
EUROPEAN GLIDING UNION

Response input to Workshop on Part-M Implementation for General Aviation

Comments and suggestions to EASA's specifically identified topics.: 

See also Reference 1 (below)

1/
Format of the rules.

When first scoped, the classes of aircraft to be included in Part M were hotly debated,  specifically in respect of the inclusion of light/sport aircraft. In spite of strong representations to formulate a specific 'Part M-light', EASA insisted that these aircraft including sailplanes were incorporated in the full text.  Lengthy negotiations continued and, given the parallel development and incorporation of some of the ELA process for initial certification, lead to the present standard. As written, Part M now gives some room for interpretation and scope.  The concept remains however, that the interpretation of the code is the responsibility of each and every National Aviation Authorities (NAA).  This situation remains a challenge for light sport aircraft, including sailplanes

Currently, the key problem is that the NAAs are freely applying ‘their’ interpretation to the rules in the image of their established practices.  This leads to inconsistencies and additional burden, particularly when these demands exceed those required by Part M.  Many NAAs also apply the most stringent interpretation in line with their practice in large commercial aviation (CAT). The application of the rules for general/sport aviation by many NAAs continues to be excessively overbearing.  Such NAAs disregard the introductory notes to the rule, were it is stated that implementation must be appropriate to the size and nature of the activity.  They also fail to recognise that in sport gliding in many nations, airworthiness and maintenance has been successfully carried out by national sporting bodies over many decades with a recognised and accepted safety record.

To sum up the point, Part M represents a major change for many NAAs and as with any comparable business change programme, it requires detailed ‘change management’ promotion that EASA has not been able to provide.

The implementation of Part M is also misused by some member states to raise the fees or even to create new fees.  However we recognise that ‘Fees & Charges’ are the member states’ domain, less or nothing can be done by EASA.

In nations with limited existing resources, and/or where approvals are scarce or non-existent, operators (private individuals) have had to resort to crossing borders to find appropriately approved bodies. When an owner is using a foreign CAMO+, this CAMO+  can be faced with extra requirements, even extra audits, which lead to extra costs. In extreme cases a foreign CAMO+ might decide to stop dealing with cross border customers because of the protracted discussions with the aircraft owner's NAA. This difference in interpretation of the rules by the differing NAAs is counter to the EU principle of the free movement of trade. 

Suggestions:

1A. We would suggest that improved communication between EASA and the NAAs be used to promote a better and more common standard to interpretation of the rules of Part M.  In the past, National Sporting Bodies have maintained a fully acceptable level of safety in Airworthiness and Maintenance, in many case without ANY intervention from NAAs.  While accepting a necessary degree of oversight, we consider that the practice of self-regulation should continue.  At present it is wholly compromised by the zealous intervention of officials, with no background in General or Sport aviation, and an intent to apply unwelcome large commercial practices and oversight on our sport.  This is counter-productive to safety at the 'grass roots', and involves an enormous overhead in time, complexity and cost which is killing our voluntary sporting activity.

1B. We would welcome the introduction of the consolidated version of Part M with AMC included.  The constant use of references leading to further references can be very confusing to the reader. There exists an ‘Part M Handbook' – combining the rules/AMC/GM  but it is of course the complete text

2/
Generic maintenance programmes and indirect approval procedure

EGU is aware that many NAAs are unprepared to accept  ‘Generic AMP’s’!  This is  a source of astonishment to our community as this whole principle was fought for very strongly by our members on EASA group M017. Now although there is only one Part M, the owners are now confronted in the EU with 27 different interpretations / formats of AMPs.


Many sporting bodies in gliding are now approved as CAMO supervise several hundred different types of relatively simple aircraft (Sailplanes and Powered Sailplanes).  In reality all these airframes actually have very similar maintenance requirements.  Some older gliders have very little in terms of recorded maintenance recommendations. To expect each one of these simple airframes to  have his own tailor-made AMP(as according the some NAA officials) is an enormous paperwork overburden.  Most TC holders state very little in terms of maintenance over and above the daily inspection. It only remains to incorporate a manufacturer's maintenance requirements into a generic form in the event of a particular manufacturer establishing a specific requirement. 

