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	Comment summary
	Suggested resolution
	Comment  is an observation (suggestion)*
	Comment  is substantive (objection)**
	EASA
comment disposition
	EASA response



	NR
	Author
	Section, table, figure
	Page
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Rolls-Royce plc
	Item 2
	2
	Clarification requested on item 2
	Item 2 on the list covers minor design changes that need a new part number to be identified in the ALS, but without changing the safe life limits in ALS part 1( as defined in the consultation) This scenario is also considered for ALS part 4 in item 3 of the same list. I propose that the possibility of introducing a new part number into the ALS without changing the ALS limits should also be included for ALS Part 2 items (damage tolerance limits) and possibly ALS Part 3 (CMR).
	Yes
	
	Noted


























	Based on experience accumulated and further requests coming from industry, EASA will review the current list of minor ALS changes for possible extension.

	2
	Rolls-Royce plc
	N/A
	N/A
	On which basis is EASA publishing DOARIs and what is the legal effectivity on existing DOAs .  Where in the Part 21 will this be placed? Guidance only /AMC
	
	
	
	Noted
	Application of a consultation process in case of certain DOARIs is based on EASA MB Decision 12-2007, Article 3, Paragraph 1.
As this type of DOARI is documenting an alternative means of compliance with Part 21 has no direct effect on existing DOAs (it is not mandatory).
Such DOARI will be considered when revising Part 21 GM&AMC

	3
	Rolls-Royce plc
	N/A
	N/A
	It is intended that any DOA could be granted this privilege to modify ALS as minor change once approved or is this only for TC/STC holders? 
	
	
	
	Noted
	Even if there is no explicit limitation in the application of these classification criteria, it is expected that only the TC holders (and in some limited case the STC holders) may have the necessary data to be able to implement (some of) these criteria. In any case, the extension of the DOA privileges to classify and approve minor ALS changes shall be subject of an application for Significant Change to the Design Assurance System.   

	4
	Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA)
	Item 7
	2
	We propose to delete ID7 because:
· Anti-MOD is not defined in Part 21.

	
	
	
	Partially accepted
	Indeed, an “anti-mod” is not defined in Part 21. However, this cannot constitute a reason to delete the respective item. Instead, the following definition is proposed to be introduced in the DOARI: “An “anti-mod” is a design change which defines a mean of removing a previously installed design change”.

	5
	Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA)
	Item 9
	2
	We propose to delete ID9 because:
· Safety analysis assumptions are complex in their nature, the impact of refined reliability on other safety assumptions should be reviewed by the competent authority;
· In terms of improved failure rates which are demonstrated by test: the method of the test should be agreed with the competent authority;
· In terms of improved failure rates which are demonstrated by in-service experience: 
· The methodology of evaluating the in-service experience should be agreed with the competent authority;
· In-service reliability is not necessarily adequate to be used in the safety assessments, the calculated reliability (based on FMEA) should be used which allows to systematically cover all relevant failure modes;
· Good in-service reliability is a result of proper existing maintenance program. Extension of intervals might have an adverse impact on the in-service reliability, especially if combined with interval extension for other maintenance tasks;
· Statistic relevance should be agreed with the competent authority.
· Basically this point should be deleted as there are sufficient means to deal with it in the near future with privileges on MAJOR change to be granted to DOA that have shown good performances in this field (including internal processes for minor and safety methodology in use) and to be dealt with request for reclassification in the interim period.

	
	
	
	Partially accepted
	 The safety assumptions are not questioned, except the used failure rates at the time of initial TC. These failure rates might be changed with justification by the in-service experience.
It is agreed that the “test” option is not appropriate and will be removed from this criteria.
It is also agreed that the methodology for evaluating in service experience should be subject of EASA agreement. The criteria will be adjusted accordingly
Maintenance is of course influencing the reliability of an equipment. However, the proposed interval  extension (CMRs) based on in-service reliability data / improved failure rates does not adversely affect the level of safety. This criteria will only be applicable to ALS Part 3.

The new text is as follows:
“Increase of interval resulting from change in safety analysis assumptions triggered by in-service reliability data / improved failure rates.  The method for evaluating the in-service experience should be agreed by EASA.”

	6
	CAA 
Czech Republic
	N/A
	N/A
	
Without rejecting the principle of having minor ALS changes, the commentor is highlighting the concerns and precoutions needed in the implementation. Also some neclarities in the criteria applicability to structures or systems are mentioned as well.

 
	
	
	
	Noted
	Indeed the presented examples of minor ALS changes are referring to either structures parts, ALS Part 1 & 2, or system, ALS Part 3 & 4 respectively.
The extension of a DOA pribileges to classify and approve minor ALS changes shall be subject of an application for Significant Change to the Design Assurance System. Part of the investigation of this Significant Change the Agency will check the capability of the DOA to manage these changes.
EASA experts are routinely part of DOA audits.   


* Please complete this column using the word “yes” or “no”
** Please complete this column using the word “yes” or “no”
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Comments.docx
Notes to EASA Consultation Paper DOARI 2018-01 airframe strength and systems group of CAA CZ engineering

It is very good that the classification of ALS items change was opened at this level. Based on our experience, some ALS changes in non-standardised way (by misuse of rules) are currently happening anyway – some DOA holders classify these changes as minor.

According to our experience, behind ALS change can be hidden essential or non-essential design change of the structure, such as material change, technology change, modification of surface finish or surface protection change; alternatively change of classification of structure elements and thus also of appropriate scatter factor based on operational experience. This is not mentioned in the proposed material - it could be explicitly stated in the document, that this kind of changes are not intended to be addressed.

In the area of ALS we should thoroughly distinguish change (prolongation) of service life/inspection period for:

· parts and appliances; and 

· airframe structural elements. 

Specification of mentioned items in the proposed table is not clear. Unless description of particular items in this table is sufficiently specific, free interpretation and misuse will be possible and introduction of described system may tend to high level of risk.

For example Item no. 1 of the proposed table: introduction of new version with other mass which is from fatigue and lifetime point of view covered by previously approved data. It means use of original ALS based on initial data. But practical achievable operational g-load depends directly on the flight mass. So, in fact, typical operational flights and appropriate load spectra will be shifted and the original structure will have different lifetime under cyclic load.

Item no. 11 of the proposed table: administrative changes (grammatical errors or evident mistakes generated during transfer of approved data) are typical minor changes.

Some concept of ALS change classification is possible, but only in individual very well described cases and not through a general index table. 

It is obvious there are various levels of DOA in the area of strength and fatigue. These levels, in fact, are not constant in time (size of DOA, time, management, finance, human and other resources). Generally DOA team leader is not able to qualify and review technical aspects of the ALS changes. For this reason EASA Senior expert attendance in DOA audits should be obligatory and company ability in the area strength/fatigue should be fundamentally and periodically verified. Privilege of self-ALS change classification for a particular DOA organisation should be issued only for a certain period of time.
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