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Minutes of MMEL IG 86 held April 11 & 12, 2012 at the Navy Memorial in Washington D.C. 
 

Time 
Agenda 

Item 
Number 

MMEL IG 86 DAY 1 
Wednesday April 11, 2012 

Lead 

0830-0840 86-01 Introduction/Administrative Remarks 
MMEL IG 
Chairman 

0840-0855 86-02 MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar 
MMEL IG 
Chairman 

0855-0905 86-03 MMEL Agenda Proposal &Coordination Process 
MMEL IG 
Chairman 

0905-0920  MMEL Policy Letters 

 86-04A PLs Issued in 2012 

 86-04B PL Status Summary 

 86-04C PLs Under Revision 

MMEL IG 
Chairman 

0920-0935 86-05 Policy Letter Process - A Focus on Comments 
AFS 240 –  

Greg Janosik 

0935-0945 86-06 
Agenda Item 66-07:  ATA – MMEL / MEL Value to 
Industry Survey 

A4A-Joe White 

0945-0950 86-07 
Cockpit Smoke Vision System (CSVS) 

(Formerly Emergency Vision Assurance System) 
CLOSED 

0950-0955 86-08 Agenda Item 80-36: PL-79 Passenger Seats Relief CLOSED 

0955-1005 86-09 PL 58 - Boom Microphones CLOSED 

1005-1015 86-10 
Agenda Item 79-33: PL-72 – Agenda Item 79-33: 
Wing Illumination/Ice detection Lights 

CLOSED 

1030-1100 86-11 

CFR 382.63 - What are the requirements for 
accessible lavatories? 

Presentation to be made by the Deputy Assistant 
General Counsel, Office of Aviation Enforcement and 
Proceedings, U.S. Department of Transportation 

FAA (AFS- 240) – 

Greg Janosik 
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Time 
Agenda 

Item 
Number 

MMEL IG 86 DAY 1 (Continued) 
Wednesday April 11, 2012 

Lead 

1100-1115 86-11A PL 128 Lavatory Call System – PL Comparison 

Workgroup- 
T. Atzert (UAL) 
D.K Deaderick 
(FAA) 
G. Roberts (DAL) 

M. Bianchi (A4A) 

B. Taylor (USA) 

None 85-09 Agenda Item 79-35: PL 128 Lavatory Call System 
Item to be removed 
from Agenda 

1115-1130 86-12 Agenda Item 82-04A: Clarification regarding what 
MMEL definitions are required in the Operator’s 
MEL 

Cessna – 

Todd Schooler 

None 86-12A 
Agenda Item 81-36: PL-25 Policy Concerning MMEL 
Definitions – Introduce OPERATIVE definition. 
(Item to be incorporated into 86-12) 

CLOSED 

1130-1135 86-13 
PL-09 Passenger Address System, Crewmember 
Interphone and Alerting Systems 

CLOSED 

1135-1150 86-14 Agenda Item 80-09: PL-98, Navigation Databases 
Working Group -
John McCormick 

1150-1200 86-15 
Agenda Item 84-24A. PLs 43 (PBE), 73 (EEMK), 75 
(PORTABLE FIRE EX.), and 120 (ELT) 

CLOSED 

1315-1320 86-16 Agenda Item 82-12: PL-63 Equipment Required for 
Emergency Procedures 

US Airways -  

Bob Taylor 

1320-1335 86-16A 
PL-63 Equipment Required for Emergency 
Procedures 

ALPA -  

Dennis Landry 

1335-1400 86-16B 
PL-63 Equipment Required for Emergency 
Procedures 

Airbus -  

Eric Lesage 

1400-1420 86-17 
Deferral of Items qualifying as NEF via the 
Operator’s MEL 

UAL – 

Tom Atzert 
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Time 
Agenda 

Item 
Number 

MMEL IG 86 DAY 1 (Continued) 
Wednesday April 11, 2012 

Lead 

1420-1430 86-18 
Agenda Item 80-35: PL-112 Relief for 14 CFR 25.795 
Compliant Flight Deck Doors 

CLOSED 

1430-1445  BREAK  

1445-1500 86-19 Agenda Item 60-14:  PL-85, Lavatory Door Ashtrays 
A4A – 

Joe White 

1500-1515 86-19A 
Lavatory Door Ashtrays AD 74-08-09 R3 – 

General Aviation 
CLOSED 

1515-1545 86-20 Accessing CFR Preambles via www.FDSYS.gov FAA (AGC) - 

Anne Bechdolt 

1545-1600 86-21 PL-125 Equipment Relief Without Passengers US Airways – 

Bob Taylor 

1600-1610 86-22 Agenda Item 82-31: PL-106 HF Radio 
communications MMEL Requirements 

CLOSED 

1610-1630 86-22A PL-106 High Frequency Communications UPS – 

Scott Hofstra 

0800-0815 86-23 Part 91 MMELs – Handling and Content 
FAA (LGB AEG) – 
Gene Hartman 

0815-0825 86-24 Agenda Item 70-18:  Policy Letter Rewrite: New 
Format, FAA Branding and incorporate new GC 
Header 

A4A - Mike 
Bianchi, FAA 
(AFS-260) –George 
Ceffalo, NetJets-
Darrel Sheets 

0825-0835 86-25 Agenda Item 80-27: PL-76 ATC Transponders Boeing – 

Paul Nordstrom  

0835-0900 86-26 
PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering 
Systems 

FAA (AFS – 240) 
Greg Janosik 
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Time 
Agenda 
Item 
Number 

MMEL IG 86 DAY 2 
Thursday April 12, 2012 

Lead 

None 84-39 
PL-114 Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering – 
Removal of Relief 
 

Item to be removed 
from Agenda, ref. 
86-26 

0900-0915 86-27 Reply to the ALPA NWS Presentation 
Item to be removed 
from Agenda, ref. 
86-26 

0915-0930 86-28 PL-122 Flight Deck Surveillance Systems 
FedEx – 
Kevin Peters 

0930-0945  BREAK  

0945-1000 86-29 
Consideration of Options for FAA to Control Global 
Change Headers 

FAA (AFS 260) – 
George Ceffalo 

1010-1020 86-30 EASA CS-MMEL 
Cessna – 

Todd Schooler 

1020-1030 86-31 
Agenda Item 78-30: FSIMS 8900.1 Rewrite Project: 
Volume 4, Chapter 4 (Mel) 

FAA (AFS- 240 -
Greg Janosik 

1030-1035 86-32 Guidelines For The Introduction Of New Business 
MMEL IG 
Chairman 

1035-1045 86-33 
Agenda Item 39-01:  FAA / EASA MMEL 
Harmonization 

FAA (AFS 240) – 

Greg Janosik 

& EASA – 

Colin Hancock 

1045-1050 86-34 
Agenda Item 75-24:  Pl-31, MMEL Format 
Specification – ‘Next-Gen’ MMEL Specs 

FAA (KCI AEG)- 

Walt Hutchings 

1050-1055 86-35 Agenda Item 2003-04: Conversion Of FAA MMEL 
Documents To XML (MMEL Transformation) 

FAA (AFS-260) – 

Bob Davis 

1055-1100 86-36 
Agenda Item 80-31: New MMEL Proposal System. 

FAA (KCI AEG) – 

Walt Hutchings 



Page 5 of 101 

 

Time 
Agenda 
Item 
Number 

MMEL IG 86 DAY 2 
Thursday April 12, 2012 

Lead 

 
 NEW AGENDA ITEMS TBA 

  
PL 77, Cockpit and Instrument Lights, Proviso a) - 

“Not on Emergency Bus” 

Working Group 
Todd Schooler – 
Cessna 
Dennis Landry – 
ALPA 
Mike Baier – 
American Airlines 

Eric Lesage – 
Airbus Americas 

  
PL 102, Cargo Compartment Smoke Detection and 
Fire Suppression Systems 

US Airways – 

Bob Taylor 

  
PL 73 MMEL Relief for Emergency Medical 
Equipment 
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86-01:  Introduction / Administrative Remarks 
 
Item Lead:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
IG 86: 
 
Introductions & opening remarks completed; attendance list circulated.  AFS 240 & 260 recognized for 
their efforts in arranging use of the meeting facilities at the Navy Memorial. 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) announced that SEA AEG Chairman Jim Foster is retiring at the end of July 
and this would be his last meeting. 
 

Jim’s successor is FAA Inspector John Pinnow 
425-617-6624 
john.k.pinnow@faa.gov. 

 

mailto:john.k.pinnow@faa.gov�
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86-02:  MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar 
 
Objective:  Keep the calendar current. 
 
Item Lead:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
Standing Action  (Ref. IG-FOEB Calendar Rev. 86): 
 
• IG Members are to review the MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar and advise the MMEL IG Industry 

Chairman of any changes or updates - Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 
 
IG 86: (Ref. Calendar) 
 
All calendar updates provided at IG 85 completed. 
 
Action Item: IG Members are requested to consider hosting IG 91. 
 

IG Chairman - Align calendar with the following updates provided at IG 86 - 
 
2012 
 
DC-3 FOEB date set as 19 Sept. To held in Long Beach, CA.  
 
IG 88 dates as set 7-8 Nov. Hosted by UPS in Louisville, KY,  
 
Electronic MD-11 FOEB, no dates as yet but requested to remain on the calendar as 2012 event. 
 
2013 
 
IG 89 date set as 9-10 Jan. Hosted by US Airways in Phoenix. AZ. 
 
IG 90, dates need to be adjusted to Wed, Thurs, 17-18 April. Hosted by Cessna in Wichita, KS. 
 
IG 91 - OPEN 
 
IG 92 dates are set as 23-24 Oct. Hosted by FAA in Washington, DC. 

mailto:Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com�
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86-03:  MMEL Agenda Proposal & Coordination Process  
 
Objective: Keep the document current. 
 
Item Lead: MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
Standing Action: 
 
• IG Members are to review the document and provide any changes that are required to the MMEL IG 

Industry Chairman. 
 

Document 
http://memberportal.airlines.org/taskforces/engineering_maintenance/mmel/Documents/Forms/AllIte
ms.aspx?RootFolder=%2ftaskforces%2fengineering%5fmaintenance%2fmmel%2fDocuments%2fA
dministrative&FolderCTID=0x0120000F20765BCD68A84D9CADB8290AEE1652&View=%7b4E
13B2D7%2d24DE%2d40EB%2dA1CA%2d366C499AE032%7d 

 
MMEL IG Chairman 
Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

 
• IG Chairman will ensure updates provided by IG Members are addressed. 
 
IG 86: (No attachment) 
 
Todd Schooler has proposed a “Revision Log” be made part of the document to record changes to the 
document from this point forward; suggestions for the content of such a log as well as support for or 
objections to Todd’s proposal will be discussed at IG 86. 
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) stated that in a presentation of this Agenda and Coordination document to the 
upper management of Cessna’s engineering department he was asked to explain where does this 
document come from, who developed it, who maintains it, and where is the history of change located; he 
stated he had nothing to show them. It was then suggested that a revision record log and highlight of 
change page should be added to document. 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) questioned who was going to be responsible for the maintenance of such a log?  
The group responded that it is an FAA document as it is located on www.fsims.com. Greg stated he was 
totally unfamiliar with the document and its content and thus was not ready to accept responsibility 
without first becoming familiar with its scope and purpose and how it came to reside on FAA website. 

http://memberportal.airlines.org/taskforces/engineering_maintenance/mmel/Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=%2ftaskforces%2fengineering%5fmaintenance%2fmmel%2fDocuments%2fAdministrative&FolderCTID=0x0120000F20765BCD68A84D9CADB8290AEE1652&View=%7b4E13B2D7%2d24DE%2d40EB%2dA1CA%2d366C499AE032%7d�
http://memberportal.airlines.org/taskforces/engineering_maintenance/mmel/Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=%2ftaskforces%2fengineering%5fmaintenance%2fmmel%2fDocuments%2fAdministrative&FolderCTID=0x0120000F20765BCD68A84D9CADB8290AEE1652&View=%7b4E13B2D7%2d24DE%2d40EB%2dA1CA%2d366C499AE032%7d�
http://memberportal.airlines.org/taskforces/engineering_maintenance/mmel/Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=%2ftaskforces%2fengineering%5fmaintenance%2fmmel%2fDocuments%2fAdministrative&FolderCTID=0x0120000F20765BCD68A84D9CADB8290AEE1652&View=%7b4E13B2D7%2d24DE%2d40EB%2dA1CA%2d366C499AE032%7d�
http://memberportal.airlines.org/taskforces/engineering_maintenance/mmel/Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=%2ftaskforces%2fengineering%5fmaintenance%2fmmel%2fDocuments%2fAdministrative&FolderCTID=0x0120000F20765BCD68A84D9CADB8290AEE1652&View=%7b4E13B2D7%2d24DE%2d40EB%2dA1CA%2d366C499AE032%7d�
mailto:Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com�
http://www.fsims.com/�
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86-03:  MMEL Agenda Proposal & Coordination Process  (Continued) 
 
Tom Atzert gave a brief history that it been initially created by this workgroup in the early 1990’s as an 
ATA document, Spec 100. Later FAA insisted it become a public document and not an ATA proprietary 
document as it addressed the details of how the MMEL FOEB process is managed, affecting ATA 
members, non-members and FAA alike. With this explanation Greg agreed that further controls such as 
a revision record log should be added. He asked who has been responsible for updating this document to 
date. Answer was it is usually the responsibility of the Industry Chairman. Greg stated before any further 
decisions are made regarding this document he needs to read and become familiar with its content. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik – Review MMEL Agenda Proposal & Coordination Process  
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86-04A:  Policy Letters Issued in 2012 
 
Objective: Maintain for reference purposes a listing of FAA MMEL PLs issued as “Final” during the 
calendar year.  
 
Item Lead:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
Standing Action:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman will ensure list is updated accordingly. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PLs Issued for Calendar Year) 
 
Bob Taylor (Industry Chair / US Airways) reported that the current listing of Policy Letters under 
Revision is current as of 27 March. George Ceffalo consulted his record sheet and reported PL 101 was 
not incorporated in PL list. 
 
Action Item: Bob Taylor – Incorporate PL 101 into 2012 PL list. 
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86-04B:  Policy Letter Status Summary 
 
Objective: Maintain for reference purposes a listing summarizing the current status of all FAA MMEL 
PLs.  
 
Item Lead:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
Standing Action:  IG Members are to review the POLICY LETTER STATUS SUMMARY and advise 
the MMEL IG Industry Chairman of any changes that are required.  Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 
 
IG 85 
 
Current Rev 85 as of 12 Dec, 2011 was reviewed. Question rose as to whether or not title of old PL 
should be retained and not replaced with the word ARCHIVED as meaning is lost. 
 
Action Item: Bob Taylor to replace the word ARCHIVED with the title of the old PL. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL STATUS SUMMARY) 
 
Bob Taylor requested assistance from industry in identifying the title of archived PLs 18, 21, 42, 48, 49, 
and 51 (ref. MMEL POLICY LETTERS (PL) STATUS SUMMARY attachment).  Paul Nordstrom 
(Boeing) volunteered to assist. 
 
Action Item: Paul Nordstrom. 

mailto:Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com�
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86-04C:  Policy Letters Under Revision 
 
Objective: Maintain for reference purposes a listing summarizing the current status of all FAA MMEL 
PLs under revision.  
 
Item Lead:  MMEL IG Industry Chairman 
 
Standing Action:  IG Members are to review MMEL PLs UNDER REVISION and advise the MMEL 
IG Industry Chairman of any changes that are required.  Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 
 
IG 85 
 
Current Rev 85 dated 19 Dec, 2011 reviewed. Bob Taylor outlined how he had revised the chart to 
include status columns for when PL draft posted to FSIMS and remarks column on when comments 
were due. Question was raised as to how accurate listing is of today. Greg Janosik (FAA AFS 260) 
stated the PL status had changed significantly in past two weeks. He questioned the value of keeping up 
on the status as to when posted to FSIMS and comments due. Updated listed will be sent out with 
minutes. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PLs Under Revision) 
 
Bob Taylor (Industry Chair / US Airways) questioned if the group felt this listing had any relevance and 
it was stated yes, retain the listing. The listing dated 27 March is current as of this meeting date. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 

mailto:Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com�
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86-05:  Policy Letter Process - A Focus on Comments 
 
Objective:  Clarification of the process utilized for the Development and Maintenance of Policy Letters 
 
Item Lead:  Greg Janosik – AFS 240 
 
Discussion:   
 
IG-85:  (Reference PL Process MMEL IG 12-13-2011) 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) presented a flow chart on policy letter development and maintenance that 
outlines the process that is used to pass PL thru MMEL IG portion of PL development and then internal 
FAA review. He stated on the FAA side of flowchart it is a minimum four week process yet for the 
MMEL industry side he cannot place a timeline for flow through of PLs. Tom Atzert defended the 
industry position as been often prolonged by FAA issues in the early development phase. Bob Taylor 
asked if major change occurs on FAA side of flowchart where the notification back to industry side is as 
it was not shown in Greg's flowchart. Greg stated if a significant issue was to occur such as a regulatory 
change then the PL should be moved back to the industry side and his chart did not account for it to do 
so, yet he defended it absence as he reported that is in his opinion a very rare event. 
 
He presented the FAA internal draft site and the presentation of how each posted PL appears. He pointed 
to the comment grid and it was questioned ‘how does a reviewer know if comments have been added 
and PL updated. He indicated comments are posted with dates. He walked the group thru the comment 
grid and stated submitter needs to save the comment grid as a file and then e-mail them to FAA using e-
mail link. He reported that if PL is updated the draft number will be upgraded. 
 
He then stated as comments are posted to the website it becomes the responsibility of the PL Lead to 
respond to comments. He stated if Lead does not respond then when comment period expires the PL will 
not move forward thru FAA and will remain in the IG as a part of workflow and be addressed as an 
agenda continuation item. Greg stated that before that occurs he will call the Lead and communicate the 
need to comment. Finally he stressed again that the FAA will not take the PL into their internal review 
until all comments are responding to by Lead. 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) asked if PLs are going to go thru the Federal Register and Greg stated yes if 
significant change in policy occurs or withdrawal of relief was to occur. Greg introduced a Ms Anne 
Bechdolt, FAA legal representative, who will be advising the group at future meetings of needs to post 
and when not to post to Federal Register, etc. It was asked what was actually going to Federal Register 
as the PL format cannot be accommodated; Register reads like a newspaper column. He states as they 
have not posted one yet they are still wrestling with legal on how to proceed. Pete Neff (AFS 240) gave 
example of some activity that has been handled by posting to the register and how each posting has to 
remain open for 30 days and numerous, in fact hundreds of comments can be received. Greg mentioned 
how comment to PL posted to the register will be become his to respond to and thus any such posting 
will be time consuming. Finally Pete concluded with for those who need to know, understand the 
process, they should review FAR 11 that goes thru the entire Federal Register and rulemaking process. 
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86-05:  Policy Letter Process - A Focus on Comments (Continued) 
 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
IG Chairman’s Note - No specific action was assigned for this item at IG 85, nor did the item indicate 
it was to be closed; it has been kept on the agenda until its status can be determined. 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) presented a revised color coded chart of the process utilized in the development 
of PLs as they move from an MMEL IG draft to FAA to final release (Ref. meeting minutes bookmark 
AI 86-05 PL Process – Color Code V2). He walked the group through the chart and concluded this is 
how he perceives the process to function after working this past year or so with the MMEL IG and FAA 
HDQ.  He then stated as such the chart should reside somewhere where the membership can periodically 
review it. Kevin Peters (FDX) stated he felt this chart should be documented as a part of the MMEL 
Agenda Proposal & Coordination Process document. Greg stated he was not familiar with that document 
but he will take that recommendation under advisement. 
 
He asked the group for critique as whether they felt the chart accurately represented the process. Some 
discussion was had on the PL posting for the comment portion of chart and who sees the draft and 
comments made at that time, i.e., does the industry, public, see all comments like public and FAA 
internal comments and/or are just public comments posted, etc. It was asked what is the FAA Legal 
Department’s responsibility within the process. Greg stated they are ensuring relief is correct, can be 
legally upheld, and is within scope of the regulation(s). Dennis Landry (ALPA) stated that he was 
already concerned over the how long it takes to gain PL approval now, and he is dismayed that Legal is 
now an integral part of the process. Greg stated it is essential, it cannot be avoided and it will by 
necessity add to the timeline of the development of PLs. 
 
Dennis then raised the issue of many PLs being archived and ‘going away.’ Lengthy discussion pursued 
on the issue of archiving PLs and the incorporation of their content into FAA Inspector handbook 
8900.1. Kevin Peters (FDX) stated that once the PL subject is incorporated into 8900.1 it is typically 
reduced to a sentence or two becoming more directive than guidance, thus the majority of content (e.g. 
the reasons for the policy change, the justification, the history of why the PL subjects were created, the 
record of changes, etc., are all lost as this information is no longer available (no longer transparent). In 
addition Industry does not know where to find the information once it is moved into the 8900.1 
document. Candice Kolander (AFA) concurred with Dennis and stated not only does the PL become 
reduced to a sentence or two, there is no assurance that the minimal content of the PL that is 
incorporated into 8900.1 is not deleted, or changed again without involvement of the MMEL IG. 
 