That said, some do apply periodic inspections,  daily, 50 hour, 100 hour and 200 hour checks and light annual inspection, while others have a heavy annual inspection sometimes with a 200 hour check (say).  As gliding is a seasonal activity the latter approach is strongly preferred.

Suggestion

2A  The mechanism of a Generic Maintenance Programme G-AMP and it customisation by the CAMO is clearly described in Part-M.  We need a clear confirmation on the application of this approach and guidance from EASA to NAAs on its proper use and application with an appropriate / proportionate level of audit oversight. 

2B Encourage manufacturers of simple aircraft to adopt common generic maintenance requirements, with specific additional items where the design warrants, that can easily be incorporated into a common generic maintenance programme.

Indirect Approval

Many NAAs are constantly giving mixed messages regarding Indirect Approval; at senior management level we are being advised to develop and apply for it at surveyor level the message is that the CAA will not approve any Indirect Approval.  It is the EGU's understanding that an established CAMO+,  with an accepted and fully audited operation is entitled to apply of indirect approval status in respect of maintenance programmes, and that this request can only be declined on justifiable grounds.

Suggestion

2C  The principle of devolving the management and approval of maintenance programmes and capability lists for ELA-1 aircraft to national sporting bodies or individual CAMOs by Competent Authorities should be publicly confirmed and enforced by EASA.  The role of the NAA in this aspect should be limited to high level audit and oversight.

3/
Approval/acceptance of repairs and modifications

This issue is the subject of an EGU discussion paper at reference (2),  wherein we describe what we consider to be an unsatisfactorily strict regime which is stifling the development of our sport.  While some progress has been made through the development of the ELA process (applicable to sailplane and powered sailplanes), the degree of freedom and guidance available remains unsatisfactory.  Specifically the AP-DOA process of approval through EASA is inadequate (duration, cost, commercial priorities etc). 

The lack of a CS - Standard Changes and Repairs is causing serious issues for GA and in particular Orphan aircraft or where the TC holder is inactive when the owner of an aircraft wishes to embody a small change such as a new radio or instrument. The effect is to promote the unsatisfactory increase in unauthorised modifications by owners wishing to fly their aircraft but are unable due to some defective equipment or small repair and out of frustration do the job themselves thus not involving an inspector for fear of refusal to certify it.

Many of the major sailplane manufacturers are unable to provide product support for repairs to older types including wooden/metal sailplanes, even though they are within their type certificate responsibility.  In the case of 'orphan' sailplanes, there is effectively no realistic route to facilitated installation or repair design. The alternative DOA route is just not a practical proposition for sailplanes, and most ELA-1 aircraft, due to the high cost of approval.

We are aware that the current policy is precluding the fitting of more advanced equipment that contributes to more efficient and safer flight, and that in some cases minor rectification work is being delayed or withheld because of the overburden of bureaucracy and associated costs. Over zealous regulation in this area will only drive such activity 'underground'.

Finally, minor repairs and changes previously approved by other regulatory agencies are not automatically accepted by EASA even though bi-lateral agreements exist. For example, FAA STC on US products for minor equipment changes require separate EASA approval even though they have been issued a full Supplemental Type Certificate in the US. US FAA STC holders are reluctant to apply for their STC to be approved by EASA due to the additional cost and workload especially for smaller items. This places a huge cost burden on the user to apply for EASA minor change approval.

Suggestions

3A  
A revised AP-DOA process is required enabling and empowering competent engineers to formulate locally appropriate modifications for the incorporation of simple installations and repairs.

3B 
Expedite the development of CS – Standard Changes and Repairs.  We anticipate that this development could take several years.  There is a need for an interim relaxation of the present rules to release the present stagnation of the evolution of sporting equipment which is stifling the progress of our sport or in some cases leading to the execution of these tasks in an unsatisfactory and/or unapproved fashion.  (such suggestions are detailed in the EGU paper at reference, including the recognition of FAA AC43-13).

