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Comment # 1

[Please see the attachment]

The EASA stressed the impact of using ambiguousgemnd the importance for providing clarity andusacyl. We have tried to pay particular
attention to the terms used in the subject PADianhis discussion: For example, “approved” doesmean “mandatory”, and “safety task” does not
necessarily imply “mandatory compliance”.

1. SCATTERING PUBLICATION: BETWEEN AMBIGUITY, INAC@RACY AND CONTRADICTION

Experience gained in the LEAN technics is leadiagaushare some lessons learnt. One of the mala gbBEAN is to eliminate the overburden or
stress in a system (Muri). Muri is pushing a maelona person beyond the natural limits. Overburdepeople may ultimately result in (quality and)
safety problems. Muri is caused by the respecnhetiiled standards.

At the end of November 2012, the EASA publishingl tecorded 49 Airworthiness Directives (AD) foettvhole Airbus A380 family (after 5 years o
service). Amongst these 49 AD, 10 were supersesied39 were effective at that time (7.8 AD per yafaservice). At the same time, the EASA
publishing tool recorded 47 AD for whole Boeing B/Aamily (after 7.5 years of service). 5 were nibb@ated or superseded. So, 42 were effective for
this aeroplane family (5.6 AD per year of service).
This difference in the number of effective AD (&erper year of service of almost 40% greater ferAirbus A380) indicates a greater pressure on the
person or organisation accountable under Part-Mhimmanagement of the Airbus A380 continuing arthiaess (human factors).

This disproportionate pressure can be reducedaogfierring the mandatory instructions and assatitgvorthiness limitations of AD in the Airbus
A380 ALS, when it is possible. The Appendix to tdecument provides further details on this consoiah.

Of course, not all instructions of the subject 39 ¢an and should be transferred into the AirbusCA88S2. But those of the EASA PAD 12-150 are |a
typical example of generic instructions3 that sidug transferred into the Airbus A380 ALS Part 4.

So, the point is whether the EASA will require ot the transfer of candidate mandatory instructemmd airworthiness limitations from their AD into
the Airbus A380 ALS. Additional clarifications ohd hazards and risks resulting from the dissenunaif mandatory instructions and associated
airworthiness limitations are given in the Appenttixhis document.

2. TYPE DESIGN AND CHANGES TO TYPE DESIGN
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The Appendix to this document describes a procasthé certification of a (recent) aeroplane tyged(the benefits to properly comply).

Once the certification of the aeroplane type desguccessfully completed, the Type Certificaté e Type Certificate Data Sheet (TCDS) are iss
From the standpoint of information on ICA, the TCBASA.A.036 (Fokker F27) is an excellent examplafdgtunately, the TCDS for the Airbus A3E
series aeroplanes does not show the same quatagyms of segregation of mandatory instructionsanaorthiness limitations.

One can reasonably ask why there are such digsabétween TC holders under the same jurisdiction.

After initial certification of the aeroplane, chagto type design are frequently necessary. Tleeeldpment is governed by the EASA Part 21 subp
D. The Airbus modification (MOD) 68762/Service Bailh (SB) A380-32-8015 is one of such changese tyesign. We infer from the section
“Reason” of the EASA PAD 12-150 (and for other mreg that this change has been classified ‘Majbé:failure of the retraction actuator pin collar
a Body Landing Gear (BLG) “could result in collapgfea BLG unit, adversely affecting the structuraégrity of the aeroplane”.

Therefore, the Major Change dossier should havaded an Airbus A380 ALS Part 44 revision to reflde replacement requirement and related
airworthiness (/life) limitations referred to inetlsection ‘Reason’ of this PAD. The revised Air880 ALS Part 4 should have been submitted to th
EASA for approval, at the same time as the Majoart@je dossier.
3. NEED FOR AN AIRWORTHINESS DIRECTIVE?