Greg stated the incorporated PLs do not go away but are placed in an archived status and therefore are 
available. He stated that although a matrix showing the location of where the PLs have been placed in 
8900.1 is not available, a history mark is placed within each PL prior to its archiving identifying the 
incorporated 8900.1 chapter, section, para, etc. After a short discussion he had to concede that the PLs 
with the history mark are only internally accessible by FAA. Bob Davis (AFS 260) stated that prior to 
the establishment of the FSIMS website there was a degree of loss of history of older PLs; it was 
suggested that if members of Industry have any historical records of older PLs the FAA will accept them 
and see that they are scanned into the FSIMS repository. Finally Greg and Bob both agreed that access 
to some form of matrix for locating where incorporated PLs can be found in 8900 will be taken under 
consideration. 
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86-05:  Policy Letter Process - A Focus on Comments (Continued) 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik – Consider development of matrix for locating archived PLs in 8900.1, 
including those already archived. 
 
Action Item: MMEL IG Industry Members – Review your historical records for any older PLs and 
forward to Bob Davis and Greg Janosik. 
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86-06:  ATA MMEL/MEL Value to Industry Survey 
 
Objective: To determine overall $$ value of MMEL / MEL to industry.  Once the value is determined, 
provide the numbers to upper management via ATA EMMC.  The financial contribution the MMEL IG 
makes to industry is significant and this needs to be communicated properly to upper management. 
 
Item Lead:  Mike Bianchi/ATA 
 
Discussion:   Task ATA to provide updated numbers on the value of MELs to our industry. 
ATA (Mark Lopez) will work with UA (Tom Atzert) to develop survey that will be used to collect the 
data needed to determine the value. 
 
IG-82: 
 
Dave Landry (DAL / ALPA) stressed the value of the MEL, that collection of this data should be of 
great value and the survey should be something everyone should support. It was requested that ATA 
HDQ again send out the survey. It was questioned if this will be a new version of survey or old one. 
Apparently there is no plan to revamp the existing survey.  
 
IG-83: 
ATA representative not present.  
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Mike Bianchi (ATA) stated a revised survey was available and he inquired as to how it should be 
distributed. E-mail was the response. Tim Kane (Jet Blue) brought up the topic of an IATA survey on 
MEL deferrals that is apparently different in nature to the ATA value to industry survey. Scott Hofstra 
(UPS) states it asks questions such as size of operator fleet, average number of MEL deferral per day, 
average time to clear MEL deferrals, etc. He offered to forward it to Mike Bianchi at ATA. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-06:  ATA MMEL/MEL Value to Industry Survey (Continued) 
 
IG-85: 
 
Mike Bianchi reported A4A has put out a survey to the airworthiness committee and feedback will be 
provided to the IG group when it is available. Bob Taylor asked if this agenda item should remain open, 
and when will results be available. Mike inferred he expects something should be available by the next 
meeting. Tom Atzert (UAL) requested if a copy of survey could be made available. Mike offered to 
send it out for the IG group to review. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Mike Bianchi, A4A 
 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
Mike Bianchi (A4A) reported that due to computer ‘malfunctions’ he does not have any output to present 
to the IG at this time. 
 
IG Industry Chair’s Note – Mike Bianchi has since departed A4A following IG 86; the position of 
MMEL IG A4A Chair is now held by Joe White. 
 
Action Item: Joe White – Provide A4A survey to the airworthiness committee and feedback to the IG 

group 
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86 -07:  Cockpit Smoke Vision System (CSVS) 
 
Objective:  Provide relief for EVAS units installed under STC.  
 
Item Lead:  Scott Hofstra - UPS 
 
Discussion:   Propose MMEL Policy Letter draft for discussion. 
 
IG 83: 
Scott Hofstra (UPS) outlined details of some UPS aircraft fire incidents, including the fatal loss of a 
747-400, due to heavy smoke in cockpit. These events have led to UPS’s commitment to install EVAS 
(Emergency Vision Assurance System) units on all their aircraft. UPS plans are to begin installation this 
year. The system is already in use (JetBlue) and a few other operator aircraft types. He then presented 
MMEL examples for these different aircraft that demonstrate that relief is non-standard across fleet 
types. 
 
He then presented a draft of their proposed MMEL PL for D category level relief. He then introduced a 
representative from EVAS, Mr. Kerry Howard, who demonstrated the unit for the benefit of the group. 
Several questions were asked, MTBF, answer: 10-6. Power source, answer, it is self contained, etc.  
JetBlue reported that they perform a weekly maintenance check on the system and have never had a 
system fail. 
 
The ALPA rep, Dennis Landry, questioned the soundness of the D category. D category was discussed 
at length and then it was mentioned that PL approvals should not be a vehicle to seeking MMEL relief. 
One AEG representative stated he would not place an item in the master he controlled strictly on a PL 
issuance.  Discussion then centered on whether or not UPS had sought FOEB relief. Scott stated they 
had notified their respective fleet types AEG Chairman months ago and had not received any responses 
and thus now felt they had no option but seek out the policy letter. Todd (Cessna) restated that their 
AEG will not approve MMEL’s strictly based on PL issuance. 
 
Scott countered that they therefore need FAA support from AEG to support their aggressive installation 
schedule. Back on the topic of PL issuance AEG Chairman, Jim Foster, asked if there could be 
differences in emergency procedures and training events due to differences in equipment installations 
between aircraft fleet types. Apparently he was concerned if there is, then it can not be addressed by a 
PL 
 
Emergency procedures and training requirements were discussed and Todd countered that these are the 
parameters that AEG typically should be allowed to evaluate. Jim asked what the service life of unit was 
once it has been inflated. Kerry Howard, the EVAS vendor, stated unit is certified to remain operational 
for 2 ½ hrs but has been bench tested for up to four hours.  
 
Bob Wagner attempted to begin closure to discussion by asking will Seattle AEG commit to take issue 
on as MMEL proposal for STC equipment. Scott expressed concern over timing of getting a MMEL 
revisions finalized. Commitment to work the issue was agreed by both parties, UPS and FAA. 
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86 -07: Cockpit Smoke Vision System (CSVS) (Continued) 
 
IG 84: 
 
Scott Hofstra has submitted two different versions of a draft policy letter for EVAS for consideration 
and discussion (reference attached MMEL EVAS PL for FOEB UPS Draft & MMEL EVAS PL for 
FOEB AEG Draft). 
 
Scott Hofstra outlined how FAA has asked for removal of GC Header for the proposed EVAS PL. He 
stated that FAA was concerned that each aircraft installation may be somewhat unique and there may be 
individual procedures developed per aircraft type and these may need case by case review and approval. 
Comments were had on this point of view and it was then raised by industry members that this type 
equipment deserves to be granted D category relief and not C as it is supplement equipment and not 
required by any regulation. Jim Foster (FAA AEG SEA) countered that although it is not defined in PL 
59 (Category D relief), whenever an operator employs procedures in an MEL then D category relief is 
not permissible. 
 
Discussion was had on appropriate use of EVAS and need or not to establish procedures. Scott argued 
that there is no need to employ language as “alternate procedures are established and used” as was 
proposed in AEG draft. The relief as already in various MMELs was presented and it was found that 
although there is no consistency in repair category (C or D), the proviso language did appear consistent, 
i.e. “May be inoperative, or missing.” Scott stated UPS was not opposed to C category relief, just to the 
need for language on alternate procedures. He even stated the (M) procedure was even acceptable as a 
maintenance procedure could be established to remove equipment off the aircraft, but he does not 
believe or know of any acceptable (O) action. 
 
AEG Chairman Jim Foster stated that he is adamant that this equipment is not worthy of a D category 
and must be a C, plus the proviso “.provided alternate procedures are established and used” is merely 
standard terminology and would be something operator needs to reach accommodation with their POI on 
what would be acceptable as a procedure. Scott received support from numerous other industry members 
that the alternate procedure requirement is redundant, not required in this case.  An impasse appeared to 
exist between FAA position and Scott’s which appeared to be supported by industry at large. Suggestion 
was made to employ a Note that no procedure exist or needs to be applied. Acceptability of this 
approach was debated. Additionally, the imposition of the C category was again challenged. John 
McCormick (FDX) argued that this category would represent a disincentive to operators installing this 
optional equipment.  Finally, FAA suggested they can accept D category relief with proviso “May be 
inoperative or missing.” This was agreed to by representatives present from FAA 200 and 260. 
 
Action item: Scott will send in an updated PL draft and it will be posted to web for comment. 
 
IG 85:  (Ref. PL 129 EVS-CS D2 12-2-2011 [currently posted as draft], and COMMENTS to PL 129) 
 
Scott Hofstra (UPS) states that PL originally submitted had received a comment that is leading to PL 
change. The problem was the use of a trademark name EVAS. Discussion of alternate generic name was 
discussed and it was generally agreed to use cockpit smoke vision system (or equivalent). Greg Janosik 
(AFS 260) agreed that other than the name there was no internal FAA disagreement or objections.   
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86 -07:  Cockpit Smoke Vision System (CSVS) (Continued) 
 
Discussion was had concerning fact that some aircraft already have EVAS system relief already 
published in their MMEL and the category is set at C category and PL draft is proposing D category 
relief. John McCormick asked why this is not being released as a global change PL and thus operators 
who are at the current C category could take advantage and change the repair category and future 
MMEL would not have different levels of relief, Scott stressed that AEGs did not support. Pete Neff 
(AFS 240) stated that the decision on repair category should be decided at the local FAA, operator level 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Scott to revise PL title and re-submit to Greg for re-posting. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 129 R0) 
 
PL 129 R0 posted as final 03-26-12.   
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-08:  PL-79 Passenger Seats Relief 
 
Objective:  Include airbag equipped seat belts into PL-79. 
 
Item Lead:  Tim Kane 
 
Discussion:     
 
IG-80: 
Tim Kane to lead a re-write of PL 79 and send to David Burk and Todd Schooler for their review. 
 
IG-81: 
Jim Crupi from AmSafe presented a PowerPoint presentation on their airbag system.  Tim Kane 
presented a draft for PL-79.  Group decided that relief will need to be broken out either more in PL-79 
or as a new PL for airbag seats.  Certification requirements as well as seat pitch may define the MMEL 
Policy for occupying the seat with an inoperative airbag component. There is a web site 
www.amsafe.com that can be accessed for information, under customer login.  
 
IG-82: 
See PL-79 RXX latest draft. 
 
Tim Kane (JetBlue) stated he still recommends that instead of a new PL for the Airbag seat belt that an 
additional note to existing PL 79 is all that is needed. Note is that if seat by certification requires an 
airbag then that seat must be considered inoperative. Conversation centered on alternate placement of 
persons and substitution of non- airbag seatbelts, etc, A FAA representative spoke to concern over TSO 
replacement requirements that speaks to what can be substituting a standard seatbelt for an inoperative 
airbag seatbelt and may not be allowed in certain locations. It was agreed that JetBlue will work with 
FAA on revised draft. 
 
IG-83: 
Tim Kane (JetBlue) spoke to comments that had been posted on draft. One comment was on the TSO 
number that is apparently referenced in draft. He stated if one where actually to review the TSO in 
question they would be lost as it is all about technical requirements of a seatbelt. A response from a 
manufacturer representative present was that they reference TSOs quiet liberally within their 
documentation but felt it had no real purpose in the context of MMEL policy. The manufacturer intent of 
including the TSO was an attempt to state that with the airbag inoperative the seatbelt still complies with 
TSO as a normal seatbelt. He recommended that TSO be removed from PL.  
 
Bob Wagner concurred and asked if Tim had an updated draft. It was presented on screen. He then 
outlined further changes such as deletion of TSO for normal seatbelt and other minor word changes. A 
discussion of airbag types, barrier or wedge was pursued. It was mentioned that this data is required for 
certification but not so for MEL deferral information. Discussion also centered on if an airbag becomes 
inoperative then the seatbelt itself need not necessarily be considered inoperative. Yet it was then 
emphasized that a seat that requires an airbag seatbelt by certification at certain locations such against a 
bulkhead can not be replaced by a non-airbag seatbelt and seat must be considered inoperative.  
 

http://www.amsafe.com/�
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86-08:  PL-79 Passenger Seats Relief (Continued) 
 
DK Deaderick from FAA who oversees cabin safety mentioned that she thought that the PL should 
make it clear that for a seats that does not require an airbag belt but has one installed can be replaced 
with a standard seat belt. Some additional requests for clarification on this later point were made that if 
an airbag on a seatbelt becomes inoperative with no affect to the seatbelt itself then the seatbelt can be 
considered operative an not need replacement. This lead back to the discussion as to whether or not the 
TSO number should be referenced. Pete Neff concluded the discussion with statement that FAA is OK 
with references of regulation but not TSOs. He stressed the goal should be to get the intent of what TSO 
requires but not specifically reference the TSO by number. Jim Foster (AEG SEA) objected to PL using 
D category relief. Todd Schooler (Cessna) stated the seatbelt is required but the airbag is not on their 
aircraft but they provide it as a option. It was mentioned that it was good that more information was 
getting out on topic and PL has a lot of work still needed. Greg Janosik asked if Tim could re-draft and 
forward for re-posting.  
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Tim Kane (Jet Blue) opened discussion regarding Daryl Sheets (Nex Jet) online comments that he 
described as addressing an earlier draft version than that on the web. Newer version now going on web 
provided by Paul Nordstrom (Boeing). Daryl stated his comment was to the structure of the draft, not 
substance. Paul concurred that is what he changed, just re-organization of letter structure. Tim talked to 
a minor content change of adding more detail to the discussion section of PL, reference to FAR on HIC 
requirements. Greg Janosik invited Tim provide an updated draft for uploading to web. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 79 R8 D3 had not gone final as 
of 12/15/11, and Draft had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

In final signature release  
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 79 R8) 
 
PL 79 R8 posted as final 03-26-12. 
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
 



Page 23 of 101 

 
86-09:  PL-58 Boom Microphone 
 
Item Lead: David Burk – Aerodox, Inc. 
 
Discussion:  David Burk proposed revision to PL-58 to address non-certificated operators (Part 91).   
 
IG-80: 
Dave Burk presented draft PL; it needs to add language regarding requirements for single pilot operation 
for certain GA aircraft (regarding required boom mic/headset earphones). 
 
IG-81: 
David Burk presented PL 58 R4 D4.  David will forward a copy to George to upload for comment.  
 
IG-82: 
PL draft presented and Lead, Dave Burk, outlined the purpose of this draft is to expand the relief 
covered by PL to all headset and phones not just boom mikes. There was discussion, actual some dissent 
to reference to ‘as require by regulation.’ Some other changes that apparently were expected by the 
group were not included but since it been so long since initial draft Dave agreed to re-send revised draft 
to AFS 260 for re-post. 
 
IG-83: 
No Comments received and thus it will be moved to FINAL. Item CLOSED. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Subsequent to IG 83, AFS 240 – Greg Janosik stopped the process to go final and placed draft PL 58 R4 
D4 back on-line for comment due to Todd Schooler submitting the addition of noise canceling/reduction 
functions as part of PL 58, draft was then placed back on-line for comments, which indicate they are due 
by October 28.  (Item related to new Item 84-42, raised at IG 83). 
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) states he had coordinated with Co-Lead, Dave Burk (Aerodox, Inc) and as far 
as he knew all necessary changes had been made and PL should be ready to be posted to web for 
comment. Greg Janosik (AFS 240) stated draft had not been received and if Todd could forward to FAA 
it can be posted. Thierry Vandendorpe (EASA) and Carlos Carreiro (Transport Canada) both spoke to 
some impact on CVR operations as boom mike must record to CVR and if inoperative then CVR is not 
functioning as required by regulation. Greg Janosik state he does not have history of why this provision 
of PL was dropped. He asked if anybody knew the background. Carlos stated he reported to Dave Burk 
some two years ago regarding regulatory requirement (FAR 121.359, 125.227). Paul Nordstrom asked if 
the requirement that CVR must be operative would that suffice? Carlos states he was unsure of main 
reason for current changes but stressed if CVR is inoperative then reference needs to be retained that 
FDR remains operative as well. 
 
Action item: Greg assigned Todd and Carlos to review PL 58, 29, and 87 and determine what is missing, 
etc., and report back. He also asked for reference of explanation of what happened to the CVR, why it 
was removed from draft 4, as it is found in current rev 3? 
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86-09:  PL-58 Boom Microphone (Continued) 
 
IG 85:  (Ref. pl58_r4_d5, and COMMENTS to pl-58) 
 
Todd Schooler outlined how PL was revised by removal of description of CVR and FDR as they, CVR 
and FDR, are addressed by their own PLs. Dave Burk (Aerodox), original Lead, give his explanation of 
why this was done, as current PL for boom microphone does not fit for all categories of type certificated 
aircraft, conflicted in repair category A, three flight days for boom mike, versus C category 10 days for 
these other systems, plus GA aircraft don’t necessarily have these other systems, CVR and FDR. Paul 
Nordstrom (Boeing) countered that without a proviso that states “FDR must operate normally” an 
operator cannot have boom mike inoperative. This was countered that that is not true for all type of 
aircraft based upon type certification. GA aircraft are not required to have boom mikes inputting to CVR 
below 18,000 feet, only larger category transports do. Carlos Carreiro (Transport Canada) supported 
Paul’s contention that in order to have an inoperative boom mike some other form of recordings is 
required per FAR 121.359. 
  
Dave Burk to revise PL draft to include the missing proviso for large transport category types. Plus 
remove extraneous text in provisos for sub-item noise cancelling heat set function. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Dave Burk (Aerodox) 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 58 R4 GC) 
 
PL 58 R4 GC posted as final 03-26-12. 
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-10:  PL-72 Wing Illumination / Ice Detection Lights 
 
Objective:  Resolve concerns raised about relief provided in PL-72.  
 
Item Lead:  Greg Janosik - FAA (AFS- 240) 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG 79: 
Seve Kane briefed the group.  Legal reviewed and re-worked R4D8.  Original policy letter did not meet 
the intended purpose of the lighting.  It is not only used for ground deicing only, ref. 23.1419d. and 
25.1403.   Paul Nordstrom briefed the Boeing system and stated the certification of the system is 
different for the larger Boeing airplanes and that they are used for ground deicing procedures.  PL draft 
posted for comments.   
 
Dave Bridgens recommended two policy letters be developed, one for wing illumination and one for 
wing ice detection.   
 
IG-80: 
Pete Neff will explore writing the policy letter to better align with regulations.  Paul Nordstrom to send 
current draft PL to Pete.  Mentioned at the meeting, AC 23.1419-2D prohibits use of a flashlight for 
viewing wing surfaces. 
 
IG-81: 
Carlos to provide proposal for next IG meeting.  
 
IG-82: 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) opened discussion stating current rules prohibit use of flashlight to view critical 
surfaces. Pete Neff (AFS 202) stated this is addressed in current draft discussion. Pete Neff indicated 
latest draft was R4_D8. 
 
Carlos Carreiro (Transport Canada ) presented his draft version, and earlier version, PL 72_R4_D1.  It 
broke out relief into category of operations as follows: 
1) Critical surfaces visible from flight deck 
2) Critical surfaces not visible from flight deck & aircraft with ice detection system 
John McCormick (FedEx) offered a suggestion a third option may be required.  
Pete Neff suggests Carlos compares his draft with R4_D8 and come up with D9; Carlos agreed. 
Kevin Peters offered to add cargo operator language to Carlos’ D9. 
 
IG-83: 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) opened the discussion stating he had assumed the lead for this PL from Carlos 
and the present draft on FAA website is quite different from what the group had previously seen. He 
stressed what is up there now, draft 9, is not finished, not finalized and he wants the group, and Carlos,  
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86-10:  PL-72 Wing Illumination / Ice Detection Lights (Continued) 
 
to review and provide feedback to him within the next two weeks at which point Greg will revise and 
repost as draft 10. He stressed it needs to be finished by 20th of September as he reports we are rapidly 
entering the season where icing will be prevalent. Some folks asked if we could review current draft 9  
on screen. An attempt was made to pull up the current draft on screen but with no success. Greg 
requested it be first reviewed online and then he will repost it. 
 
Note: Later in the afternoon, the posted draft 9 of PL 72 was made available for overhead review. Paul 
Nordstrom (Boeing) objected to the way PL is laid out as it suggests that all aircraft must have wing 
illumination lights to verify existence of icing and if not then aircraft is restricted from icing and this is 
not correct as Boeing uses alternative methodology, as authorized by FAR, that uses current weather 
conditions as a determination of potential icing presence, not the lights. Greg and Carlos explained that 
has been raised and will be incorporated in draft 10 which he then wants us to review. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 

Greg Janosik (AFS 240) opened with comment that after working with Carlos Carreiro (Transport 
Canada) on draft and posting it for comment he reached a point where he felt he is not at the level of 
experience to answer the concerns raised. He first began by showing on overhead how he and Carlos had 
arranged what they felt was a reasonable configuration of aircraft that have and have not the capability 
to see the wing critical surfaces from cockpit and/or cabin area immediately aft of cockpit, and similarly 
at the same time, with and without a primary ice detection system installed. He then had the comments 
received displayed on overhead screen.  

The first is reference on what is a station aft of the flight deck actually referring too? This was followed 
by a comment on PL format and addition of non-standard terminology that ".Principal Inspectors may 
affect changes to the MEL in accordance with this policy letter." The third was regarding fact that not all 
aircraft come certified with primary or advisory ice detection systems and what actually are detection 
lights named? This comment included explanation on how Boeing AFM stipulate the environmental 
conditions under which icing conditions exist, not the use of lights or needs for physical inspections. The 
fourth comment echoed the third and went further to state that aircraft that do have ice detection lights or 
system only supplement the AFM approved procedures and furthermore the lights in question associated 
with detection systems are not the same as wing illumination lights that serve another function, thus 
confusion as to which light(s) are being addressed. 

