.g., TASK 
A320-A-53-XX-1325-01001-300A-A), stating: 
"If there are findings, send a report to the responsible authority and to Airbus in accordance with the regulations, refer to AIRBUS Ref. OIT 999.0066/15 
and Ref. ISI 00.00.00217." 
In earlier revisions of this SB, there was no requirement to report findings to the authority. When we asked Airbus why this statement was included, 
they explained it relates to reporting serious structural damage (please see attached dossier). However, the wording “if there are findings” suggests 
that every finding, even minor scratches, must be reported to the authority. Even if there is no crack and damage can be repaired as per available data 
or drawing, SB asks to report this finding to the authority (please see below screen clip from the SB). As an operator, we consider this interpretation too 
strict and believe it creates an unnecessary operational burden. 
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We kindly request EASA’s clarification on whether all findings under this SB and AD must be reported to the authority, and if so, we kindly ask a clear 
reporting requirement to be added directly into the AD. 
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EASA response: 

Comment noted.  

The AD does not have any reporting requirement.  
Airbus has decided to add this reporting requirement in the SB, to remind operators of their mandatory duties.  

No change has been made to the final AD in response to this comment.  

 

 