3C
  Accept STC's for minor repairs and changes to ELA-1 aircraft where a bi-lateral agreement is in place without further EASA approval.

4/
Acceptance of components from US and Canada

No comments

5/
Scope of work to the Pilot-Owner

The scope of work provided for pilot-owner maintenance especially in relation to sailplanes and powered sailplanes has been well received, but is considered to be in need of some further 'liberalisation'. 

Further the provisions of Appendix VIII should be fully recognised by NAAs as an intrinsic element of Part-M, and NOT locally negotiable. 

Suggestions.

5A   It should be confirmed that the provisions of PO maintenance within Part-M are non-negotiable, and not a subject for local national amendment.

5B  EASA may care to consider a modest expansion in the provisions of PO maintenance, which might include:

To replace towing/winching hooks. 

To replace a part according to an AD/SB where manufacturers enable this. 

To perform maintenance on the controls where kinematics are easy, and access is provided by removing dis-mountable coverings. 

To perform minor adjustments on 2-strokes (self-sustainer) engines (ignition, full throttle, idle), frequent repairs (exhaust, micro-switch). 

6/
Scope of work authorised to independent certifying staff

No Comments, save that NAAs should not further restrict the scope of the extant provisions. 

7/
Licensing requirements for certifying staff

The postponement of Part 66 B3 and L licences leaves some countries in a difficult position because we are compelled to continue to use local or company authorisations as the primary certification vehicle. 

To date, the sport of gliding has relied on self regulation and local approval, invariably  proving adequate or above levels of safety.   We now find ourselves in a transient state, reliant on the sympathetic interpretation of formative or 'perceived' future rules by NAA staff.  In some cases operations have been closed during negotiations.  We recognise that the ELA concept has helped to quantity the class of aircraft where alleviations might be considered.

In cases where licences are nationally approved to a defined standard, these licences nevertheless remain national licences only and are not recognised in other EU nations leading to an incomplete and fractured regulatory structure. 

In all, it had been expected that the introduction of EASA licences, with suitable grandfather rights, would alleviate some of the un-necessary burden of Part M as intended. These delays are forcing the continued use of national procedures may preclude some of the freedoms of the Part 66 engineer and increase the dependence on Subpart F organisations. For example the accomplishment of Complex Maintenance Tasks and Component maintenance on ELA-1 aircraft where a Part 66 LAE can certify outside the Part M Subpart F organisation.

Suggestion

7A  EASA should recognise the present and ongoing role of locally trained and authorised engineers who are vital to the effective functioning through the National Sporting bodies.  Such bodies await the development of realistic training syllabus to enable the regularisation of standards, recognising the voluntary status of these experts who can only contribut part of their time to these activities.

7B  Since most of the work has already been completed on the L licence (now under review) it should be revisited to provide a simplified version. We suggest  a single L licence with very much simplified categories and wide provision for applicant to establish 'Grandfather rights'.

8/
Qualification and position requirements for airworthiness review staff

With reference to 7/ above the lack of Part 66 licences for sailplanes means that  inspectors are forced into using the alternative requirements of an additional four years making a total of seven years’ experience to be eligible as an ARC signatory.

Suggestion

Adopt sporting organisation authorisations as equivalent to Part 66 under national procedures for ELA-1 aircraft.

9/
Performance of the airworthiness review and issuance of the ARC/recommendation

Suggestion 

9A   EASA might care to consider enabling a 3 year ARC renewal period for ELA aircraft (including sailplanes) operating in the 'Un-controlled environment'  - currently renewal is required every year. The concept of ARC extension is already well established in the Controlled environment.  We believe that the occurrence of airworthiness issues (such as AD's) is well covered in other aspects of the rules, and is sufficiently limited in volume for it to be reasonable to extend full ARC renewal to a 3 year period.

10/
ACAM programme -  Not Applicable to EGU
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