After Carlos explained the intent of the first and second comment, followed by explanation of distinction 
of differences between different means of ice detection systems, Greg stated he wanted this PL to 
remain focused on topic of ice detection lights only, the published topic of PL and not 'other' lights. He 
agreed to the removal of the non-standard language on responsibilities but felt he could not evaluate the 
efficacy of the other wording. The discussion went back to type of lights, inspection, illumination or 
cockpit lights. Greg stressed the topic of PL should be on what the aircraft was certified to have not what 
different detection methods exist. 
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86-10:  PL-72 Wing Illumination / Ice Detection Lights (Continued) 
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) also objected to the use of sub-items numbers to break out descriptions of 
these different types of configurations rather than 'system, sub-system, function' as has been the practice 
in current MMELs.  Greg requested a small working group be organized to rework the PL. Todd 
Schooler (Cessna), Scott Hofstra (UPS), and Tom Atzert (UAL) were assigned. Gene Hartman (AEG 
LGB) asked to review workgroup output before it is submit back to IG. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (Ref. pl-072_r4_d10, and COMMENTS to pl-72 provided by AFS 240 for agenda) (Also ref. pl-
72_r4_d11 currently posted as a draft PL) 
 
Carlos Carreiro (Transport Canada) reported that based on last meeting a small re-write committee 
drafted a new PL 72, draft 11. He states it is broken out into several categories of operation, Airplanes 
with wing critical surfaces not visible from flight deck, Airplanes with wing critical surfaces visible 
from flight deck (equipped with primary ice detection system), and Airplanes with wing critical surfaces 
visible from flight deck, (not equipped with primary ice detection system). It was posted for comment 
and Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) had objection for Boeing aircraft the alternate relief that as drafted is not 
intended for large category aircraft could be accidently applied to large transport Boeing products via 
the FOEB process if PL draft is applied verbatim. Paul also expressed desire to see another category of 
operation and that would be for aircraft that cannot see all the wing from cockpit and hence rely on 
forecast weather conditions to determine if aircraft will be subjected to icing conditions 
 
Greg Janosik stated draft 11 to remain posted until 01/13/11 and he encouraged folks to submit 
comments, if no comments then it can be moved to internal coordination for signature. Paul expressed 
that making comments are still some awkward process and he thought since it is on the IG agenda that 
withholding comment until the meeting was appropriate. Greg stressed the comments get responded to 
and become a part to the record and he stressed people to follow the draft posting and make comments. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Greg Janosik 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 72 R4) 
 
PL 72 R4 posted as final 03-26-12. 
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-11. CFR 382.63 - What are the requirements for accessible lavatories? 
 
Objective: The Deputy Assistant General Counsel, Office of Aviation Enforcement and Proceedings, 

U.S. Department of Transportation is scheduled to attend and speak to the group on the 
issue. 

 
Item Lead: Greg Janosik 
 
Discussion: Related to agenda item 86-11A PL 128 Lavatory Call System – PL Comparison. 
 
IG 86: 
 
Greg Janosik introduced Anne Bechdolt of the FAA Chief Counsel’s office, and DOT Deputy Assistant 
General Counsel Blane Workie who spoke to issue of DOT Part 382 rule and PL128. Blane began by 
stating her organization works closely with FAA to ensure operators are in compliance with the Air 
Carrier Access Act implementation regulation CFR Part 382. She then outlined the scope of PL 128 
regarding the requirement to maintain a wheelchair accessible lavatory and certain associated equipment 
such as call light, grab handle(s), and not being able to place these on an NEF list. Blane stated her 
agency is aware of the concerns that operators have on this subject and are open to a review on the 
feasibility of extended relief and whether relief should be NEF or MEL, and if MEL, what category 
should be used. 
 
Anne then echoed Blane’s comment that DOT and FAA are revisiting this PL issue to determine if relief 
is feasible, and to what extent relief should be provided. She stated the outcome of their deliberations 
will be presented at the August MMEL IG. They want to hear the concerns of the industry group 
members present so those concerns can then be taken in account during their review. Several members 
questioned the determination of whether or not these items will be deemed to be NEF, or MEL and 
associated repair category. Anne restated that all this is under re-evaluation. It was asked if this 
FAA/DOT review board would allow an industry group advocate to attend and advise them on industry 
concerns. Anne stated that is the purpose of her’s and Blane’s attendance at this IG.  
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) requested they ensure that their decision will be based upon maintenance of an 
acceptable level of safety, the benchmark for MMEL relief.; he stated that the act of even considering 
the lavatories as being the subject of MEL does not make sense as they are not safety of flight items. Yet 
he conceded that under current regulations it is in the best interest of a carrier to consider maintaining 
the lavatory. He then made the analogy that high rise buildings contain multiple handicap facilities but 
they do not shut down an entire building when one of them becomes inoperative. He stressed it is not the 
intent of airlines to discriminate but maintain the highest level of service for everybody with minimal 
impact on any single entity. 
 
Blane countered with the objective of the DOT is to ensure compliance with accessibility and not so 
much as with the vehicle used to maintain it, i.e. NEF or MEL.  Instead they have separate authority 
from FAA to assess if violations have occurred and whether or not fines are warranted, indicating that 
the fine is $27,500 for each violation. She then stressed the balance of considering flight safety versus 
passenger safety and that there is a safety implication related to an inoperative call light or lack of 
availability of grab bars, etc. 
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86-11. CFR 382.63 - What are the requirements for accessible lavatories? (Continued) 
 
Candice Kolander (AFA) stated that the impact of having inoperative handicap lavatory falls upon the 
flight attendant and for the benefit of her represented group it is preferred that the lavatory remain in 
MEL and not NEF. Tim Kane (JetBlue) stated that he felt that there is a degree of misunderstanding as 
to the level of control of NEF versus MEL. Some discussion was held on the appropriateness of NEF 
versus MEL. Anne spoke up and stated that from her department communications with operators it 
appears that since inception of PL 128 the time taken to bring an inoperative lavatory back to service has 
become shorter, from an average of 4-7 to 3 days. She stated thus there is a difference as to what 
program is used to fix the item, NEF or MEL.  
 
Some group members expressed concern about the accessible lavatory been treated differently, more 
restrictive than other lavatories. It was stated that Legal should only consider if it is reasonable to give 
industry relief and what components of lav need to be included. Anne stated she keeps hearing the group 
state ‘and give relief for some period of time.’ Anne stated Legal needed more feedback on what the 
group felt is an acceptable amount of ‘some time.’ She asked is it 3 days or 10 days? Don Reese (AAL) 
questioned why a wheel chair accessible lavatory must be made available when it is legally permissible 
to MEL, depending on route and flight time, multiple, even all, the other regular lavatories? Another 
member stated his people based on reading of PL come to different conclusions of what must be 
MEL’ed and what not. Anne stated PL 128 as written only addresses the accessible lavatory. Then she 
stated from what her department has heard from carrier’s, leads them to conclude that interpretation and 
thus application of PL has not been consistent.  
 
Anne then cautioned the group that there are other things addressed in Part 382 that are a part of the 
handicap accessibility requirements beside just the lavatory, she mentioned aisle armrest and wheelchair 
stowage space as examples. She stated that as they further study the issue they will taking all these other 
factors into account. A group member stated there is too much ambiguity when the PL uses terms such 
as ‘and other controls’ to describe the scope of components that DOT wants carrier’s to make accessible 
to the handicapped. He stated it is unfair to state enforcement will be pursued when he has used best 
faith to correctly interpret the requirements.  
 
Blane stated they have a website http://airconsumer.ost.dot.gov/SA_Disability.htm that has several 
documents that give guidelines on accessible lavatory requirements. She stated that these documents are 
not so much for FAA use but DOT’s. She then stated it is standard convention in legal documents to use 
such ‘catch all’ statements as ‘and other controls’ because future circumstances and requirements can 
change and everything cannot always be anticipated on initial writing of a rule. She then stated as far as 
accessing whether a civil penalty is appropriate they look at numerous factors such as how much effort 
was taken to restore the equipment, whether or not there is history of non-compliance, passenger 
complaint filed, etc. 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) commented that there have been meetings on the topic in the past where not all 
stakeholders were present. He stated it is imperative that from now on we all need to come together to 
achieve a workable solution. He then stressed that while appropriateness of use of NEF versus MEL has 
been brought into question, the NEF is a part of the MEL and has been a successful tool. He asked for 
details as to how many fines have been levied? She stated she did not have statistics to give. She stated 
that due to limited staffing they do not have the ability to actively monitor operators so they are reliant 

http://airconsumer.ost.dot.gov/SA_Disability.htm�
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on FAA safety inspectors to provide details. Plus due to lack of manpower they only open an 
investigation if a significant amount complaints are received. 
Final comment was made by Tom that A4A has developed a PowerPoint presentation that demonstrated 
that prior to PL 128 the NEF program was successfully used to address the lavatory issue and that it 
addressed, and met the spirit of intent of the Part 382 rule. He offered it to DOT for their review. 
Candice Kolander (AFA) asked to be provided a copy of this presentation. 
 
(Ref. meeting minutes bookmark A4A – MAINTAINING CFR 382 and non-382 Like Items.ppt.  Note: 
This item was submitted to DOT with A4A branding on March 30, 2012). 
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86-11A.  PL 128 Lavatory Call System – PL Comparison 
 
Objective: Review existing PLs, DOT Rule, and CFR 382 requirements to determine that equipment 

addressed by PL 128 is already adequately addressed under other PLs as Category C relief; 
then either revise PL 128 to a C Repair Category, or cancel PL 128 entirely. 

 
Item Lead: Workgroup - Tom Atzert (UAL), George Roberts (DAL), DK Deaderick (FAA AFS 220), 

Mike Bianchi (A4A), Bob Taylor (USA) 
 
Discussion: After much back and forth, point, counter point discussion at IG 85 regarding PL 128 it 

was determined Agenda Item 85-09* should be closed and a new item (this item) opened 
to address the findings of the working group as stated in the Objective above. 

 
*Note - Agenda Item 85-09 immediately follows this item in the IG 86 agenda for 
historical reference. 

 
Action item: Working Group 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 128 R1) 
 
Please refer to previous agenda item 86-11 minutes. 
 
IG 86-11A will be held OPEN as a placeholder. 
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85-09.  PL 128 Lavatory Call System 
 
Objective: PL 128 Lavatory Call System.  
 
Item Lead:  Greg Janosik – FAA (AFS- 240) 
 
Discussion:   
 
IG 82: 
See PL128 R0 latest draft. 
Tom Atzert (UAL) states the issue is bigger than just Lavatory Call Light. The question is can an 
MMEL give relief for system item that are required by FAR. Bob Davis (AFS 260) countered that this is 
addressed the FARs that approve MELs. He gave reference to:   FAR 121.628 sub part 5.b.3 that states 
“instruments and equipment required for specific operation by this part.” 
 
Pete Neff (AFS 202) stated the term "equipped" means if installed it must be operative and performing it 
design function and it may be inoperative provided there is a certified approved maintenance program 
that can be used to bring the equipment back to its intended function. Thus legal interpretation allows for 
the use 121.628. Boeing stated that preamble of MMEL does allow for limited relief from FARs 
provided an equivalent level of safety can be met.  
 
Pete explained that the PL 128 draft is been driven by DOT regulation that allows them (DOT) to 
evaluate passenger complaints on safety and their methodology is to look for what is called “pattern and 
practice” of how an operator conduct business. Example of acceptable 'pattern and practice' is if they 
(operator) use the MEL then that would be reported that as the standard practice and operator should be 
OK. If they make a ruling that the pattern and practice is not in conformance with standard policy and 
procedure, i.e., not MMEL approved, or a pattern of repeated abuse exist, etc., and then the DOT could 
make a case and possibly issue civil penalties to the operator.  
 
It was counter proposed that this info need not be a part of MMEL per PL 128 but published as an InFO 
to operators. Bob Davis stated that the DOT is not trying to eliminate MMEL relief but remedy issues of 
denial of service. When a disabled person reports such event to DOT, DOT is obligated to investigate. 
Thus the MMEL group’s objective is to find a means of preserving relief for individual lavatory items 
without making lavatory unusable. It was proposed that the relief should be “provided alternate means 
are established and used” in lieu of current draft proposal of limit to one flight day.  FAA stressed that 
may be a solution but it will not prevent a DOT investigation if a compliant is received. 
 
FAA agreed to take that under internal advisement. Industry requested C category relief and Pete Neff 
countered with it may well be a B versus C. The spirit of need to compromise was encouraged. He then 
committed to draft the alternate procedure means of relief into the draft PL document. Actual PL 09, or 
128, or its own numbered PL, etc., to be determined.   Tom Atzert to draft PL-09 for next MMEL IG 
meeting. 
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85-09.  PL 128 Lavatory Call System (Continued) 
 
IG 83: 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) reported that at a recent Boeing FOEB, FAA directed Wheel Chair accessible 
lavatory item be added as a separate item, separate from the current item lavatory waste system that 
currently exists. Discussion was pursued by members of industry as to what was the basis of removing 
this lavatory from NEF and creating PL 128. Pete Neff (AFS 240) restated that the agency’s intent is to 
formalize how they feel operators should conduct operations and fix the wheelchair lavatory 
components in timely manner as to avoid inconveniencing the handicap traveler. He stressed that DOT 
has stressed to the FAA that no matter how or why a wheelchair accessible lavatory is reported as 
unavailable it will be investigated and civil fines are possible. Thus FAA felt the need to ensure 
operators handle this equipment in a formal timely manner that was in conformity to the 14 CFR 382. 
 
The PL statement that wheelchair accessible components are not allowed to be treated as NEF was 
reviewed along with recent B767 FOEB agenda items for the new item, wheelchair accessible lavatory, 
based upon the new PL 128. It was recommended that if FAA would publish a GC header to PL it would 
fix the problem of there being a period of no relief until all MMELs are updated. 
 
After much discussion it was agreed that industry and FAA would agree to be in general disagreement 
with the need for this to be a separate MMEL actionable item. It was the position of industry as 
expressed by Tom Atzert (UAL) that the Airline Industry has been held to a higher standard than other 
industries for maintenance of handicap assistance equipment. Pete Neff acknowledged the exemplary 
handling by the industry but he stressed that under the new risk management system concepts now in 
place, there needs to this type of guidance. 
 
George Ceffalo presented a draft InFO that spoke to DOA process of “pattern and practice” or non 
compliance and the FAA provision of limited relief for 14 CFR 382 items per PL 128. He concluded 
with comment that operators must be aware of differing FAA and DOT objectives for 14 CFR 382 
equipment. 
 
Action item: Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) and Greg Janosik (AFS 240) 
 
IG 84: 
 
Greg Janosik stated PL 128, Rev 2, Draft 1 moves items from it into other PLs where they should reside 
such as PL 09, 83, etc. He reported that they temporarily have pulled PL 128 Rev. 2 Draft 1 as they have 
released an InFO on the subject of handicap access provisions, DOT requirements, and they did not want 
duplicate guidance out. Yet apparently there have been inquiries that the InFO has contradictory 
language over the PL?  It was discussed that the FAA should expedite the release of these PLs and allow 
the InFO to expire. Timing was discussed as an open issue 
 
Action item: Determine length of time before InFO is due to expire. 
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85-09.  PL 128 Lavatory Call System (Continued) 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 
 
Item Lead changed to Greg Janosik and he states it can be pulled off the agenda. He states legal notice 
was circulated and will become official soon and relief will be adjusted. 
 
George Ceffalo stated the NPRM that lead to this DOT rule came out 22 years ago and only now DOT 
has decided to enforce this rule. He stressed that back then was the time to comment not now as the rule 
is in place and it states these handicap provisions must be operative and now that DOT has finally 
decided to enforce it industry is only now trying to argue that maintenance of this equipment is too 
burdensome. Tom Atzert (UAL) stated that there was no incident, failure to provide adequate service, 
that lead to this decision to enforce rule. It all stemmed from a verbal re-interpretation of the rule. Pete 
Neff (AFS 240) stated the change in PL was an internal decision that these type items as lavatory call 
lights should not be considered NEF items as has been the practice in industry. Tom Atzert countered 
the industry compliant was more the fact that these items of equipment were moved to a B category and 
not a C. Greg Janosik (AFS 260), using AEG guidance on what qualifies as C versus B repair category 
defended the decision. 
 
After much back and forth, point, counter point discussion, Greg stated he is of opinion to readjust relief 
in the PL. He wants to cancel current item out and go back to FAA legal and request to get the relief 
back to a C repair category. Industry pushed hard for outright cancellation of PL but Greg states there is 
a DOT rule that cannot be ignored that states this equipment must be operative and thus existence of PL 
at least gives limited relief. Pete Neff made a counter proposal to have Lead canvass the bank of existing 
PLs and justify that this equipment is already adequately addressed under other PLs that approve C 
category relief. Decision was to form a workgroup to do such review. This item is to be closed and a 
new agenda item opened to address the workgroup findings. 
 
Workgroup assignments: 
DK Deaderick (FAA AFS 220) 
Tom Atzert (UAL) 
George Roberts (DAL) 
Mike Bianchi (A4A) 
Bob Taylor (USA) 
 
IG 86: (Item will be CLOSED and removed from agenda.  Action item moved to new Agenda Item 

86-11A.) 
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86-12.  Clarification regarding what MMEL definitions are required in the Operator’s MEL 
 
Objective: Propose definition language for all MMELs  
 
Item Lead:  Todd Schooler - Cessna 
 
Discussion:     Proposed DEFINITIONS language for all MMELs to clarify the how to determine what 
definitions are required in an operators MEL and to allow for additional definitions to be inserted if 
desired: 
 
IG-82: 
 
See following para from T. Schooler. 

DEFINITIONS 
 
The required definitions listed in PL-070 must be obtained from PL-025 and inserted into the operators 
MEL. Additional definitions may be included in an operators MEL as desired. 
 
Todd Schooler stated he has asked FAA to clarify that an operator must use PL 70 to determine what 
portions of PL 25 are applicable to MEL to ensure operators are not required, by FAA local authorities; 
to publish all of PL 25 as has happened numerous times.  
Pete Neff (AFS 202) stated 8900 re-write will resolve this and PL70 will go away. He was asked where 
is the re-write progress at?  It was promised as in work but no date for completion could be given. Dave 
Burk states this is a real time problem now especially with small 91/135 operators and he believed the 
new definition as proposed would be a good interim solution. 
 
Bob Taylor (US Airways) questioned if this is to be placed in MMEL or MEL? He stated his preference 
was not in MMEL as he contended the first sentence of Todd's proposed definition could be construed as 
to mean that an operator must publish all PL 25 definitions verbatim. He then countered that the final 
sentence in Todd's proposal regarding additional definitions may be placed in MEL as desired 
contradicts PL 70 which prohibits including certain PL 25 definitions (e.g. def. #3). He closed with an 
alternate proposal that the MMEL carry two statements regarding the source for definitions; the current 
statement to insert PL 25 definitions for the MMEL, and a new statement for MELs to Refer to PLs 25 
& 70 for definitions. 
 
Bob Davis (AFS 260) countered that Bob's alternate approach wasn't appropriate as MMEL are not 
simultaneous republished. He said a quicker solution would be to simply revise the PLs with a statement 
in BOLD in each PL, 25 and 70, that state these two PL need to be used in conjunction with each other. 
 
Pete Neff (AFS 202) restated FAA intent is PL 70 to go away with re-write 8900.1. Discussion re-
revolved around where this clarification needs to be placed. 
 
Action item:  FAA AFS 260 to place this cross reference in 25 and 70.  
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86-12. Clarification regarding what MMEL definitions are required in the Operator’s MEL 
(Continued) 

 
IG-83: 
New draft 18 of PL 25 intent is to incorporate PL 70 into 25. Greg Janosik (AFS 240) reported it as a 
‘work in progress’ and will be updated with comments posted online. The online comments were 
described as ‘very constructive’ and he thanked the group in general for positive response. He did not 
seem to want to delve into it on screen or discuss in detail. He reported that 18 will soon be replaced 
with draft 19 and he urged the group to wait for it to post and then review draft 19. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (ATA 240) spoke on progress on new draft 18, and comments. PL 25 has been in draft 
since July and has undergone several changes. He outlined some of the major changes such as 
alphabetize the list, along with addition of four new definitions such as 'accessible lavatory items' and  
new definitions from the 07/27 released new section one of 8900.1 Vol 4/Ch 4. He stated these will be 
eventually removed from section one but will remain in PL 25 where they will be subject to later 
revision as needed. He also spoke on how he 'streamlined ' some of the language used to align up, 
terminology wise, with how the same item, function, etc., is stated in the regulations. 
 
 He reports he has worked with the PL Lead, Todd Schooler (Cessna) on draft and development of 
comment sheet, new feature of the PL draft process. He reported the industry must adjust to working 
with the comment list to make changes in future. Greg reported a draft will be posted for two weeks and 
if no comments are posted it will be considered that no concerns, opposition, etc, exists and hence the 
draft will be moved thru to final approval.  He reported ideally a draft should not take more than four 
weeks to move thru the system and become final. He stated this is a requirement from FAA Legal 
department and hence is how we must do business from now on. 
 