The need for an AD should have been reviewed dirtieeof the Major Change dossier compilation. fhestion is “Is a new restriction (new task/ite
reduced airworthiness limitation, etc...) introdudcedhe Airbus A380 ALS, as result of the Major Chgafa” Only a positive answer to this question

It can be concluded that an AD is needed as thee@\Airbus A380 ALS Part 4 should (have) introddie new item (i.e. the retraction actuator pin
collar) with two part numbers (i.e. the PNR 2144M82 and PNR 2144M5279-2).

An AD should have already been issued, at leaghforevision 08 of the Airbus A380 ALS Part 4, elihnreduced life limitations due to a revised
analysis.

that the EASA applies the same policy for the issaaof AD related to the ALS: The question ariseé®\hy do the AD, ICA, Aircraft Maintenance
Programmes have to be managed differently for evo@ane types/programmes from the same manufat2ubéferent policies can lead to difficultie
or instructions being overlooked if, for examplee same team of Planning Engineers is respongibl@dnning maintenance checks for different
aeroplane types/programmes.

4. ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

The contents of the EASA PAD 12-150, with due cdesation for the outcomes of demonstrations madledrprevious paragraphs, lead us to ask th
following questions:

1 Why does this PAD crop up 3.5 years after theassa of the Airbus SB A380-32-8015?
"1 Why does a revision of the Airbus A380 ALS Parteflecting the replacement requirement for theaction actuator pin collar Part NumbeR (PNF
2144M5279-1 and related airworthiness (/life) latibn, has not been approved by the EASA at theedame as the MOD 687627

"1 How operation beyond the Design Service Goal (DB )e prohibited for the new retraction actuapam collar PNR 2144M5279-2 (in absence ¢
life limitation explicitly published for this PNR)?

'] What is the DSG applicable to the new retracticmator pin collar PNR 2144M5279-2? The currenbAg A380 ALS Part 4 revision states differe

justifies the need for an AD. Then, the EASA PADIBD should have been issued to require the congaiavith the revised Airbus A380 ALS Part 4.
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Some airlines operate Airbus aeroplanes of diffetygres/programmes (e.g. both Airbus A330/A340 ABBO aeroplanes). Consequently, it is essential
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DSG (one for the system installations, one fordingame, and one for the landing gears of the #8rb.380).

TE.CAP.00115-002 © European Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. 2/4
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA-Internet/Intranet.



EASA CRD of PAD No. 12-150

1 Why should the left hand and right hand BLG be ffiedi concurrently? As long as the life limitati@not exceeded, there is no unsafe condition
not it an excessive flexibility reduction imposedthe persons or organisations managing the A389 continuing airworthiness?

1 Why does this PAD require to not install any retian actuator pin collar having PNR 2144M5279+tkemaén aeroplane has been modified (or fron
the effective date of the AD, as appropriate)?dkglas the life limitation is not exceeded, theraa unsafe condition. Is not it, again, an exeessi
flexibility reduction imposed on the persons orangations managing the Airbus A380 continuing amhiness?

It could be concluded that this EASA PAD might gexte more problems than it would solve.

5. WAY FORWARD

So what is the alternative solution in the presase? We would like to propose the following answer

1 Cancel the EASA PAD 12-150,

[ Require the publication of an Airbus A380 ALS Parevision that will address the subject withireasonable timeframe (by the end of Jan-2013
] Issue an AD requiring compliance with this AirbABB0 ALS Part 4 revision, as usually done for theeo Airbus Products.

6. CONCLUSION

We believe that the proposal presented in the ER8R 12-150 will regrettably contribute to:

] the confusion, and exposes the public to the palesonsequences, and

1 an excessive flexibility reduction (cost increasth no safety benefit).

The engineers who have commented the EASA PAD T2aiduld like to express in anticipation their than& the EASA for the consideration given
their comments and for the release of public answer

S

EASA response:

Comment understood. Life limited items are covered whenever possible by the ALS documentation. EASA is closely working with Airbus to review Airbus

rules with regards to the introduction of Life limi ted items into the ALS documentation.
With regards to the retraction actuator pin collar, the consequences of pin collar P/N 2144M2579-1 fai  lure are clear but this item was not included in th e
ALS documentation at TC because it was thought not to be a life limited item. At time of SB issuance, it was demonstrated that post mod steel collar P/N

2144M2579-2 was not a life limited item, and ther e was a good level of confidence that all the pre m  od retraction actuator pin collar will be replaced by
post mod steel collar.