Joe White (ATA) asked for clarification of how this was different from what has been done in the past? 
Greg replied that in past there was no capturing of comments that have previously been posted and what 
form of resolutions, changes have be made to accommodate comments, etc. PL would just languish until 
next meeting. Thus the comment list was for disposition of comments. He went further and clarified that 
at each meeting comments and changes to comments can be reviewed and made and then the draft 
would held open for another two weeks until finally no more comments are received and thus be 
considered ready to go final.  
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) felt that the closure on comments should be withheld until next meeting so as 
to invite better participation. Greg countered that there needs to be a better process. Industry members 
stated that notification is lacking of posting of drafts to web. Greg stated this feedback will be taken 
under advisement. George Ceffalo (AFS 260) offered to take this back to FAA IT guys. Conversation 
was had on the timing of when the posting for comments which was stated will only be for a two week 
window actually begins. Greg stressed that this comment period only begins after the workgroup, IG 
committee, agrees that debates on initial draft have been finalized and it has been agreed to go web for 
posting. 
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86-12. Clarification regarding what MMEL definitions are required in the Operator’s MEL 

(Continued) 
 
Paul Nordstrom asked if we could review the comments that actually have been posted to date on list for 
PL 25, draft 18. Greg stated that due to the extensive nature of changes to this PL that the comment list 
period should be held open until the next MMEL IG. Paul requested discussion be conducted on the new 
definition of extension of repair categories. This was spoken at length and finally FAA present 
commented that while the definition may appear to a deviation from the current D95 opspecs it is 
needed as abuse of extensions have been observed. Discussion pursued on the appropriateness of 
making a definition change in lieu of opspecs change first. Pete Neff (AFS  240) stated that the re-write 
of the regulatory guidance to inspectors, 8900.1 should be the appropriate forum for transmitting this 
information as information needs to flow as expeditiously as possible, it’s a timing issue and a local POI 
/ Operator issue. It was agreed to continue the discussion via either a workgroup or via the comment list.  
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-85:  (Reference pl-025_R18 D5, and COMMENTS to pl-25_R18_d5) 
 
Todd Schooler (Lead: Cessna) asked what is the FAA position on draft 8900.1 re-write. He stated he has 
received comments draft PL 25 but since numerous definitions are planned to been moved from 8900.1 
Vol 4 /Ch 4 into PL 25 he apparently is unsure how to proceed with change to PL 25? Greg Janosik 
(AFS 260) stated that all the yellow highlight text definitions that are currently PL 25 are verbatim from 
8900 and he therefore does not want any of it, yellow highlight, to be changed. Thus only the other than 
yellow text needs to be addressed and PL moved on. Todd committed to respond to any comments at 
which point it was stated PL 25 is no longer on website for comment. Greg stated PL 25 has been in 
draft for two months and Greg states it was pulled down on 30 Dec 2011 and now here again is not been 
reviewed and comments that should have been made while PL was on the web were being presented at 
meeting. 
 
Bob Taylor mentioned that another part of equation is whether the appropriate portions of temporarily 
re-instated PL 82, Use of Operative Terminology in MELs, had been correctly incorporated into draft 
PL 25. Greg stated he believed he had done so with the rework of PL 25, definition 22, Operative. Kevin 
Peters (FDX) expressed concern that his e-mail request for the portion of PL 82 that states the terms 
operative and operates normally are interchangeable and operators should have the flexibility of 
determining the terminology of their choice was not clearly outlined in PL 25 draft. 
 
Greg requested Lead, Todd Schooler, to get the workgroup consensus on PL 25 and provide details to 
him for reposting. 
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86-12. Clarification regarding what MMEL definitions are required in the Operator’s MEL 

(Continued) 
 
Action item: Todd Schooler (Cessna) 
 
IG-86: (Ref. PL 25 R18 D7 & Comments) 
 
As of 03-27-12 PL 25 R18 D7 remained posted with comments due by 04-13-12. 
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) reported he sent the comments and the responses from industry to Greg Janosik 
(AFS 260) and would like to withhold comment on PL 128 (Agenda item 86-11A) until DOT gives their 
presentation, position on PL 128 later in the MMEL IG. Greg reported some confusion resulted in 
review as two versions, draft 7 and draft 8, were erroneously posted simultaneously which lead to some 
confusion. He stated they removed 7 and retained 8, all comments received have been answered and he 
feels PL 25 is ready.  
 
Gene Hartman (AEG LGB) expressed a concern over definition 9, Dash symbol. He stated some 
inspectors felt the MEL should never use a dash but instead list which aircraft have which number of 
equipment installed. Todd Schooler (Cessna) stated this is impractical. Kevin Peters (FDX) raised the 
issue that MEL should not be used as a configuration control document. Several members agreed. Greg 
stated this is true with the 8900.1 rewrite, it states MEL is not a configuration control source. He then 
read off the guidance from the 8900.1 rewrite for use of variable in the number installed and number 
required columns. It included that what is used must be acceptable to the POI.  
 
Discussion pursued as to the appropriateness of such statement as there was reported much variance of 
positions taken by different POIs and thus no standardization. Greg countered that it stands as POI has 
the ultimate authority for MEL approvals. John McCormick (FDX) stated he felt the 8900.1 rewrite 
should match the definitions as found in PL 25. He pointed to the definition of number installed in PL 25 
which states normally a number is used but can be a dash representing a variable (paraphrased). Also he 
recommended that stating approved by the POI is redundant and should be struck, and that inclusion of 
the term POI leads reader to assume special attention is needed on behalf of the POIs, which is not 
necessary.  Greg requested alternate proposed language be submitted for number installed and number 
required. 
 
Todd stated several industry comments were related to PL 70 and he wanted to make known to everyone 
that a major objective is incorporation of PL 70 into rewrite of PL 25 Once PL 25 is released PL 70 is to 
be retired. 
 
Action Item: Jim Foster - Submit examples of ACI to Greg. 
 

IG Memebers – Submit alternate proposed language for number installed and number 
required. 
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86-12A: PL-25 Policy Concerning MMEL Definitions – Introduce OPERATIVE definition 
 
Objective:  Propose adding the above definition to PL-25 (now in 8900.1 V4, Ch4, Section 1).  
Justification is that PL-82 was archived. 
 
Item Lead:  Thiago Viana 
 
Discussion:   Definition of Operative.   A system and/or component will accomplish its intended 
purpose and is consistently functioning normally within its design operating limit(s) and tolerance(s). 
When an MMEL item specifies that an item of equipment must be operative, it does not mean that its 
operational status must be verified (unless specified in the provisions); it is to be considered operative 
unless reported or is known to be malfunctioning. When an MMEL item specifies that an item of 
equipment must be verified operative, it means that it must be checked and confirmed operative at the 
interval(s) specified for that MMEL item. When an MMEL item specifies that an item of equipment 
must be verified, but no interval is specified, verification is required only at the time of deferral. The 
operator’s MEL may incorporate standardized terminology of its choice, to specify that an item of 
equipment must be operative, provided the operator’s MEL definition indicates that the selected 
operative terminology means that the required item of equipment will accomplish its intended purpose.  
 
IG-81: 
Luciano is accomplishing a rewrite to PL-25 and will present at next meeting.  
 
IG-82: 
See PL-25 R18 latest draft. 
 
Thiago Viana (Embraer) present draft on proposed revision of PL 25 to definition of “Operative” based 
upon previous PL 82 which has been incorporated into 8900.1. He proposed some minor language 
change to remove the stated item need not be verified unless proviso states so. Group disagreed.  
Post for comment. 
 
IG-83: 
Thiago was not present at meeting. It was stated the PL 25 was posted for comment. PL draft was 
reviewed and it was determined that wrong draft was online. Rev 18_D2 is the one that Greg Janosik has 
been working on to combine PL 70 into PL 25, and Greg stated he had incorporated Thiago’s proposal 
on the terminology of is operative. Greg stated these two PLs are being actively revised but at the same 
time being impacted by the rewrite of 8900 project. He stated in order to prevent keeping things needed 
by industry such as operative terminology he will see that this PL be released as the rewrite could take 
another six months. He stressed industry actively review the PL Rev 18_D2 as it includes a lot of 
changes. 
 
Tom Atzert spoke on behalf of Dave Burk (AeroDocs) that the PL needs to clarify with the definition of 
operative that the use of the terms operates normally or is operative does not require it be verified unless 
the term verify is specifically included in the proviso. It was stated that this information was described 
adequately in former PL 82 which has been archived. It was expressed that if this PL provided the 
necessary guidance then it can be re-activated. Greg also stated Thiago’s terminology of operative will 
go out in PL 25_R18_D2 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-12A: PL-25 Policy Concerning MMEL Definitions – Introduce OPERATIVE definition 

(Continued) 
 
IG-84: 
 
Thiago Viana (Embraer) had communicated that he is satisfied with actions taken to date. Chairman, 
Bob Taylor, recommended to leave PL open for one more meeting. Greg Janosik (AFS 240) dissented, 
stating a definition is going into PL 25, and in the meantime PL 82 has been re-activated. Paul countered 
that was the discussion of what operative means and Thiago’s petition was an alternative definition of 
’operative.’ It was shown that 8900 currently has a definition of 'operative.’ Tom Atzert (UAL) re-
surfaced the fact that a part of this discussion needs to address the interchange of use of term 'operative’ 
and 'operates normally.’ This discussion is adequately addressed by the re-issuance of PL 82.Greg states 
ultimately the intent of PL 82 needs to be incorporated in PL 25. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (Ref. pl-082_r01_d00) 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) stated FAA took definition from re-instated PL 82 and placed in draft PL 25 
and he does not feel anything more needs to be done. PL 25 master definition 22 Operative is where it 
was stated it was placed. It was discussed that nobody was sure what the original Lead, Thiago Viana 
(Embraer) wanted preserved by the re-instatement of PL 82. Tom Atzert expressed he believed it was 
the text that when term operative is used it does not mean that the operability has to be verified. Kevin 
Peters (FDX) stated he had commented that draft 25, definition 22 omits the description that the terms 
operative and operates normally are interchangeable terms and operator may chose the terminology of 
their choice.   
 
Greg stated what is in PL 25 is verbatim with what is in the re-write of 8900 and he does not want to 
change as of this time. Appendix B to PL 25 draft 18 carries within a note that portion of PL 82 which 
states an operator MEL may incorporate standardized terminology of their choice, but it does not state 
that the terms operative and operates normally are interchangeable terms. Tom Atzert (UAL) supported 
this and then stated that what original Lead, Thiago, wanted was the need not to have to verify a 
component, system is operative when the term is operative is used. Tom stressed the draft of Pl 25 is 
better than it was but still could be tweaked. Greg restated he thought what was in definition 22 was 
adequate but would re-evaluate PL 82 and see if draft 25, definition 22 could be further changed. Yet he 
defended how he split the PL 82 wording into definition 22 and appendix B because he felt it was inline 
with current 8900 guidance. General discussion pursued on how it could be revised was held. 
 
Action item: Todd Schooler to rework draft PL 25. 
 
Item remains OPEN.  
 
IG 86: (Ref. Agenda Item 86-12, and PL 25 R18 D7 Definition 22 Operative) 
 
Thiago Viana (Embraer) was unable to attend IG 86 but has indicated he supports definition 22, PL 25 
D8.  Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-13. PL-09 Passenger Address System, Crewmember Interphone and Alerting Systems 
 
Objective:  Proposal to include Lavatory Call Systems.  
 
Item Lead: Paul Nordstrom - Boeing   
 
Discussion:  Related agenda item 83-06 Lavatory Call System, draft PL-128. 
   
IG-83: 
In regards to PL 09_R10: Tom Atzert (UAL) reported that comments he had posted for this draft 
become ‘mute’ with the new PL 128, Wheelchair Accessible Lavatory, (refer to next MMEL IG item 
83-06). Todd Schooler (Cessna) reported that FAA has issued a directive for Wheel Chair accessible 
lavatory components to be taken immediately off NEF lists. (Bob Wagner (DAL) had mentioned this 
earlier during the calendar update discussion too and stated that the 128 PL did not contain a GC header 
and thus a period of potential no relief was possible until MMELs are individually updated.) Tom Atzert 
stated that Wheelchair accessible Lavatory's Call System therefore needs to be removed from the current 
PL 09 draft. Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) spoke to other changes he was aware of that were needed for PL 
09. It was asked if he would update draft. 
 
Action item: Paul Nordstrom to adjust PL 09 to bring inline with PL 128 
 
IG-84: 
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) stated he believed PL 09 Rev. 10 Draft 4 met the requirements, yet due to a 
comment from Todd Schooler (Cessna) he felt ‘mission creep’ was being pursued which he felt should 
be taken on as a separate agenda item. The comment apparently was a suggestion to break the PL into 
distinctly different provisions delineated by the part that the operator is certificated under, e.g. 91, 135, 
or 121, etc. Further comment was made that as a general rule when another topic of change is proposed 
to a PL, then the originator of the proposal will be expected to open up a new draft for the next revision 
due to change in topic of discussion. 
 
It was determined PL 09 Rev. 10 Draft 4 would go final as currently posted, following a two week 
comment period. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 9 R10 had not gone final as of 
12/15/11, and R10 Draft 4 had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

PL is awaiting FAA signature and release. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 9 R10) 
 
PL 9 R10 went final January 18, 2012. 
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-14.  PL-98, Navigation Databases 
 
Objective:  Modify current PL MMEL provisos by removal of proviso b). 
 
Item Lead:  John McCormick (Fed-X) 
 
Discussion:  A current navigation database for an FMS/INS aircraft provides the capability for an 
aircraft to fly point to point (waypoint to waypoint) without being dependent on ground-based Navaids 
as a back-up navigation source (assuming no operational restrictions on the route being flown, e.g., 
DME/DME or GPS update). If the database is not current, but a procedure is established for verifying 
the accuracy of the waypoints being used, as is required per current Proviso “a)” that outlines the 
requirement of verifying the waypoints (Navigation Fixes), the aircraft will navigate with the exact same 
accuracy as an aircraft with a current database. 
 
Current Proviso “b)” seems to imply that ground based Navigation Facilities are required to be used for 
the enroute portion of flight.  The use of such facilities is not necessary if all Navigation Fixes are 
verified to be valid for enroute operations using available aeronautical charts (as is already directed by 
proviso a). I believe that proviso “b)”, as written, should be deleted.  If a ground based Navigation 
Facility is “required” for any particular operation, then current practices require that its status be 
checked through the Notam system (standard operational procedure). Under this strict interpretation that 
ground navigation facilities are to be used, aircraft would be restricted to filing standard domestic 
Airways and not able to operate on oceanic, polar or RNAV routes, or any other operator defined 
custom routes? 
 
As a minimum, the intent of proviso “b” needs to be clarified, and the wording of the proviso revised. 
 
IG-79:   
Meeting mini-meeting conducted on August 19, by Terry Pearsall from AFS 350. Terry to adjust latest 
PL 98 to include manually tuning approach aids, then post for comments. Discussed were effects on the 
following operations: RNP 10, RNP 4, RNAV 2, RNAV 1, RNP 0.3 and RNP AR. No SIDs or STARS 
are allowed with out of date nav data base. 
 
IG-80: 
Pete Neff tried obtaining the latest draft PL-98 from Terry Pearsall.   
 
IG-81: 
Bob Davis update – FAA is working on this internally.  John McCormick suggested the MMEL IG 
working group continue to be involved. 
 
IG-82: 
 
Bob Davis (AFS 260) opened the discussion with reports they are negotiating with charting world to 
develop charting standards to eliminate operator concerns with this PL.  
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86-14.  PL-98, Navigation Databases (Continued) 
Pete Neff added that the Air Nav committee is evaluating enroute Nav Aids that are currently re-named 
and published if moved >5 miles will be choked down to movement > 1 mile.  Discussion on approach 
limits discussed. John McCormick expressed that he is concerned that the alternate procedure approach  
 
already placed in draft PL 98 is not removed. Pete Neff stated they are concerned that if the US nav data 
limits are changed how that may dovetail into foreign requirements? Part 91/135 operators present who 
operate worldwide stated concern that PL 98 wording currently does not impact them. If PL-98 gets a 
GC header and C category relief it will negatively impact them. Pete Neff states FAA will entertain 
breaking PL 98 out into several versions by Part of operations, 91, 135, 121, etc. 
  
Finally, John McCormick (FedEx) stressed the need to preserve distinction between aircraft that can be 
flown by charts without FMS versus those that must be flown with FMS (doing otherwise presents a 
risk). 
 
Action item: FAA 260, Lead: Terry Pearsall 
 
IG 83: 
FAA reported current status on the Air Nav committee that location movement of more than a mile of a 
nav aid will result in a name change and charting update has been checked with ICAO guidance and is 
found to be acceptable. Dennis Landry questioned the status of the latest version of Policy Letter 
guidance (PL 98_D10) that he stated it is the version that ALPA upper management finds acceptable and 
what he referred to as the draft that represents the industry consensus now  appears to be languishing, 
awaiting final FAA acceptance and no action? He reports it is now five years since the initial drafts of 
this PL.  
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) at this point raised the objection, on behalf of the private owners / national biz 
jet community, to the imposition of a C category. Todd contented that the current version of PL is only 
suitable for large aircraft, Part 121 operators, but does not meet the needs of the general aviation aircraft 
that have the equipment (FMS) but for which it is not necessarily required by certification, and he gave 
certain examples of how it was too restrictive. Dennis objected to any suggestion of less restrictive 
category and argued that if a private operator is flying with an out-of-date nav data base because they do 
not chose to pay for a subscription to navigation service provider, then they are at minimum in violation 
of current MMEL and more. Todd re-stated that there is no requirement for them to do so. 
 
Pete Neff (AFS 240) re-iterated that after confirming the adequacy of using backup current aeronautical 
charts with the new decision to choke the movement of nav aid movement down to < one mile versus 
previous < 5 miles that the current draft is acceptable. Pete also countered that FAA could ‘choke’ down 
the PL draft even further to delineate requirements such as VMC only capability when FMC is 
inoperative, etc., for those GA type aircraft. Dennis, supported by John McCormick (FDX), expressed 
that they felt if a GA jet have this equipment, are flying RNAV, and operating in modern day airspace, 
they should be complying with the same standards.  Pete again suggested that FAA could break the PL 
down to different relief of each Part, 121, 135, 91, etc., that would allow for different provisions, repair 
categories. Dennis then expounded upon how any further changes risk ‘backlash’ from his people at 
ALPA National. Todd retorted that maintaining the C category would invite equal backlash from the 
NBAA, GAMA owners / operators. 
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86-14.  PL-98, Navigation Databases (Continued) 
 
Discussion then moved to the draft PL wording. Numerous comments then were raised as to the 
appropriateness of draft NOTES 1 & 2, plus the citing of 14 CFR 91.503 in NOTE 2. Dennis defended 
the NOTES as being purposely designed to ensure aircraft can be operating under the new 'NextGen' 
rules and will have the tools to do so safely. Discussion also centered on the appropriateness of citing 
specific a 14 CFR in the NOTE 2. Suggestion was finally made that draft to be posted for comments and 
the group allow the industry at large to comment on these issues. 
 
At this point Todd re-surfaced the fact that there is no legal requirement for GA aircraft to have FMS 
and / or maintain it. Greg Janosik countered that there is AC 90-100 and other references specify that 
you must have a current onboard FMC database for terminal enroute area operations. Todd then objected 
that the PL 98 draft is directed towards large turbine multi-engine aircraft and will be ignored by the GA 
single engine operators. Last of all, the only agreement was to post draft 10 for comment. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 84: 
 
Greg Janosik stated that he felt this was going nowhere as drafted and posted. He commented on the 
lack of comments this draft has garnered. He stated in its present form the draft did not represent the 
substance of what has been recently discussed on this topic. He inquired who the Lead is, the answer 
given was FAA. Greg rejected that position and re-iterated that he could not adequately address what the 
problem was from industry’s perspective. He charged the committee to re-establish a working group to 
re-formulate industry’s position on the PL. John McCormick (FDX) was assigned as Lead. Sub-group 
members chosen were Tim Kane (Jet Blue), Todd Schooler (Cessna), Dennis Landry (ALPA) and Scott 
Hofstra (UPS). 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 
 
John McCormick (FDX) outlined some background to current status, five years in draft phase, on 
NavDB Currency.  He presented his reworked draft outlining changes, the first of which was an answer 
to how the workload issue of verifying route data. The draft listed some means by which verification can 
be achieved by alternate means such as dispatch organizations, or dispatch type organizations in 
conjunction with the pilot, or by the pilot only. He spoke at length to the means of validating versus 
verifying the data but ultimately stated that if it cannot be verified it should not be used. He reported 
there was several different ways to verify the data.   He listed several advisory circulars (ACs) that talk 
to a manual verification. He then outlined how there are existing software applications that can compare 
NavDBs and provide user with a full, detailed report of changes, additions and/or deletions in the new 
NavDB data. He reported that while the methods to verify data are different and not all operators can use 
the same process it does not matter only that they if they want to use the data they must develop a 
process to verify it.  
 
John mentioned an exception for RNP AR (SAAAR), AC 91-101A, states you cannot have an out of 
date database, period. He mentioned that it has been demonstrated that the wrong database can be loaded  
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on an aircraft and that a database can be corrupted. He pointed out a note in his draft that this relief is 
strictly to be used for out of currency issue and not other issues. He then explained how on some aircraft 
the information in the database is used for auto tuning of the navigation radios and presented provisos 
for this condition which began with basic proviso that for aircraft with database out of currency that 
navigation radios are manually tuned and identified (required for airplanes which automatically tune 
based upon data from FMS Navigation database). He then mentioned how consensus was reached with 
his work group teleconference that PL could have two basic levels of relief for NavDB out of currency: 
 
1. Conventional Procedures only: the operator cannot fly RNAV procedures, and must file and fly 
conventional NAVAID procedures.   
2.  Limited RNAV (non-AR) Procedures provided alternate procedures are established, to verify data 
has not changed for the flight’s operation. 
 
John then re-stressed that if you are going to use the out of currency database then the data for the 
planned operation needs to be verified. He asked if the group was comfortable with that assumption. 
Numerous concerns from group and a minor degree of discussion on auto tune capability within industry 
occurred. It was agreed that based upon this consideration this proviso may need to be deleted from 
draft. John's next point was that if data for route is verified then there should be no problem operating 
aircraft safely with an out of date database. This lead to a counter from an individual in group that when 
a diversion is in order that portion of database potentially has not be validated and could place undue 
workload on pilot at critical point of time. This was countered with comment that the aircraft dispatcher 
should have checked all alternates with the intended route of flight or the approved procedure that the 
operator comes up in order to take this relief should account for this, he stressed we should not get 
locked into how individual operators handle this. This was debated at some length. 
 
Next the notes 1 and 2 in remarks and exception column of John's draft were presented. The first which 
list references to ACs that operators should consult in development of their procedures. It was decided 
that a more generic description of suitable reference material would be better. The second was critiqued 
and too wordy and overly laden with regulatory guidance and it was suggested that this information 
should be moved to the PL discussion block and Pete Neff suggested a reference section of PL for this 
information. 
 
Next the second mode of relief was presented that states may be inoperative if RNAV (RNP) AR is not 
to be flown. This mode of relief is intended to address those operators who chose not to validate the data 
or operate with a current subscription service to a service provider, etc. Bottomline to draft, if they want 
to operate in advanced “NextGen” airspace an operator must have a procedure to validate the navdata 
base and if you don’t check the database you don’t get to play. 
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IG 86:  (Ref. PL 98 R1 D10) 
 
As of 03-27-12 PL 98 R1 D10 remained posted with comments due by 04-20-12. 
 
John McCormick (FDX) opened the discussion stating he thought that since there is no industry 
comment on PL98_R1_D10 it should be acceptable; Greg Janosik (AFS 260) disagreed stating he had 
several issues with draft PL 98. He began by stating that the work done to date has been outstanding, 
and then offered a PowerPoint to illustrate his concerns, the first being the repair category “C”, the 
second being the minimum required for dispatch is 0 (Ref. meeting minutes bookmark “Janosik – PL 98 
Issues). He then presented MEL CFRs, 91.213, 121.628, 125.201, 129.14 and 135.179 which are the 
CFRs that authorize an operator to have an MEL. He asked where in these CFRs is software listed as an 
item that can be inoperative? Next he presented 121.349, 125.203. 129.17 and 135.165 that state that the 
equipment requirements to fly IFR overwater operations is to have two independent navigation systems 
suitable for navigation. He emphasized that these regs stipulate two independent systems are required. 
He then stated that this precludes the min required of 0. He made his third case that the out-of-date nav 
data base equates to a FMS system operating in a degraded mode and this is not a condition he felt met 
the dispatch requirement of having two fully independent nav systems. He then re-touched upon his 
objection to the C category use being too long a period to be operating in what he felt again is a 
degraded mode of operation. Finally he stated having a minimum of 0 leaves no motivation of due 
diligence to check the accuracy of nav data. He concluded that for these reasons he sees no option but to 
have PL 98 dis-approved and thus MMEL relief for nav data base be deleted. 
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) made counter comment that all this is fine provided you are an 135 / 121 
operator. His operators are Part 91 and this PL does not address them. John McCormick (FDX) 
challenged Greg’s contentions. He asked what is wrong with C category? Greg pointed to his third point, 
the need for two independent nav systems. John countered that the issue is of one database supporting 
two independent FMS systems thus -/0 works and it does not represent a degradation of FMS. 
Conversation pursued that the intent of the original PL 98 was to enhance safety for future NEXT GEN 
nav and FAA should support that. Taking the relief away will ground entire fleets just because of a late 
vendor delivery or delivery of data base with a missing data point, etc. Instead the procedural guidance 
that has been negotiated within the draft work on PL 98 will achieve an enhanced level of safety as it 
mandates the operator must have a procedure to check the data for changes between old and new and 
provide the differences to the pilot via a means such as a listing of routes, approaches, etc. that may be 
not be flown. Further, as specified by AC 91-101A, RNP AR procedures, the AC expressly does not 
allow such procedures to be flown period when the database goes out of date. 
 
Jim Foster (SEA AEG) also brought up the issue that he felt this is not really applicable to the MMEL 
and should be moved to another forum. John echoed that by stating he agreed as this is degradation of 
software and not a hardware issue which is the usual function of the MMEL, yet he and with industry 
support, ALPA in particular, felt that this is a unique issue that is best handled by the MMEL. The 
argument was that it is far more preferable to allow continued use of the FMS, particularly on large 
category aircraft than force the shutting down of the FMS.  Greg thanked the group for the inputs 
received stating all the comments of industry will be taken back to HDQ for further consideration. He 
expressly asked to see demonstrations of how operators validate the data. John offered to provide an 
example of how FDX validates data. 
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Action Item: John McCormick - Provide the requested example of how FDX validates data. 
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86-15:  PLS 43 (PBE, 73 (EEMK), 75 (PORTABLE FIRE EX.), and 120 (ELT) 
 
Objective:  Align these PLs with the recent change to PL 47 Megaphones by including a proviso 
indicating the location placard must be removed or obscured. 
 
Item Lead:  Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) 
 
Discussion:  This item originated from action assigned upon the closure of Item 83-24, PL 47 - 
Megaphones.  
 
IG-84: 
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) stated he had not updated these PL as he felt not all needed to have the placard 
obscured language imposed. He requested PL 43 be reviewed; following the review the group agreed 
Paul should place the placard obscured language from PL 47 R2 into PL 43. 
 
Following input from various members, the group agreed PL 73 EEMK, PL 75 Portable Fire 
Extinguisher, and PL 120 ELT should not have the placard obscuring language added. 
 
Action item: PL 43 will be revised by Paul, and then forwarded to Greg to be posted. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 43 R2 had not gone final as of 
12/15/11, and Draft had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

Greg Janosik (AFS 240) states PL 43 is signature released.  PL 73 was previously considered unaffected 
but has gained attention as FAA legal now rejects one flight as a proper deferral item time limit unless 
three conditions exist; kit is used, aircraft is required to divert, and kit cannot be replenished at divert 
station. IF these conditions occur then one flight directly to station where replenishment can be made 
will be permissible. PL 73 to be rewritten and it must be posted to the Federal Register as it presents a 
significant change in policy. 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) asked if this was an appropriate re-interpretation of one particular operating rule 
(121.803: EMK) or more of a general re-interpretation of preamble and the MELs overall ability to be 
used to provide time limited relief of instruments and equipment that are required by operating rules? 
Greg Janosik stated that many system relief PLs were written a long time ago and the intent of the 
original writers is no longer known or may no longer even be valid in today operating environment and 
the only way to ensure their validity today is for FAA Legal General Counsel (AGC) to interpret the rule 
preamble.  
 
Pete Neff (AFS 240) stated this is what occurred some time ago with PL 39 was initially rescinded 
because that rule preamble stated it must remain operative. He reported that Flight Standards was able 
under the definition of operative which states an item is operative if it meets it intended function and 
they determined if the aural or visual portions of system are functional then the system still meets it 
intended purpose and thus relief was revised and PL re-instated. He concluded that for other systems if 
their rule preamble does not give relief then PLs that currently extend relief are subject to similar action. 
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He then extended the discussion back to the EMK rule and stated that it appears the preamble writers of 
that rule did not entertain the possibility of the aircraft needing to divert and hence they, Flight 
Standards, have been able to make the argument that if a divert is indeed required then the case for a 
limited, one flight mode of relief, can be made and hence the new proposal. He stressed that this is a 
stretch and may not be ultimately be accepted.  
 
A general discussion pursued around the MEL rule which states when an MEL is in play it represents a 
temporary change of type design without the need to re-certify and that should allow for limited relief 
but this was not accepted by FAA present. Pete Neff responded that is true for certification rules but not 
operational rules  He stated that when an operating rule states an item of equipment is installed that is 
interpreted to means it is operative and the definition of operative is that if meets its intend function. He 
then stated that relief is then only available if there is a certified maintenance program that will bring the 
equipment back up to operation in a certain period of time and that can be used to justify MEL relief. 
 
Pete Neff then again brought the discussion back to the subject of EMK as he read the 121.803 preamble 
that states “You are not allowed to dispatch without a medical kit under this Part...” He stresses this is 
very clear that relief can not be allowed, and that is the AGC interpretation. Tom Atzert stressed that the 
MEL preamble should have some precedence here because as written it states MEL can provide relief 
related to airworthiness and operating regulations. He then challenged the EMK rule as stating that an 
aircraft only needs to be ‘equipped’ and hence the condition of is it been operative or inoperative is not a 
factor of item being equipped. FAA present disagreed, stating it still must meet it intended function.  
 
Tom stressed that the MEL is all about improving aircraft utilization and thereby providing more 
convenient and economic transportation and that he feels the lawyers are missing the fact that everything 
MMEL IG and FOEB processes does is to ensure an acceptable level of safety is maintained when 
granting MEL relief. He then stated industry has already met that spirit with the analysis that supported 
the original change to PL 73 of allowing only three flight days. Pete Neff countered that since this is a 
significant change it is to go to the Federal Register and that is another forum for comments. He stated a 
ground swell of comments to Federal Register posting can lead to proposals to amend rules and industry 
should attempt to the get ‘under this Part’ removed from the rule in order to facilitate new relief. 
 
Tim Kane (Jet Blue) presented a PowerPoint presentation on an impact study to show the economic 
burden of the PL 73 reduction from 3 flight days to only one flight day will have upon his airline. 
 
Item CLOSED. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 43 R2) 
 
PL 43 R2 posted as final; item to be removed from agenda. 
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-16. PL-63 Equipment Required for Emergency Procedures 
 
Objective:  Clarify MMEL relief may be provided for redundant system or components used to 
accomplish an emergency procedure.  
 
Item Leads:  Bob Taylor/US Airways 
 
Discussion:  There are proposed MMELs (PMMEL) being developed for aircraft configurations with 
redundant components and systems, each of which is powered by an emergency bus.  The proposal is to 
revise PL 63 to clarify that MMEL relief may be considered for a system or component that can be used 
to accomplish an emergency procedure, including those powered by an emergency bus or equivalent, 
provided more than one such system or component is installed, and one such system or component 
remains operative.  System or component redundancy must ensure the system or component for which 
relief is being provided to will not be required to accomplish an emergency procedure. 
 
IG-82: 
See PL-63 R4 latest draft 

 
Bob Taylor (US Airways) provided a presentation (attached) indicating that in the ongoing development 
of the A350 PMMEL, EASA agreed to relief for systems or components powered by an emergency bus 
when a redundant system or component also powered by an emergency bus remained operative (A350 
PMMEL Item Flight Warning System was provided as an example).  The presentation questioned if 
current language in PL 63 would permit an FOEB Chairman to also consider these same systems or 
components for inclusion in the FAA MMEL, or if current PL 63 is interpreted to automatically exclude 
any system and component powered by an emergency bus (regardless if a redundant system or 
component is also powered by an emergency bus).  During discussion it was pointed out that a policy 
that allowed consideration of relief may actually encourage development of redundant emergency bus 
powered systems and components, vs. a policy that did not allow consideration of relief, which may 
actually inhibit development. Bob presented proposed PL 63 Rev. 04 Draft 0 as an alternative if it is 
determined current PL 63 would not allow the Chairman to consider such relief. 
 
Bob Davis (AFS 260) agreed subject was worthy of further FAA consideration and agreed to take issue 
up with AEG and FAA HDQ and come up with a position. 
 
Action Item: FAA AFS. 
 
IG-83: 
Bob Taylor states he was attempting to get clarification if FAA concurred with this relief philosophy as 
approved by EASA on the A350 PMMEL, that systems powered by emergency bus can be deferred if 
the redundant components are also powered by an emergency bus. He reported it was promised to be 
handled by Mr. Bob Davis. Greg Janosik (AFA 240) stated Bob was out of office and he would follow 
up with him later in the week. Bob Wagner (DAL) stated the action item is to see if FAA will be OK to 
amend PL 63 to allow this?  Greg asked if a draft of 63 had or had not been devised. Bob Taylor stated it 
was a part of previous IG meeting agenda but was not promulgated forward. Greg asked if Bob could 
forward a copy to him. 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-16.   PL-63 Equipment Required for Emergency Procedures (Continued) 
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) volunteered to assume Lead on moving this PL forward. It was mentioned that 
Airbus has taken a position on this PL and wants to input. Dennis Landry stated ALPA endorsed 
movement on this PL as it will enhance safety. 
 
Action item: Greg stated item will be tabled until next meeting for him to determine what the internal 
FAA position is on subject.  
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note – At time of publication of the minutes the draft PL language is being worked by Greg 
Janosik and Bob Taylor; a draft may be posted for review and comment sometime prior to IG 
85. 
 

Bob Taylor states previously he had submitted a draft change that stated that when redundant 
instrument and equipment items are powered by the same power source they can be considered for 
relief as it will not affect accomplishment of emergency procedure.  He reported Greg Janosik had 
routed the draft of PL through the AEGs Offices and FAA HDQ and a their input resulted in a minor 
change to PL. PL_R4 draft 2 was presented and new section 2 of policy was outlined that states FOEB 
Chairmen must ensure that the accomplishment of emergency procedures remains the priority when 
considering this relief. 
 
PL_R4_D2 to be posted for comment. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 86: (No attachment) 
 
Subsequent to IG 85 PL 63 R4 D2 was posted as draft; one comment received resulting in a D3; D3 
posted with no comments received; D3 has since been removed from the draft site. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik – update IG regarding status of R4 D3. 
 
IG Chairman’s Note - Subsequent to D3 being removed from the website – 
 

• Dennis Landry expressed an interest in revisiting PL 63 (Ref. Agenda Item 86-16A) 
 

• Airbus has expressed an interest in revisiting PL 63 (Ref. Agenda Item 86-16B) 
 
Bob stated two positions on PL63 are to be addressed by reference to agenda 86-16A and -B (see bullets 
above). Greg Janosik stated that the latest draft of PL 63, R4_D3 has been moved to internal FAA 
coordination. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik – Update group regarding status of PL 63 R4 D3
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Objective: To ensure the foundation of PL 63 R4 is as strong as the original PL. 
 
Item Lead: Dennis Landry (ALPA) 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG 86: (No attachment) 
 
Dennis Landry commented that he wanted to withhold presentation of ALPA position until after hearing 
the Airbus proposal, agenda item86-16B (below). 
 
Item remains OPEN 
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86-16B. PL-63 Equipment Required for Emergency Procedures 
 
Objective: To ensure the foundation of PL 63 R4 is as strong as the original PL. 
 
Item Lead: Eric Lesage (Airbus) 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 63 R4 D3 Airbus Comments, and PL 63 R4 D4 Airbus) 
 
Eric Lesage (Airbus) presented their new two-fold proposal. First is to introduce complementary 
guidance associated with the original guidance of 63_R3 which is to ensure relief is not granted to 
instruments and equipment item required to accomplish an emergency procedure. He stated they felt this 
is too restrictive and they want to add the term ‘necessary’ to accomplish an emergency procedure. 
Apparently Airbus feels without this added guidance the current 63_R3 implies that any system utilized 
by emergency procedures is considered as NO GO even if it can be shown that the non-availability of 
a system does not impair the accomplishment of  an emergency procedure. 
 
The second proposal is to remove of all references to equipment items that are powered by electrical 
emergency bus bars from the second part, paragraph of current 63_R3. He stated that Airbus feels this is 
too restrictive and a cause of confusion as it does not account for system design redundancy, results in 
unnecessary restrictions, differences of relief in master MELs granted by FAA and EASA. 
 
Eric stated he wanted to give explanation of how Airbus takes PL 63 in account when evaluating items 
of equipment for MMEL relief. He stated they understand that a special assessment must be done 
regarding equipment called out as required in an emergency procedure. He stressed that this assessment 
must be done regardless of the probability of failure of equipment in question, and that if the equipment 
is used in different procedures then it must be done for each procedure. He then stated that just because 
an item is called out in a procedure it does not implicitly mean that unavailability of item impairs the 
correct accomplishment of a procedure. He gave examples of how redundant system / equipment that 
can be used to achieve the desired response.  
 
Regarding Airbus’ second proposal of removing reference to emergency bus bar powered equipment, he 
stated as a manufacturer Airbus has to demonstrate that when the aircraft is in an emergency 
configuration that it is compliant with certification requirements and can remain in a ‘safe’ condition, 
but he stressed that a manufacturer can decide to design aircraft to go beyond these minimum 
specifications for sake of providing additional reliability functions to the crew. He gave example of later 
generation aircraft having greater power output of generators allowing redundant equipment being 
powered by separate emergency power sources. He thus proposed removing verbiage ‘..if powered by an 
emergency bus or equivalent..’ from PL 63’s second paragraph. He also proposed that the topic of 
whether or not items of equipment need to be emergency powered should be topic of another policy 
letter, Airbus proposes the focus of PL 63 be only the accomplishment of any emergency procedure. He 
then presented a new version of PL 63 which had the title changed to “Instrument and Equipment Items 
utilized for Emergency Procedures” with refined scope statement. 
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He explained Airbus’ reasons for substituting wording such as ‘unitized’ and ‘necessary’ in place of 
‘required.’ He stated ‘required’ is too often interpreted as if it is listed in procedure then it is a NO-GO 
item. Whereas the use of the other two terms allows for more substantial evaluation. He gave examples 
of lighting configurations where multiple lights are on an emergency bus power source and hence under 
today’s PL are not allowed to be inoperative whereas in an actual emergency only a very limited number 
are actually necessary for safe accomplishment of the procedure. Todd Schooler (Cessna) agreed stating 
as a manufacturer they too place much more equipment on emergency busses than is required for 
emergency procedures.  
 
Eric gave other examples related to speed brakes, autopilots, and a specific one regarding failure of the 
automatic presentation of passenger masks stating that as per their draft PL language that on a case-by-
case basis if a manufacturer can demonstrate by quantitative analysis that absence of the equipment item 
does not impair safe operation of the aircraft, then the item should be a candidate for MMEL relief. 
Group discussion ensued with varied opinions expressed from several people arguing that ‘required’ is a 
better   term than ‘utilized’; other wording and re-organization of the proposal were also suggested. 
Dennis Landry (ALPA) commented that this new approach by Airbus is totally different from their 
original proposal (see minutes of previous IG meetings). Eric agreed that this is a change of direction as 
Airbus is now of the opinion that the description of equipment power sources is not what we should be 
concerned with.  Bob Taylor suggested Eric provide a revised updated draft of PL proposal for posting 
for comment. 
 
IG Chairman’s Note - Post-IG 86 Airbus reconsidered the format originally presented to the group as 

PL 63 R4 D4, is withdrawing R4 D4, and will resubmit a new draft proposal as 
part of the IG 87 agenda. 

 
Action Item: Eric Lesage - Provide updated Airbus draft proposal of PL 63. 
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86-17: Deferral of items qualifying as NEF via the Operator’s MEL 
 
Objective:  Clarify an Operator has the ability to list NEF items within the MEL, should they choose to 

do so. 
 
Item Lead: UAL – Tom Atzert 
 
Discussion:  
 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) opened the discussion by stating that as a result of incorporating PL 128 into the 
UAL 777 MEL they would be creating an MEL for deferral of the Call Light within the accessible 
lavatory, while deferral of the Call Light within the non- accessible lavatories would remain part of the 
NEF process; realizing this would be a point of confusion to their mechanics they chose to create an 
MEL record for the non-accessible lavatory Call Light co-locate it within the MEL adjacent to the 
accessible lavatory Call Light (simplifies the process for the MEL user). 
 
When this was presented to their local FAA, FAA objected to an NEF item being listed in the MEL. The 
inspector stated that there is no guidance that states an NEF item can be placed MEL. Issue was raised to 
resolution with their POI but was again objected to as an attempt to ’pick and choose’ what regulation 
they wanted to comply with. Tom stated UAL feels that an operator should be allowed to use the MEL 
for administration of NEF items, and thus it is requested this issue be addressed by AFS 260. Greg 
Janosik stated he will take that under advisement and determine if doable and how it should be 
documented. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik 



Page 56 of 101 

 
86-18:  PL-112 Relief for 14 CFR 25.795 Compliant Flight Deck Doors 
 
Objective:  Clarify flight deck doors that have decompression function that is independent of the door 
locking system.  
 
Item Lead: Paul Nordstrom   
 
Discussion:   Based on 787 MMEL industry review meeting discussions with FAA.   
 
IG-80: 
Paul Nordstrom will change nomenclature to flight deck door decompression panels.  Paul will send to 
George Ceffalo to post for comments.    
 
 
IG-81: 
Paul Nordstrom provided PL-112 R2 D2; this clarifies the decompression function of flight deck doors.  
PL will be submitted to AFS-260 to post for comments.  
 
 
IG-82: 
See PL-112 R2 latest draft. 
 
No comment - draft to go final. 
 
IG-83: 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) stated he thought this was ready to go FINAL. FAA agreed it is in finishing 
phase of internal review. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Currently in the internal FAA approval process,  
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) requested this one to remain OPEN until final. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 112 R1 D2 had not gone final as 
of 12/15/11, and Draft had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

In final signature release.  Item remain OPEN. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 112 R2) 
PL 112 R2 posted as final. 
Item CLOSED and to be removed from agenda. 
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86-19.  PL-85, Lavatory Door Ashtrays 
 
Objective:  To determine whether or not to pursue a change to AD 74-08-09 R2 
 
Item Lead:  Mike Bianchi – A4A 
 
Discussion:  Qantas has requested a change to PL-85 and AD 74-08-09 R2 based on the fact that most 
airlines, if not all, are operating non-smoking flights. They feel that the interior ashtray is more essential than 
the exterior ashtray. DAL had submitted a proposal to the FAA to revise the AD in order to give maximum 
flexibility to the operators. FAA rejected the proposals saying that people will smoke regardless of the 
operating rule. On-demand air taxi and non-certificated operations (i.e. Part 91) may still allow smoking on 
board and, on those airplanes, lav door ashtrays are airworthiness/safety items. AD 74-08-09 R2 applies to all 
transport category airplanes, not just Part 121 passenger carrying operations.  Seattle AEG agreed to discuss 
with ACO the possibility of revision to AD 74-08-09R2. 
 