As of today, the number of pre-mod retraction actua  tor pin collar is very limited and the spare gears have been upgraded. However EASA has ho more
guarantee that all parts would be replaced and scra  pped before the limit is exceeded.

Based on the above consideration, it was decidedt o issue an Airworthiness Directive to cover the rep lacement of pre-mod retraction actuation pin collar
and to prohibit the reinstallation of the pre-mod p in collar.

The Final AD has been amended to clarify that the m  odification of the LH and RH BLG is not to be done concurrently, provided that the threshold on the LH
or RH BLG, as applicable, is not exceeded
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Commenter 2: Qantas Airways Ltd — Stuart Roach —12  /12/2012

Comment # 2

1. The PAD indicates the compliance time is 2895 &@er than the 2598 FC that was specified in#sr8B A380-32-8015 (and Goodrich SB
2144A5305-32-014). Could EASA please advise why Was changed (i.e. was it a typographical errthenSB or has there been a revalidation of t
interval) ?

2. Requirement (1) of the PAD indicates the BLGutidoe modified in accordance with Airbus SB A38B8015, however there is a basic problem

dash number Pintle Frame Assy’s. Qantas has seaietedft installed with earlier dash number Pifttame Assy’s (e.g. P/N 2144A5305-11 and P/N

should mandate modification of the Pintle FrameyAsm accordance with Goodrich SB 2144A5305-32-@d¥ch covers all Pintle Frame Assy’s up
and including P/N 2144A5305-16 and P/N 2244A5305¥d6incorporating strike -17.

3. Requirement (1.2) of the PAD indicates the BLi@lp frame is to be reidentified. It should beewthat SB 2144A5305-32-014 does not change
P/N to a -17 but simply requires position -17 oa tiameplate to be struck with an “X”. As such, @ariielieves this requirement should be clarified
state that the BLG pintle frame nameplate is tonlagked with an “X” on strike position -17.

4. Qantas believes Requirement (2) should be r@nrib state that aircraft modified by Mod 6876induction or SB 2144A5305-32-014 in service
are not affected as long as it can be demonsttiagtgbin collar P/N 2144M5279-1 or pintle frameyasst having an “X” on the position -17 of the
nameplate have not been installed on the aircraft.

5. Qantas believes Requirement (3) should alseWwatten to simply state that after modificationafter effective date of the AD for aircraft thatve

an aircraft.

Qantas would appreciate if the above comments dmeikcbnsidered for this PAD. Qantas would also@pate if the PAD could be reissued for revie
prior to final release for the AD. Please feel freeontact me if you wish to discuss these comsmther.

with this SB. The SB is only applicable to Pintiaife Assy P/N 2144A5305-16 and P/N 2244A5305-16da@s$ not cover the modification of earlief

already been modified, retract actuator pin colRftd 2144M2579-1 or pintle frame assy’s not haxandg’X” on the nameplate may not be installed on

2244A5305-11) and the Airbus SB does not diregblylyato them. As such, Qantas believes the PAD Ish@amove any reference to the Airbus SB and

o

he
to

W

EASA response:

1 - Airbus SB 32-8015 was issued in 2009 covering a  Goodrich VSB referencing the not accurate life lim itation.

2 - Comment understood. Airbus SB 32-8015 revision 01 is in line with Goodrich VSB 2144A5305-32-014 re vision 01 and clarify now that this SB covers all
Pintle Frame Assy’s up to and including P/N 2144A53  05-16 and P/N 2244A5305-16.

3 - The Final AD has been amended to clarify thatt he re-identification of the BLG pintle frame shall be done by striking number 17 on the BLG pintle fra  me
nameplate in accordance with Airbus SB 32-8015 revi  sion 01 instructions.

4 and 5 - EASA agreed. The Final AD has been amende d to clarify paragraphs (2) and (3).
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