IG-81: 
ATA and Jim Foster not in attendance, defer to next IG meeting.   
 
Bob Taylor advised the group that US Airways CMO informed them that AD 74-08-09 R2 prohibits the 
deferral of an ashtray serving the entry side of a lavatory door if there is no other ashtray available that 
can be seen readily from the cabin side of the affected lavatory door.  US Airways requests that this 
issue be clarified by AFS 260 to ensure PL 85 correctly reflects the relief provided by the AD. 
 
IG-82: 
ATA representative stated the interpretation on the comments from NPRM have been sent EMMC for 
their comments, concurrence on said interpretations and a final outcome may be known very soon. 
 
IG-83: 
Awaiting AD change which Bob Wagner reported has been 'shuffled to the bottom' of priority list. 
Item on HOLD. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Mike Bianchi (ATA) stated this is still on hold. Todd Schooler (Cessna) had asked if this AD is 
applicable to general aviation aircraft. He stated he had asked Greg Janosik (AFS 240) to determine this 
with FAA if this applied to specific Part 25 and Part 23 certified aircraft to which Greg had to admit he 
as yet has not done. It was mentioned that it should only be applicable to the heavy metal jets. Todd 
explained that is not well understood and thus it, AD, could be miss-applied. Tom Atzert (UAL) stated 
that all this discussion is moot because the AD needs to update first. Jim Foster (AEG SEA) reminded 
the group that he had the AEG attempt to get ACO to amend the AD and that initiative was rejected by 
this group. 
 
Pete Neff (AFS 240) stated Mike Bianchi is Lead and he should review. Mike stated he needs to put this 
one to bed by figuring out if changes need to be made to the AD? If so what are they? If not what should 
the Policy Letter look like?  
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86-19.  PL-85, Lavatory Door Ashtrays (Continued) 
 
Action Item: Mike Bianchi, ATA Lead 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 
 
Mike Bianchi (A4A) states no follow up to report. Greg Janosik states this PL is one of the seven or so 
PLs currently up for signature release with removal of GC Header. Todd Schooler commented that he 
wanted to discuss amendment to the PL as it is not applicable to the GA, business jet community. Greg 
states that it was just out for comment for purpose of removing GC header, no comments were received, 
and thus it is in coordination for signature release thus it must now await release before discussion of 
future change can be entertained.  
 
Tim Kane (Jet Blue) stated that he thought FAA was, about a year ago, going to release for comment an 
NPRM to update this AD but nothing appears to have happened. John McCormick asked why this PL 
still is even in existence as he reported that A4A occasionally, like bi-annually, recommends FAA 
eliminate out dated 'crazy' rules. He stated that former A4A member, Mark Lopez, once told him that in 
this AD tops the list of outmoded 'crazy' rules in A4A surveys of operators. He reported that FAA had 
informed him that they had no time, interest, in addressing this issue. Jim Foster (FAA AEG SEA) 
countered that was not true as he had personally worked with the ACO on amendment to make AD 
imposed MMEL relief less restrictive but when presented to the MMEL IG group it was rejected by the 
group so it stalled out. Tom Atzert (UAL) countered that there was comments submitted to the docket on 
this proposed amendment and nothing FAA wise occurred. Discussion was had on where today this 
comment resides? It was requested that Mike Bianchi (A4A) review the archives for evidence of such 
action. 
 
Action item: Mike Bianchi (A4A). 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. 74-08-09 R3, PL 85 R4 D1 and PL 85 Comment Form) 
 
AD 74-08-09 R3 has been released, effective 03-28-12. Mike Bianchi (A4A) outlined the enhancements 
to the relief offered by the AD via a global AMOC that was received as a response to A4A’s request for 
such relief dated March 8, 2012. Greg presented a draft of a PL 85_R4 to include the new AD and 
AMOC relief. He asked the group if they would object to archiving PL 85 and updating the PL STATUS 
SUMMARY report maintained by Industry group; his reasoning was relief is in the AD and should not 
be duplicated in other documents.  Darrel Sheets (NexJet) stated that current 8900.1 states AD does not 
allow an operator to update an MEL strictly upon 8900.1 He stated that he felt the rewrite of 8900.1 
amends this, but it is not yet available so PL should not be immediately archived.  
 
Kevin Peters (FDX) challenged that as it clearly states in AD 74-08-09 R3 that it does supersede the 
MMELs. Jim Foster (SEA AEG) stated that the FAA ACO in publishing MMEL relief in the AD has 
overreached as they do not have the authority of determining MMEL standards, that is the purview of 
the AEG. It was suggested that PL 85 be anointed GC status so as to aid operators who wanted to 
incorporate the AD offered relief as soon as possible. Greg re-stated that he felt keeping the PL active  
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86-19.  PL-85, Lavatory Door Ashtrays (Continued) 
 
was redundant as both the AD and AMOC are available. Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) stated that their 
foreign customers / carriers who are not legally bound by US regulations but voluntarily comply with 
FAA guidance use the FAA PLs as source of such guidance, and hence the PLs are a more useful 
source. Greg Janosik rejected this position stating the AD and AMOC are the legally approved 
documents and override the PL. He re-stressed that he is against duplication of information. Tom Atzert 
(UAL) asked what drives the change to MMELs. Jim Foster stated an AD does not necessarily do it; it 
must be requested. Paul stated that is the purpose of a PL. Greg stated a notice from AFS to AEG can be 
used to ensure MMELs are updated; until then people have the AD to consult. Paul re-stressed that the 
correct relief is listed in the AMOC, not the AD, and the AMOC is not readily available. Jim Foster 
agreed. Greg relented a degree stating possibly as an interim solution PL 85 could be a GC which would 
expire in four years. He stressed he could not make this call but will take it under advisement and 
communicate with upper management. 
 
Action item: Greg Janosik – Determine FAA Upper Management’s position on designating PL 85 as a 
Global Change. 
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86-19A.  Lavatory Door Ashtrays 74-08-09 R3 – General Aviation 
 
Objective:  To clarify Ad is not applicable to General Aviation aircraft. 
 
Item Lead:  Todd Schooler – Cessna 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG 86: 
 
Dave Burk (Aerodox, Inc) asked how AD statement ‘both crew and passenger lavatories are included in 
the total lavatory count’ is applicable when not all aircraft have a lavatory waste container, and hence do 
not have a door ashtray. Todd Schooler (Cessna) chimed in that this is not uncommon as he reports 
interior outfitters are routinely installing full interiors without ashtrays on door(s). It was questioned 
back and forth if this AD does or does not apply. Greg stated the writers of these documents do not 
necessarily have all the information needed in hand and stressed reviewers should use the comment 
periods to ask these questions. Meanwhile he said, going back to the previous discussion (agenda item 
86-19) that he will take the PL 85 and attach the AD and AMOC and get decision from upper 
management as to assignment of GC to PL 85. 
 
This item to be CLOSED 
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86-20: Accessing CFR Preambles via www.FDSYS.gov 
 
Objective:  To become familiar with the method to locate and access CFR Preambles. 
 
Item Lead:  FAA AGC - Anne Bechdolt 
 
Discussion:   
 
IG 85: 
 
Anne.Bechdolt@faa.gov (FAA AGC) lawyer was introduced as new MMEL IG member.  
 
Anne introduced herself as legal representative to both the MMEL IG and the Opsecs Working group. 
Her capacity will be to ensure that Opspecs or MMEL relief is consistent with regulatory requirements 
and interpretations. She spoke to the new requirement of posting certain policy actions to the Federal 
Register when they represent a significant change. She emphasized this is a method of adding additional 
oversight and opportunity for comment by persons who can not participate in the MMEL IG. She 
mentioned the two topics, PL 73 EMK, and PL 114/130 NWS, that are slated to go to the Federal 
Register. She stated that whenever relief is to be made more restrictive or taken away, that such actions 
need to be validated as consistent with the regulatory requirements and intent of the applicable rule’s 
preamble. 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) raised the question that he thought this was another challenge to the question, raised 
during discussion of agenda item 85-17, of whether or not an MEL can be provide relief from an 
operating rule. Her response was it depends. She clarified this with a statement that rules have preambles 
that spell the intent of the original writers, and industry does not typically seek or review these 
preambles before proposing changes in relief or revision to policy, and she is going to work proactively 
with the group to ensure these legal interpretations are not contradicted. Comment was made that it is 
not common knowledge how such preambles can be located. To this she reported that the national 
archive has launched a new website, www.FDSYS.gov, which links to the federal code of regulations to 
find rule preambles; she conceded it is not very easily to navigate. It was agreed that at the next MMEL 
IG a tutorial to navigate this site will be made available. 
 
Action item: Anne Bechdolt – Provide a tutorial for the MMEL IG as to how to navigate 

www.FDSYS.gov. 
 
IG 86: 
 
Anne Bechdolt (FAA AGC) presented a tutorial on how to access rules and their preambles on GPO’s 
FDSYS website, as well as on how to locate FAA Chief Counsel Legal Interpretations on FAA’s 
website. 
 
Tom Atzert (UAL) inquired if the rule preamble carried legal weight? Ann stated they are instructive as 
to FAA intent when they develop(ed) the regulation, and Legal does review them when making 
interpretations, thus they carry weight in that they influence legal judgments. 
 



Page 62 of 101 

 
86-20: Accessing CFR Preambles via www.FDSYS.gov (Continued) 
 
IG Chairman’s Note: Ref. the bookmark “MMEL IG Agenda Item 86-20 - SEARCH EXAMPLES” in 

the IG 86 Final Agenda.pdf for examples of both.  These examples, although not 
created by Anne, are based on the instructions provided by her, and are intended as 
guidance. 
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86-21:  PL-125 Equipment Relief Without Passengers 
 
Objective:  Provide two options for each of the eight items: 

A.) Flight Crew only onboard, and  
B.) Flight Crew and up to 19 persons allowed onboard with certain equipment limitations spelled out. 

 
Item Lead:  Bob Taylor – US Airways 
 
Discussion:    Present draft PL-125 for discussion.  
 
IG-83: 
Bob Taylor outlined background on this item that was originally proposed by America West to allow for 
carriage of persons onboard a passenger aircraft that was not able to conduct passenger operations but 
was planned to be used in  a cargo only configuration. He stated at a previous IG it was proposed that 
existing PL be reviewed and updated as needed. He then outlined how PL 125 allows carriage of person 
other than passenger by listing the appropriate CFRs that allow that, i.e., 121.583, 121.547, 135.85, etc. 
 
Bob went on to explain how after conferring with SEA AEG, Mr. Jim Foster, it had been proposed to 
break the PL out in descriptive terms of ‘crew only’ followed by ‘crew plus up to 19 persons.’ He stated 
that was where he became involved in PL drafting. He followed on with that after review of the 14 CFRs 
and taking Jim’s concerns into account he broke out the provisos as a thru f. He then outlined how in the 
left column, item nomenclature field, was a listing of all the items of equipment previously addressed by 
the PL. He concluded with a request to the group if this breakout was helpful or if the existing PL 125 
would suffice. 
 
Group discussion began with issue that as presented it appeared that all provisos, a thru f, would need to 
be applied to all items. This was countered with the issue that the AEG Chairman would need to ‘cherry 
pick’ only the appropriate proviso(s) from the list. It was then outlined on how this approach had already 
failed. This was followed by re-hash as to why the PL was initially proposed in the first place and how 
by citing 121.583 were not acceptable.  
 
Finally, it was suggested that to preclude multiple pages needed to show all the equipment items with 
their respective set of proviso conditions it all could be contained in a table. Bob states he will rework 
the PL draft and re-submit. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Chairman, Bob Taylor (US Air), requests this topic be held open until next meeting. 
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86-21:  PL-125 Equipment Relief Without Passengers (Continued) 
 
IG 85:  (Ref. PL 125 R1 D1, and Justification for PL 125 R1 D1) 
 
Bob Taylor presented revised draft PL 125_R1 draft and draft justification document that outlined how 
he had previously combined sub-items of individual pieces of equipment that may be inoperative, plus 
omitted some previous item as they are adequately addressed in other MMELs that allow passengers to 
be carried. He then presented a draft PL showing all new sub-items (9 in total) with their new provisos. 
The first two provisos, a) and b), have been retained from the existing PL; a new c) proviso was added 
requiring alternate procedures be established and used. Sub-items 2 and 8 have additional proviso(s) 
added.  He outlined each and gave justification which is documented in the accompanying draft 
justification document.  
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) challenged need for proviso e) on sub-item 2, door slides, as unneeded due to 
persons to be carried are not passengers. Pete Neff (AFS 240) commented that proviso a) and b) needs to 
be changed to emphasize that when it states no passengers are carried it actually states carriage is of 
non-revenue passengers. This was challenged as not standard with authorizing FAR 121.583 which 
states non-passengers and the desire is stay in sync with FAR language. Bob asked Jim Foster (FAA 
AEG SEA) if this PL breakout was acceptable to AEG. Jim stated the Policy statement may need more 
guidance on why the PL is needed. He then concurred with Paul's comment on proviso e) for sub item 2 
and it was agreed to strike it. Pete Neff stated since this type of operation will not necessitate the need 
for flight attendant to be onboard that a statement or policy guidance may need to address how safety 
briefings are to be accomplished. Bob responded that is purpose of having proviso that alternate 
procedures are established and used. 
 
Action item: Jim Foster will provide guidance on why the need to break this equipment out for 

passenger carrying aircraft to Bob Taylor. 
 

Bob Taylor to add the guidance provided by Jim Foster, and to delete proviso e) of sub-
item 2 Door Slides, and then forward draft PL to Greg for posting. 

 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 125 R1 D2 [removal of proviso e]; no guidance has yet been provided) 
 

Bob Taylor presented a revised copy of PL 125 R1 D1 showing the deletion of proviso e) 
in sub-item 2) Door Slides, as was assigned in the action item from IG 85 (Ref. bookmark 
pl-125_r1_draft 2 2012-01-30 in IG 86 Final Agenda.pdf).  Bob had not yet identified the 
draft as D2 due to the additional guidance previously deemed to be necessary by Jim 
Foster had not yet been provided by Jim Foster.  Jim stated he did not have such as of that 
moment. Greg asked Jim Foster if he was still OK with draft as it’s currently written. Jim 
expressed some reservation but felt that he could not elaborate. Greg stated he would 
sidebar with Jim later. Bob Taylor is to identify the Draft as presented as D2 and forward 
to Greg without Jim’s additional guidance. 

 
Action item:  Bob Taylor – Identify changes made to D1 as D2, and forward to Greg 

Greg Janosik – Sidebar with Jim Foster 
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86-22:  PL-106 HF Radio Communications MMEL Requirements 
 
Objective:  Operations are now restricted to Inmarsat equipped aircraft. 
 
Item Lead:  Greg Janosik (Previously Bob Wagner - Delta Air Lines, Inc.) 
 
Discussion:     
Several operators have asked that the PL be changed to allow other systems, such as iridium equipped, 
to be allowed (when certified) as a backup to HF.  
 
IG 82: 
See PL-106R4 latest draft 
 
Bob Wagner spoke to change proposal of PL draft to remove the reference to propriety company name 
inmarsat  as some operators have moved to alternate service providers such as inmarsat New draft uses 
generic language regarding use of what is referred to short codes or direct dial numbers. Thus draft 
allows for alternate Satcom use as a backup to HF.  Todd Schooler (Cessna) requested the PL list a dash 
for the C category relief as many aircraft have dual Satcoms and multiple numbers of Satcom channels 
available and thus the minimal number required can be safely met exceeded without needed any HF.  
After further discussion on power sources for Satcom systems as listed in AC 20-150A which speaks to 
level of equipment requirements it was agreed that Bob take an action item to review and incorporate if 
necessary any changes.   
 
Draft PL to be posted on FAA draft site.  
 
Post meeting: no changes to PL draft necessary due to AC 20-150A. 
 
IG 83: 
Bob Wagner outlined the changes that had occurred since the draft posting. He stated that a few 
comments have been received that reported the propriety term IMARSAT should be used to denote 
SATCOM Voice short codes and or IRIDIUM direct dial commercial required. Brief discussion pursued 
on whether two HFs or any two LRC systems are required, along with discussion if in fact that stating 
use of IMARSAT and 'short codes' is not in fact redundant, plus st numbers must be available. If not 
available, prior coordination with the appropriate ATS (FIR) facility is reqating direct dial commercial 
numbers are synonymous with the use of term IRIDIUM was true? The argument was that IMARSAT 
has direct dial commercial numbers also. It was suggested more generic terms as 'short codes or direct 
dial commercial numbers are used.'  It was then proposed to retain IMARSAT short codes and strike the 
term IRIDIUM in favor of just stating 'and direct dial commercial codes'. Bob agreed to revise the PL 
and forward to FAA for repost. 
 
ALPA comment on the need to ensure any operator using this relief coordinate with the respective ATC 
agencies prior to departure was reviewed and Bob asked if the current PL needed further revision? 
Dennis Landry (ALPA) stated he just wanted to ensure this requirement is emphasized. Pete Neff (AFA 
240) asked if the requirement to cross check available numbers are in fact available prior to departure 
was warranted. Dennis agreed. When it was suggested this should be added to PL, the group backed 
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86-22:  PL-106 HF Radio Communications MMEL Requirements (Continued) 
 
away from it because they agreed it is something the operator is responsible to do but maybe the MEL is 
not vehicle to mandate it. 
Finally, the PL NOTE that the SATCOM Voice is a backup to normal HF communications was debated 
as to if it is in line with current modes of ops such as ETOPS, etc. The decision was the proviso 
condition that two LRCS are required should suffice and thus the NOTE can be deleted. 
 
Scott Hofstra (UPS) requested if this PL could be expedited and go FINAL as soon as possible. 
 
Post meeting comments: Conferred with Bob Tegeder (AFS) and Dave Stewart and have decided to 
leave PL as latest draft to include IRRIDIUM and INMARSAT terms as well as retaining “Note”.  PL 
can be revised at future date when new operations are in place.  
 
Following IG 84 UPS (Scott Hofstra) submitted an e-mail objecting to the post meeting decision, a part 
of which reads “We have to respectfully disagree with your decision to leave the note at the bottom of 
the PL-106 relief. Based on the information above and the ability to use SATCOM for primary 
communications, we are again requesting that the note at the bottom of PL-106 relief be removed and 
the PL released as final as soon as possible.” 
 
IG 84: 
 
Dave Stewart (Air Transport, Business) asked if there were any comments on PL draft. Scott Hofstra 
(UPS) stated he had received comment that there was no longer need for imposition of the Note that 
SATCOM is backup for normal HF radios. He states the rule now states only two Long Range 
Communication Systems (LRCS) is all that is needed, not just HFs. Dave responded that FAA insists 
until next rule change occurs the Note must remain. He reported that Bob Tegeder (AFS 400) informed 
him that rule, 121.351, is due to change early next year to indicate one HF and one SATCOM is all that 
is needed for LRCS, and then the Note can go away. Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) mentioned there are new 
regulations on ETOPS that states that if operating over 180 minutes then you must have SATCOM 
Voice. Todd Schooler commented that Cessna biz aircraft are not using HF and should not be penalized 
by a 121 rule. 
 
Dave stated the original change to PL was just the addition of INMARSAT. Greg Janosik (AFS 240) 
states that the if Dave would respond to the four pages of comments thus far received, he will take issue 
up with AFS 400 regarding the technical specifics of using propriety names INMARSAT and/or 
IRIDIUM and the continued need for the Note. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-22:  PL-106 HF Radio Communications MMEL Requirements (Continued) 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 106 R4 D6 had not gone final as 
of 12/15/11, and Draft had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

No discussion; item held over until next meeting. 
 
Item remain OPEN. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 106 R4) 
 
PL 106 R4 posted as final.   
 
Item is CLOSED and will be removed from the agenda. 
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86-22A:  PL-106 HF Radio Communications MMEL Requirements 
 
Objective: To remove the Note from the current PL 106 R4.. 
 
Item Lead: Scott Hofstra, UPS 
 
Discussion: UPS contends that the note at the bottom of the proviso is no longer valid and 

needs to be removed. 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 106 R5 D1, 121.351, FAA SATCOM Press Release) 
 
Scott Hofstra (UPS) had a new draft PL 106 presented on overhead and directed the groups attention to 
the Note that states SATCOM Voice is to be used only as a backup to normal HF communications. He 
stated this Note is wrong and needs to be deleted as they now use SATCOM as primary voice comm all 
over the world. To make his case Scott referred to FAR 121.351 — Communication and navigation 
equipment for extended over-water operations and for certain other operations. He stated this regulation 
was changed in 2007 from HF required to only two independent long-range communication systems 
required. He also stated FAR 91.511 was similarly changed and that FAA had issued a press release 
approximately a year ago that talks to SATCOM being approved for use in voice communications. He 
reiterated that the Note is wrong and is causing much confusion in UPS’ pilot force. 
 
He then reported that they have been in communication with a certain FAA inspector in Washington 
who apparently has control over this PL. He has thus far refused to allow the deletion or revision of this 
Note. On being asked what is his basis for doing so the inspector reported that HF is required per an 
ICAO rule. When they asked for copy of this ICAO rule and the inspector backed away from that and 
then reported it is in accordance with 91-511. Scott stated that they disagree because as he already 
reported this rule was changed in 2007. Scott concluded that the Note is therefore wrong and needs to be 
deleted. There was a general sense of agreement expressed by the group followed by some discussion on 
the cost of use by different SATCOM Service providers. 
 
Greg Janosik stated he would not take a stance on this issue until he is able to talk to certain individuals 
at HDQ; his intent is to have a subject matter expert (SME) from HDQ attend the IG meeting. 
 
Action item:  Greg Janosik – Review proposed changes with HDQ, and arrange for SME to address 
the IG. 
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86-23: Part 91 MMELs – Handling and Content 
 
Objective:  To discuss Part 91 MMEL(s), and how we handle them and their contents. 
 
Item Lead: LGB AEG – Gene Hartman 
 
Discussion:  

 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
Gene Hartman (AEG LGB) stated that while separate MMEL Preambles exist, MMELs as written are 
geared towards 121 / 135 operations and do not adequately address the difference between Parts 91 and 
121 / 135.  He suggested a work group be formed to determine how to best address this issue, whether it 
be via a PL, or others means, to ensure that FOEB Chairmen consider Part 91 operations not just large 
aircraft ops. Dave Burk gave numerous examples of existing PLs that as written only fulfill the Part 121 
operation requirement; principal examples were items that carry the nomenclature of ‘flight attendant.’ 
 
Gene asked George Ceffalo (AFS 260) why Part 91 MMELs are not carried on www.fsins.com  George 
responded this is because rather than publish two MMELs, one for Part 91, and another for 121, they 
publish just one MMEL and give the user the option of inserting the preamble that fits their operation 
(Parts 91, 121, 135 etc.); he stated he knew of only two exceptions of where a 91 only MMEL existed. 
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) seconded the proposal of the need for different guidance for 91 versus 121 / 
135.  He restated Gene and Dave’s position that PL writing has tended to remain centered principally to 
the concerns of 121 / 135 operations. He stated that he had an understanding with his AEG Chairman 
who understands this and that they are able to pick apart the PLs to fit Cessna’s fleet; however, he 
reported this is not understood by the majority of AEGs, and other manufacturers and operators are 
forced to have to accept 121 relief conditions being imposed upon their Part 91 operation. Discussion 
then centered upon the fact that only until the last 5-6 years that Part 91 has been an active part of the 
MMEL IG, and since then PLs have tended to be more generic with the document header referring to all 
applicable Parts affected.  Jim Foster (AEG SEA) agreed stating he felt that actual PLs writings have 
attempted to address all Parts concerned, but may have fallen short. 
 
Todd gave the example of how even the generic single engine MMEL, an obvious Part 91 document, 
requires dealing with Part 121 requirements, citing the Nav Data Base PL as an example. George 
Ceffalo stated he thought the problem could be resolved with a re-write of the Preambles; he outlined 
how previous attempts to improve these had failed. He also stated the new GC header attempted to fix 
some of these concerns. Todd agreed but felt a more comprehensive education of all FOEB Chair 
persons is needed. Discussion continued with numerous examples of how current MMELs and PLs do 
not fit all aircraft configuration. One example given was a passenger configured B767 versus a B767 in 
a corporate jet configuration; another was the ADS-B extender squitter, with GA using a UAT instead, 
but the PL does not differentiate between the two. Another issue is that some PL are just out-dated. Todd 
gave the example of how some aircraft do not have physical CBs but are equipped with virtual breakers 
instead. 

http://www.fsins.com/�
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86-23: Part 91 MMELs – Handling and Content (Continued) 
 
Bob Taylor (industry chairman) attempted to bring closure to the discussion by asking for a summary of 
what is needed, a workgroup study, PL creation, or other process? Tom Atzert (UAL) stated the scope of 
issue needs to be defined before attempts to fixing the problem is pursued. Discussion then centered on 
scope, and then on whom within the IG group should be involved in a workgroup. Gene stated he was 
not proposing creation of extra work, but instead to heighten awareness that the group could do better. 
Greg Janosik stated the only way to improve the process is to work the issue. He stated it is not an issue 
of doubling PL count but ensuring AEG chairman are aware of and take into account the needs of Part 
91 operators. Greg stated it is something this group can handle and does a good job at, but not enough 
AEG chairman attend these meetings, indicating that is a problem he has to address. He stated until that 
changes the PL output of the IG has to be designed to better address and communicate the needs of Part 
91. He suggested that a separate review group or committee could be established and tasked with the 
responsibility of reviewing all PLs in draft phase for application to Part 91. 
 
A group member stated that he thought that as an outflow of the 8900 rewrite work there was to be the 
establishment of a training module and instructions on how to approve an MEL. He stated he felt this 
would be a good place for coverage of this topic. Dave Burk stated he gives MEL training to FAA and 
he gets comments from Inspectors that they do not get trained in detail. It was stated that training is very 
limited. Greg acknowledged this by stating it is duly noted. He stated they need to study this issue 
further. He then concluded that Part 91 guidance possibly needs to be identified in a PL. Collin 
Handcock (EASA) stated EASA has published their own guidance on this issue, sating they divide the 
listed relief as effective for commercial and/or non-commercial operators. 
 
Workgroup established as follows: 
Lead - Dave Burk (Aerodox) 
 
Members: 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) 
Darrel Sheets (NetJets) 
Dean Hartschen (Hawker Beechcraft) 
Gene Hartman (AEG LGB) 
Nick Petty (Exec. Jet Management) 
 
Action item:  Part 91 MMEL Work Group 
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86-24:  Policy Letter Rewrite: New format with FAA branding and incorporate new GC Header 
 
Objective:  1) Adopt new PL format w/FAA branding, and 2) incorporate new GC header. 
 
Item Lead:  ATA Mike Bianchi / AFS-260 George Ceffalo/NetJets Darrel Sheets 
 
Discussion:  AFS-260 has begun to use a new PL format that improves readability and standardizes the 
manner in which PLs are authored.  This new format should be rolled to existing PLs.  In addition, with 
the release of revised PL-59 (Global Change), PLs designated as GC should incorporate the new header. 
 
IG-81: 
Bob Davis stated most GCs are rebranded.  
 
Darrell Sheets to provide updated PL-59 draft at next MMEL IG meeting.  
 
IG-82: 
See PL-59 R4 latest draft. 
 
Lead assignment moved from Darrel Sheets (NetJets) to Greg Janosik (AFS 240). Darrel stated he is OK 
with the Lead assignment being changed to FAA but he wants to be still be engaged in the process. 
 
Bob Davis outlined some of the FAA logic of removing GC headers from PL stating use of GC should 
be life limited. His example was the relief contained in a 1999 dated PL should by now be incorporated 
in all MMEL and thus the GC is not longer valid. He stated this and other changes to the GC PL 59 are 
now listed in a Draft 4.  
 
Discussion was held on effectiveness of the term verbatim as relief often must be applied to various 
different configurations, different mode of operation. 
 
FAA appeared to leaning in favor of language indicating the PL designated as GC would contain 
information indicating what GC designation is applicable to a particular Part  91, 135, 121, i.e. a PL 
designated as GC may only be global only for certain operators. 
 
IG-83: 
PL 59 to be reviewed by Greg Janosik (AFS 240) to ensure all comments have been addressed and PL 
then expected to go final. He stressed that everybody re-read and comment. If no comments received in 
the next few weeks it will be released as FINAL.  
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) stated PL 59 and its comments has been out on web and thus far no additional 
comments have been received and thus he wants to move this forward. Clarification was requested of 
what was the nature of this change and Greg presented draft on screen and showed the changes he has 
incorporated. Discussion pursued regarding changes such as removal of old GC headers, adding dates to 
GC headers and addition of expiration time limit on GC headers of four years.  
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86-24:  Policy Letter Rewrite: New format with FAA branding (Continued) 
 
Topic of type of header was discussed regarding the addition of wording ".verbatim" or ".verbatim, or 
using equivalent terminology" was held. It was questioned if this meant two different type of header 
could exist, one where the AEG determines operator must apply GC PL proviso language verbatim and 
other where AEG approves the operator to use equivalent terminology. Greg stated that this comment 
had been accounted in current draft. Current draft status was questioned. Draft 5 is the current version.  
 
He stated that he will give this two more weeks for comment before moving to final. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 59 R4 had not gone final as of 
12/15/11, and R59 R4 Draft 6 had been removed from FSIMS. 
 

Greg Janosik (AFS 260) stated there have been twelve PLs that have had GC statue assigned for five 
years or more the recommendation is to cancel the headings. Of the twelve seven PLs were actually 
under draft and are subject to be released with old GC header removed. Of the remaining five or twelve, 
they removed the headers posted the five for comment, received no comments and thus those five are 
currently in coordination for signature release. 
 
ITEM CLOSED 
 
IG 86: (Ref. PL 59 R4 D7 and PL 59 R4 D7 Comments) 
 
Item remains on agenda.  As of 03-22-12 a draft 7 of PL 59 R4 remained posted with comments due by 
03-30-12. 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) first re-presented a presentation of the 8900.1, Vol 4, Ch. 4 rewrite showing 
how the chapter has been reduced to four new sections from the current 11 sections and how these new 
sections reflect effectivity by Part, etc. He stated the new Section 2, the MEL program, now has been 
updated to expand its effectivity to cover Parts 137 and 142. He outlined the progress of rewrite as 
having become vastly slowed by the size of comments that had to be addressed. He reported that the 
document is now undergoing the last informal review before being sent to upper management for the 
formal review which he characterized as the last step before is goes to the publication contractors who 
prepare it for final release; when all this will be concluded was left open. Greg presented the timeline of 
milestones and how dates have become particularly hard to track. The AEG chapter 8, section 2 was 
reported as being currently undergoing upper management formal review and thus is one step ahead of 
the Vol 4, Ch. 4 rewrite.  
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86-24:  Policy Letter Rewrite: New format with FAA branding (Continued) 
 
George Ceffalo (AFS 260) stated PL59_R4_D 7 is off the comment board and is in final coordination 
for approval. He stated only a few PLs are yet to be rebranded with the new standard header and either 
those are ones that are subject to 8900.1, Vol 4, Ch. 4 rewrite, or ones that have been brought back for 
further revision based on comments received. Greg stated of this latter group there is only two and hence 
the rebranding as he sees it is complete. He then stated he felt PL 59 need not to have been re-cycled 
into final coordination again but some late comments had come in that he was able to incorporate. PL 
therefore is to be on website for an additional two weeks and then is expected to go final. The comments 
he incorporated were reviewed on screen. 
 
Action item:  Greg Janosik – What is the status of PL 59 R4 D7? 
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86-25:  PL-76 ATC Transponders  
 
Objective:  Is intent of PL still valid? 
 
Item Lead:  Paul Nordstrom Boeing  
 
Discussion:   No CFR 14 reference in PL, UPS had installed the system under a test program.  ADS B 
will be required by 2020.  Reference CFR 91.225, 91.227. 
 
IG-80: 
Tom Atzert and Paul Nordstrom will revise PLs to bring them up to date.  
 
IG-81: 
Paul Nordstrom – PL 76 R6 D0 – ADSB Squitter Transmissions – Added second set of provisos 
regarding establishment of alternate procedures. Also, repair category updated.  Boeing has not 
developed any procedures and defers to the operators.  They are actually routing restrictions.    AFS 260 
will review PL draft with AFS 400 and post for comment.  No action on PL-105 at this time.  
 
IG-82: 
See pl-076 R6 latest draft. 
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) presented changes to sub-item for ADS-B Squitter Transmission that states if 
inoperative alternate procedures are used. If an aircraft operates in an airspace environment that requires 
it then there is no relief, thus alternate relief would be to restrict aircraft to other operating regions. 
Discussion of what type of ADS-B transmission is being addressed with this sub-item, the higher 
altitude capable 1090 MHz extended squitter (1090ES) or the universal access transmitter (UAT) which 
is a less capable, altitude limited system. Thus it was agreed to continue ‘tweak’ the language.  
PL-105 removed from this agenda item.  
 
Action item: AFS  
 
Note of interest: Discussion was held on PL 105 which has a similar title as PL 76, ADS-B system. 
This PL was created for the benefit of UPS who pioneered this equipment that employs CDTI for 
cockpit presentation. Suggestion was to sunset, archive. Pete Neff, Bob Davis (FAA) both argued in 
favor of retention as there are programs in development that employ this mode of ADS-B, etc. 
 
IG-83: 
PL draft presented and Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) reported that it was not the draft he worked as he added 
that only alternate procedures are established and used with NOTE that any ADS-B function operates 
normally may be used. Draft on review had CFR references added. Group comment was that is not the 
convention. Pete Neff requested the NOTE remain but the CFR reference be removed. Greg Janosik 
(AFS 240) stated the reference can be moved to the PL 25 appendix A which provides lists of applicable 
FAR per MMEL item(s). Bob asked Paul to forward his original draft back to committee. Once 
corrected version (one without CFR references) is received it can be posted with the intent of going 
FINAL. 
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86-25:  PL-76 ATC Transponders (Continued)  
 
As a follow on discussion it was noted that draft on post also had the GC header struck thru indicating 
deletion. Paul stated his draft did not have this struck. He asked if FAA had determined if this PL does 
not warrant GC. Again no feedback on by whom or how change got into posted draft? General 
discussion of GC was held and it was finally decided GC header to this PL would be OK. Paul to submit 
draft again with retention of GC and removal of CFR references already agreed. 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) stated PL 76 is posted and provided no comments are received it will go final. 
 
Discussion was held on somewhat related PL 105 ADS-B. This was discussed as being a propriety PL 
strictly for benefit of UPS and is not representative of existing ADS-B now deployed. Pete Neff  stated 
FAA intends to roll out a completely new ADS-B PL. He states this one, PL 105, needs to be disposed 
of; however the industry feel 105 is still appropriate. Tom Atzert (UAL) stated it has been published in 
several MMELs and has thus been employed in a limited capacity. Pete outlined how new PL will also 
address pending rollout of ADS-B IN as well as OUT function. 
Item remains OPEN for confirmation PL 76 went final. 
 
IG 85:  (No attachment) 

Note - Copy of PL was not available to include in agenda – PL 76 R6 D1 had not gone final as 
of 12/15/11, and Draft had been removed from FSIMS. 

 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) stated PL 76 contained extended squitter (ADS-B), which came under objection 
with AFS 201 while being routed thru FAA internal coordination. Greg said he removed it and placed it 
in PL 105, the ADS-B policy letter which is being re-written and coordinated with AFS 400 but was not 
yet ready for posting for comment. John McCormick (FDX) stated extended squitter was a sub-item of 
the ATC transponder because it is a function of the transmitter, plus PL 105 is, as currently written, 
designed to apply only to a propriety system. Greg stated that PL 105 as re-written is now representative 
of ADS-B for all operators.  Pete Neff (AFS 240) expanded upon Greg’s statement that PL 105 is to be 
re-written by mentioning some of the future growth issues related to ADS-B. Greg stressed that the 
current PL did not support the current or future use of ADS-B. John McCormick asked if the PL will be 
a global change PL. Greg and Pete stated they assumed it will be once released.  
 
Action Items: Greg stated PL 76 to be reposted without extended squitter and assuming no comment will 
go final in a few weeks.  New PL 105 will be posted and remain open until next MMEL IG meeting. 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Greg Janosik 
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86-25:  PL-76 ATC Transponders (Continued)  
 
IG 86: (No attachments) 
 
As of 03-27-12 PLs 76 R6 D1 and 105 R2 D1 were no longer posted on the draft site; neither had yet 
gone final. 
 
Paul Nordstom (Boeing) spoke up in favor, support of the PL 76_R6_D1 by first explaining there are 
two methods by which ADS-B out is going to be transmitted between commercial versus general 
aviation fleets, the transponder 1090 MHz ES (extended squitter) or Universal Access Transceiver 
(UAT). He stated to differentiate PL 76 as effective for ES 1090 he has placed three asterisks under the 
sub-item. He then stated PL 105 should be used to address the other, non-commercial, means of ADS-B-
out, use of the UAT. His reasoning was that PL 76 is already addresses the employment of ATC 
transponder on commercial aircraft and hence the 1090 ES should logically reside it that PL too. 
 
Greg Janosik countered that a transponder with extended squitter enables ADS-B thus extended squitter 
should be described as part of subject of ADS-B and not merely a function of the transponder. He then 
concluded that the group needs to decide if they want two separate PLs or just one. He stressed that 
combining the two into one PL was what he felt is the preferred method as there is a lot more to ADS-B 
than just extended squitter.  Paul responded that as there is different hardware to be used to enable ADS-
B there should two PLs. Greg stressed again that he felt that the extended squitter needs to come off the 
transponder PL and addressed by an ADS-B PL to preclude further confusion between topics. He 
brought forth the earlier agenda item of Part 91 not being addressed in PL writings as a reason why 
ABS-D should be the topic of its own PL. 
 
Comment was made to disposition of current PL 105. This was dismissed as not adding to the present 
state of ADS-B as it supports only a single operators STC’ed system and it needs to be rewritten to fit 
more ‘generic’ ADS-B requirements so as to allow for differences in system architectures, etc. Greg 
stated that in his re-draft of PL 105 he has removed much to STC specific ‘stuff’ and left only elements 
that he feels should be on the topic of ADS-B. But he stressed that the PL is far from ready. Tom Atzert 
(UAL) stated that while PL 105 was originally written to suit another operator’s STC, UAL has been 
able to employ ‘bits and pieces’ of it for their 747-400. Greg stated if current PL 105 is still fulfilling a 
purpose then maybe it can stand and he will transfer the more generic information for ADS-B into a new 
numbered PL. Greg concluded he will evaluate this further. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik 
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86-26:  PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering Systems 
 
Objective:  Create new policy letter to replace PL 114 Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering 
 
Item Lead: FAA - AFS 240, Greg Janosik 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG-85 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) stated FAA has ongoing plan to delete relief for tiller bar steering but 
preserving rudder pedal steering. This will impact both left and right tiller bars when both are installed. 
Because this is considered major change of policy it will be posted to the Federal Register. Several 
members had objection to Greg’s comment that the IG members should withhold comments on PL until 
it is posted on the Federal Register. Tom Atzert (UAL) made the argument for the group that this, the 
MMEL IG, is the proper forum for critical review as topic as the group brings the expertise of the 
manufacturer’s of system and operators of system together who can intelligently discuss the topic more 
so than the general public at large. Therefore, it should be first debated in the MMEL IG forum before a 
proposal of change goes to the Federal Register. 
 
Bryan Lasko (ALPA) presented a presentation on why ALPA does not support nose wheel steering 
(NWS) via the tiller. The presentation centered on what is the next critical failure mode with tiller 
steering inoperative. He gave numerous examples of failures where aircraft recovery was only made by 
employment of the tiller. Bryan made the point to stress this. He then raised the question of where is the 
redundancy that allows for tiller to be inoperative. He stressed the point that there is no such redundancy 
apparent. He outlined a scenario based around the fact that at some airports, according to FAA NOTAM, 
an aircraft must utilize the longest runway to make an emergency landing. He stated that for an in-flight 
failure his QRH instructs him to land on the longest runway, yet for a dispatch with nose gear steering 
inoperative, the MEL does not contain any similar instruction. Therefore, he asked the question; “Is the 
MEL dispatching crews in emergency situations?“ 
 
Next he tackled the lack of simulator fidelity to demonstrate ground maneuverability to safely train 
handling the loss of NWS.  He then critiqued several operational procedures recommended in various 
operator MELs such as use of asymmetrical thrust, avoid making tight radius turns as unsatisfactory. He 
then stated MEL relief should never conflict with PL 63 and that every aircraft he has operated has an 
emergency procedure that references maintaining directional control with the NWS tiller. He then posed 
the question how is he expected to comply with such instruction when an aircraft is dispatched with 
inoperative nose wheel steering. Finally he wrapped up the ALPA position that there is not an 
acceptable level of safety with this MEL. 
 
ITEM REMAINS OPEN 
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86-26:  PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering Systems (Continued) 
 
IG 86: (No attachment) 
 
Greg Janosik provided an update on the status of Draft PL 130 Nose Gear Steering Systems indicating 
this is still an open action item, but FAA has prioritized issues and there will be no activity on PL 130 
until they resolve the PL 73 issue (EMK/AED/FAK).  Jim Foster (AEG SEA) stressed that he had 
previously commented that any FAA relief for Nose Gear Steering must ensure that it can be adequately 
trained as to how to safely conduct operations without it; Greg agreed. 
 
The status of PL 130 remains an OPEN issue; a number of other issues then evolved; these are: 
 
• The above led to general discussion on the activity on PL 73 (EMK/AED/FAK). Greg stated it had 

gone to Legal; when asked to comment on what the final content could be expected to be he 
refrained from providing any specifics. Paul Nordstrom stated PL 73 was recently removed off the 
agenda, but based on the lack of specifics regarding its content it should be placed back on the 
agenda. 

 
IG Chairman’s Note - PL 73 now appears at the end of these minutes as a NEW AGENDA ITEM. 

 
• Dennis Landry stated ALPA is requesting Bombardier provide them with the justification and test 

data used for gaining initial relief for the Nose Wheel Tiller on the CRJ-600 series aircraft, i.e. 
details of analysis, FAA inspection, and evaluation testing that lead to acceptance by the AEG; the 
intent being to permit ALPA engineers to understand the relief provided.  Dennis indicated the data 
may be forwarded to Mr. John Stift, ALPA Staff Engineer (ref. IG Members list for contact info.).  
Dennis continued by explaining how he felt this was a major departure from the concept of the 
MMEL and FOEB process ensuring an adequate level of safety is maintained.  Much discussion was 
had on perceived errors with the issuance of PL 114 such as why it has a GC header as it is strictly 
guidance to AEG chairpersons and does not provide any specific mode of relief that the operator can 
apply. 

 
Dennis later followed up with a PowerPoint presentation (Ref. meeting minutes bookmark AI 86-26 
– Dennis Landry ALPA Nose Wheel Steering Tiller Concerns DCA April 2012.ppt) referring to a 
number of historical issues regarding the MMEL IG, development of MMEL/MEL relief, and past 
Policy to emphasize ALPA’s position, concluding with a slide summarizing why ALPA cannot 
support relief for the Nose Wheel Steering Tiller. Dennis concluded by reemphasizing their concern 
for “an expedient process to expedite PL 130”. 
 

• Slide 17 item (4) of Dennis’ ppt Presentation generated additional discussion in that currently 
Archived PL 116 had previously given the FOEB Chairman the ability to delete relief if he believed 
it to be unsafe by stating “When an MMEL item requires an "O" "M" procedure and the FOEB does 
not have a high level of confidence in the results of paragraph (1) or (2) above, the item should 
receive serious consideration for deletion from the MMEL.” 



Page 79 of 101 

 
86-26:  PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering Systems (Continued) 
 

Note: The referenced notes (1) & (2) above read as follows - (1) Solicit from the manufacturer its 
recommended procedure or, as a minimum, aspects to be considered by the operator in the 
development of the procedure.  (2) If the manufacturer no longer exists, the FOEB, using available  
information and qualified field resources, must develop the procedure or delineate the aspects to be 
considered by the operator in the development of the procedure. 

 
Tom Atzert commented there must still be a way for an FOEB Chairman to “fast track” the 
elimination of relief if the Chairman believes it to be unsafe; however indications are this process 
may now also be subjected to a public review and comment period. 
 

• A question and answer period was conducted after Dennis’ presentation. Namely, how often does 
this relief get applied. Dennis concluded that ALPA has tried to accommodate this relief by actively 
working first with drafts on PL 114, and now on PL 130, but essentially they have to come to the 
conclusion this relief (Tiller) is wholly unsafe. JP re-iterated that Bombardier stands by it.  
 

• JP Dargis, (Bombardiar) gave several counter points to the PowerPoint presentation given by Dennis 
Landry (ALPA) on NWS relief for the CJR, these being: 

 
- Bombardier certified the NWS on CJR as loss of system being a less than major incident and that 

all certification testing was done without NWS needed. 
- As to ALPA’s statement that use of differential thrust to compensate results in unacceptable jet 

blasts, JP stated Bombardier agrees and thus their MMEL limitations, procedures, lists the need 
to tow aircraft out of ramp area. Dennis’s countered ALPA’s experience is that not all operator 
personnel are not adequately trained, certified to tow aircraft on active taxiways away from 
ramp. 

- JP stated that ALPA’s reporting that operators have placed crew members under disciplinary 
action for refusing to accept this ‘legal’ dispatch relief is of concern to them but is outside the 
scope of the MMEL program. 

- To ALPA’s contention that collected data, reports show that operational use of this relief is 
wholly unsafe, JP stated that he agrees that if an operator chose not to respect the limitations and 
procedures as Bombardier stipulates then significant risk exists. Yet, that again is outside the 
scope of the MMEL program. 

 
IG Chairman’s Note – IG 86 Agenda Items 84-39: PL-114 Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering – 
Removal of Relief, and 86-27 Reply to the ALPA NWS Presentation may be referenced for historical 
background information related to this subject. All minutes relating to the subject of NWS at IG 86 are 
included in this Agenda Item, 86-26. 
 
Action Item: Greg Janosik – Update IG Group regarding progress of PL 130 
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84-39:  PL-114 Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering – Removal of Relief 
 
Objective: Examine ALPA’s reservations regarding use of PL for deferral of Rudder Pedal Steering 
 
Item Lead: - Pete Neff and Greg Janosik – AFS 240 
 
Discussion: ALPA raised 'reservations' at IG 83 that this PL has been used to defer components of the 

steering system not originally intended by the PL; following IG 83 AFS 240 subsequently 
requested to be identified as lead for this issue. 

 
IG 83: 
Although this agenda item is listed as CLOSED, Bob Wagner introduced it as PL 114, Nose Wheel 
Steering submitted by Dennis Landry (ALPA). Dennis stated they ALPA have 'reservations' regarding 
how this PL has been used to defer components of the steering system that he stated was not the intent of 
PL as originally purposed, rudder pedal steering only. He expressed concern that this PL was being used 
to justify relief of the nose wheel tiller system. He stated that since there is no PL for the system we 
thought it should be considered and cited various portions of the MMEL preamble to make the case such 
as the need for redundancy, and the assurance of acceptable levels of safety are maintained and that 
relief granted should not deviate from AFM, Emergency procedures or ADs, etc.  
 
He then referred to an old PL, PL 16, that apparently refers to how the AEG along with support of 
manufacturer, etc., need to carefully review the adequacy of proposed (O) and (M) for acceptability. He 
then presented argument that when they have found MELs that fail these standards and thus serious 
consideration should be given to delete the relief. He then attacked a specific example of relief granted 
for a certain model Bombardier regional jet for the nose wheel tiller system. He referred to the 
conditions listed as vague. He then outlined two examples of what was reported as unsafe flight events 
that were reported to ALPA safety committee associated with exercising this mode of relief. He stressed 
that these were not isolated events but only a small portion of a significant number of events being 
reported.  
 
He also reported that the maintenance procedures associated with these events were also problematic. 
He summarized that while the manufacturer and regulatory approval authorities may be conversed and 
understanding of what is to be accomplished by operators and local authorities, in his opinion, are not so 
understanding of how to apply the procedures. He gave examples of how taxi procedures can not be 
adequately simulated and therefore trained. He also cited asymmetrical thrust use and inadequacy of 
training in regards to its use too. He challenged the group to assist with answering the question of where 
is the redundancy for loss to the steering system and if group had any feedback for the benefit of ALPA 
consideration.  
 
Todd Schooler (Cessna) responded that speaking as a manufacturer he would support deletion of this 
relief by cancelation of the PL. Scott Hofstra countered that Dennis’s had revised the title of PL to 
address all modes of nose wheel steering. He stressed that UPS did not support removal of rudder pedal 
steering relief. Todd defended the nomenclature change to PL as he stated it is the responsibility of AEG 
to evaluate each portion of system for applicability, and thus rudder pedal could well be retained as 
acceptable relief and tiller not, etc.  
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84-39:  PL-114 Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering – Removal of Relief (Continued) 
 
AEG Chairman, Jim Foster, stated he supported Dennis position and he mentioned that training 
requirements associated with system deferral is a real issue that must be given more attention. Dennis 
responded with example of how simulator training was attempted after relief was granted and found to 
be lacking, and it, the training, was discontinued, yet the relief remains in force. He concluded that with 
all these issues he felt the existence of this relief is unsound.  
 
JP Dargis (Bombardier) responded that the nose wheel steering tiller relief as presented is not a PL issue 
but a case of aircraft specific FOEB issue that was adequately justified and correctly evaluated. Bob 
Wagner recommended that if the GC header was removed off the PL that would help. Dennis agreed 
that the PL should be posted and further discussion is warranted. JP was asked if he could provide more 
details of their justification of this mode of relief and it be considered in rewrite of PL. 
 
IG 84: 
 
Pete Neff (AFS 240) spoke to various departmental groups in FAA and reported they feel that tiller bar 
relief does not meet an acceptable level of safety, and thus they intend to withdraw request to revise PL 
114 to include tiller, in addition to relief already approved by PL 114. He stated they feel that the pilot 
force at large may not have the level of experience to adequately steer an aircraft with rudder pedal 
steering only. He stated the relief being offered, tiller, thus far as only being incorporated into two 
MMELs, and thus rescission of relief should have minimum impact. Greg Janosik (AFS 240) asked for 
clarification, he stated PL 114 provides relief for the rudder pedal steering and wanted to know if they 
were proposing doing away with that mode too? Pete retracted; he stated he thought PL 114 was 
proposing tiller relief. Dennis Landry stated that they (ALPA) had proposed the expansion of PL 114 to 
include tiller (even thou they object to such) because it had become a reality in two MMELs.  Pete 
agreed to instruct AEG Chairman to remove this tiller relief. 
 
PL 114, rudder pedal steering, to remain unchanged, with exception of the removal of the Global 
Change header, and this item is to be considered CLOSED*. 
 
*IG Chairman’s Note – This Agenda Item will remain OPEN for historical reference purposes; 

following IG 84 requests for two new agenda items to be added to IG 85 were 
received for which reference back to this item may prove useful to IG 
members; the two new items are: 

• Proposed PL 130 R0 D1 (would supersede PL 114) – AFS 240 
• Reply to the ALPA NWS Presentation - Bombardier 

 
IG 85:  No action associated with this item. 
 
IG 86:   
 
This item had been included for historical reference purposes only; it will not be included in future 
agendas as no action was associated with it for the past two meetings.  Please refer to Agenda Item “86-
26:  PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering Systems” for all IG 86 minutes on the subject of 
Nose Wheel Steering. 
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86-27  Reply to the ALPA NWS Presentation 
 
Objective:  To present a response regarding Nose Wheel Steering (ref. Agenda Item 84-39 for historical 
reference). 
 
Item Lead: Bombardier – JP Dargis 
 
Discussion: 
 
IG-85 
 
JP Dargis, (Bombardiar) presented their point of view of why their CRJ series of aircraft that have the 
relief is sound. He stressed the pervious presenters point on redundancy centered on the need for 
identical redundancy yet the standard should be that an equivalent level of safety can assured and that 
Bonbardiar demonstrated an equivalent level of safety can be assured with using differential braking 
(slow speed) and rudder deflection (high speed). He stated use of these two functions were demonstrated 
to satisfaction of their regulatory authority. He countered ALPA’s contention that this mode of relief is 
in contradiction to the AFM and emergency procedures. JP stated their AFM emergency procedure does 
not. He stressed that this relief in Bombardiar MMEL was flight tested by Bombardiar test pilots and 
members of AEG. QRH procedure was presented and counter points to the ALPA position was 
presented. The then stressed ALPA presentation did not account for AFM limitation bombardiar has 
imposed on such mode of operation He countered ALPA safety reports what reported difficulties and he 
stressed Bombardiar does not support that difficulties experienced mean condition was unsafe. He gave 
examples. Next he countered the reports of improper, unsafe maintenance procedures. He reported that 
the Bombardiar methodology of presenting EICAS message/coding is trained and should clearly 
understood.  
 
He agreed that the fidelity of simulators is not necessary capable to simulating NWS malfunction and 
stressed that some things should be done on the aircraft. Next the ALPA comment of no published 
training was challenged.  JP disagreed with ALPA report that majority of NWS failure dispatch is 
compounded by other failures such engine failure, asymmetrical TR deployment, etc. Plus he presented 
a counter point that dispatching under MEL is launching aircraft in emergency abnormal flight 
conditions.  He concluded by giving numerous examples of how to mitigate these numerous problems 
outlined by ALPA  
 
Carlos Carreiro (Transport Canada) reported that an earlier ALPA report that centered on inadequacy of 
CRJ NWS was evaluated by Transport Canadian Air Safety committee and they feel relief is not 
unsound but they cannot determine if there any significant number of instances for them to be 
concerned. He stated if there is any then they need to be reported as to determine if reliability or design 
safety issue truly exists. They are not favor of the PL being outright withdrawn as of this time. The 
ALPA representative reported there are approximately two incidents a month getting reported to ALPA. 
An operator of the Q4000 reported that they are from a performance point of view are considering 
withdrawing the NWS steering relief but at same time value the relief as it avoids the need for obtaining 
ferry permits. They will not carry passengers under this MEL. Bryan (APLA) asked just how many bent 
metal instances need to happen before change in MMEL policy takes place. 
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86-27  Reply to the ALPA NWS Presentation (Continued) 
 
Paul Agnew (Jet Blue - Captain) reported having several events of NWS failure on several different 
aircraft types and he reported he never at any time did not have control of aircraft in all instances and in 
his opinion withdrawal of this MMEL relief would be draconian. 
 
It asked how and why was the redundancy of two NWS tiller installations was not been allowed. Greg 
Janosik first stressed that for 121 ops the decision has been made that left tiller steering will not be 
allowed but the issue of whether or not the redundancy of tiller bar steering is subject to discussion, i.e., 
allowing C/2/1 type relief. To that end, use or right side steering bar was discussed. Greg stressed if 
FAA was to allow tiller relief they would only do so provided the left tiller was always operative but 
questioned the advantage of allowing right tiller deferral. He outlined his belief that little to no use is 
made of the right tiller and also echoed doubts that if right tiller is inoperative could it impact safe 
operation of the left side? 
 
A general discussion pursued around the following topics. Tom Atzert questioned the logic of why PL 
114 was originally devised, that of providing guidance to FOEB chairman and recommending a form of 
standardization of MMEL relief. He expressed decision to remove relief should be handled on a fleet by 
fleet basis based upon design and this should administered by AEG not FAA via this forum as a 
headquarters policy. Carlos Carreiro questioned the whole topic of system redundancy and required 
versus optional equipment and several people spoke to the issue of how (M) procedures are followed. 
 
Pete Neff concluded discussion by first opening with the statement that by a legal statute, 44-702, that 
we all must operate to the highest level of safety and with that he stated FAA will definitely consider 
C/2/1 relief with the left side been the operative side. His defense of protecting the left side was due to 
standard practice plus in emergency procedures the Captain is trained to be the person in control of 
aircraft. He disagreed with Tom's comments stating it is the purview of FAA Headquarter to provide 
policy direction to AEG and he stated if a carrier decides to exercise NWS relief then under the standard 
of operating at the highest level of safety then it be thoroughly trained. He then reminded the group that 
the FAA authorizes ferry permits for the express purpose of moving an aircraft to a place where it can be 
maintained. He stated  placing relief in MMEL in order to avoid having to the apply for a permit was not 
a valid reason. 
 
ITEM REMAINS OPEN 
 
IG 86: (No attachment) 
 
This item had been included for historical reference purposes only; it is being closed as no action was 
associated with it for IG 86.  Please refer to Agenda Item “86-26:  PL-130 MMEL Policy for Nose 
Gear Steering Systems” for all IG 86 minutes on the subject of Nose Wheel Steering. 
 
This item had been included for historical reference purposes only; it will not be included in future 
agendas as no action was associated with it this past meeting.  Please refer to Agenda Item “86-26:  PL-
130 MMEL Policy for Nose Gear Steering Systems” for all IG 86 minutes on the subject of Nose 
Wheel Steering. 
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86-28:  PL-122 Flight Deck Surveillance Systems 
 
Objective:  Allow more flexibility for cargo operations with inoperative flight deck surveillance 
systems. 
 
Item Lead: Kevin Peters - FedEx 
 
Discussion:    Under sub item Viewing Ports Cargo Configuration - modify to allow occupancy of the 
courier/supernumerary compartment by certain crewmembers.  
 
IG-82: 
 
See PL 122 R1 latest draft. 
 
I, Kevin Peters (FedEx) had requested this be placed on agenda due to confusion at this carrier over the 
application of this PL to all cargo operations. I had previously provided the chairman with a discussion 
paper that unfortunately did not get into the final agenda document. This was placed on the overhead for 
group review. It outlined the different FARs that addresses the Intrusion Resistant Cockpit Doors 
(IRCD) installation.  
 
The principle one, 121.313, states that a door must exist between the cockpit and passenger 
compartment and after April 9, 2003 the door must meet the requirement of 25.795 that outlines the 
requirement of an IRCD. This regulation expressly states it is applicable to passenger only aircraft per 
sub-part (k) which requires all passenger carrying aircraft to have "a means to monitor from the flight 
deck side of door the area outside the flight deck..."  
 
Recently an internal audit of the company MEL program questioned why we were not using the PL 122 
C category relief for the view port. Our response is that PL 122, based around 121.313, carries D relief 
as it is not a requirement per FAR for all cargo operations. The auditor cited another FAR, FAR 
121.584, that states without distinction of type of aircraft operation that the cockpit door must not be 
opened in-flight unless ".. an approved audio procedure and an approved visual device.." is used to 
verify person seeking access to cockpit is not under duress. Thus there is ambiguity within the 
regulations regarding use of visual view ports.  
 
We evaluated the PL 122 C category relief and have deemed it far to restrictive for all cargo operation. 
A proposed draft to PL 122 has been submitted to revise the view port C category relief to state when 
inoperative "only persons who are eligible for access to flight deck by regulation may occupy the 
courier/supernumerary compartment."  We feel this in keeping with our TSA approved security program 
that is based upon 121.547. Essentially the courier /supernumerary compartment is being treated as 
extended cockpit space as is done on other freighter aircraft that either have an inoperative door (Airbus 
300/310) or 777F that do not have a door between cockpit and supernumerary area. 
The FedEx FOM requires "crews to positively identify a returning crew member prior to entry to the 
cockpit. The procedure utilized is up the flight crew."  
 
Item remains open to clarify regulations governing requirement of viewport on freighter aircraft. All 
Cargo should have less restrictive relief category. 
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86-28:  PL-122 Flight Deck Surveillance Systems (Continued) 
 
IG-83: 
 
Kevin Peters (FDX) requested this be tabled until next meeting. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Kevin Peters (FDX) outlined his petition as presented in the agenda above (see minutes of meeting 82). 
It was agreed that he could submit a draft to PL 122 with justification of how all cargo operators who 
have elected to operate aircraft with IRCD to have TSA approved CAS qualified airman onboard the 
aircraft when the door view port is discovered to inoperative. 
 
Action item: Greg Janosik request draft to be vetted with small industry workgroup of Paul Nordstrom 
(Boeing) and Scott Hofstra (UPS) and then forwarded to him for web posting and comment. 
 
IG-85: (Ref PL 122 R1 D2) 
 
Greg Janosik stated PL 122 is posted and will come off web 10/13/12 and if no comments are received 
will move into FAA internal coordination. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
Action item: Greg Janosik 
 
IG-86: (Ref. PL 122 R1 GC D2) 
 
As of 03-27-12 PL 122 R1 D2 was no longer on the draft site; nor had it yet gone final. 
 
George Ceffalo (AFS 260) gave explanation of status of PL as follows: As a part of being in FAA 
internal coordination it came under review by the ARC (aviation rule making committee). Their security 
specialist raised concerns of what is meant by certain terminology such as supernumerary, courier area, 
and what is the correct name of area aft the cockpit security door after the security door becomes 
inoperative. Apparently there is the understanding that this area becomes known as flight deck, or 
extension of the cockpit yet he or they (ARC, FAA) states while it is believed to have once been in 
writing they cannot find it in any document today. George stated therefore there is discussion on what 
terms should be applied. He stressed whatever is decided will then be subject to re-evaluation by Legal.   
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86-28:  PL-122 Flight Deck Surveillance Systems (Continued) 
 
He also stated the appropriateness of who was being asked to be onboard is in question. Per draft 
proviso approved persons allowed to be onboard are those individuals who are authorized by FAR 
121.547. Apparently the security specialist involved has expressed concerns in this regards too. George 
clarified that they are concerned over how the 121 security program accounts for person permitted to 
onboard. He stated “was it name specific or title specific” as to how it speaks to people who are  
considered as supernumeraries. Some follow on discussion ensued on as how and why some cargo 
aircraft have had security doors installed, and others had not. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-29:  Consideration of Options for FAA to Control Global Change Headers 
 
Objective:  Determine how to best administer the Global Change Header on MMEL Policy Letters 
 
Item Lead: AFS 260 – George Ceffalo 
 
Discussion: At IG 83 George Ceffalo raised the issue of how FAA HDQ is contemplating administering 

the Global Change Header on MMEL Policy Letters. He outlined three objectives: 
 

1. Eliminate the GC header off old PLs once the information has been incorporated in all 
applicable MMELs. 

2. Review GCs in year groups to determine if they are still applicable. 
3. Make GCs life limited.  (George suggested four years, after which GC designation 

expires.) 
 
When a GC designation is removed from a PL, that PL will be revised and the remark "GC 
removed" included in the revision history under the PL’s DISCUSSION section. 
 
With regard to MMELs that are not updated anymore, the GC will be grandfathered when 
the MMEL effective date is older than the expiration date of the GC. 
 
He asked the group to consider these options and provide FAA feedback. 

 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) stated George Ceffalo (AFS 260) had not received any feedback on FAA intent 
to remove old GC headers as was presented at last IG meeting. It was asked if all MMELs have been 
evaluated to see if all these GC header PLs information has been incorporated. Greg stated no. Tom 
Atzert (UAL) asked if he was asking if we, as a group, were supposed have comment directly to fact that 
we had a presentation? Normally the group excepts a web posting to comment to. Questions were raised 
as to how group can get a copy of the 62 some PLs that FAA plans to address. George Ceffalo offered to 
transmit it via e-mail notification. Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) expressed concern that out of production 
aircraft which no longer receive updated MMEL revisions rely heavily on the GC header to PL to 
publish relief. Greg stated PL that now have the GC removed will be dated and some form of statement 
will be applied that states earlier dated GC headed PL may be used (grandfather clause). Paul asked 
should not this be communicated via revision to PL 59. 
 
Greg stated he understood that when MMELs are revised all outstanding GCs get incorporated. Todd 
Schooler (Cessna) spoke to how they do not always automatically happen, that often they are excluded 
intentionally, GC wording is not covering all aircraft types, etc, to warrant automatic inclusion. Greg 
agreed language needs to go in PL 59. He went on to say they (FAA) see no issue with dating PL and 
expiring GC headers.  He concluded that they are not trying to take away what PLs offer, just better 
manage the system. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-29:  Consideration of Options for FAA to Control Global Change Headers (Continued) 
 
IG-85: 
 
PLs are pending signature release. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-86: (Ref. PLs 101 R2, 95 R2, 85 R3, 67 R4, and 56 R5) 
 
Action item: George Ceffalo (AFS 260) 
 
PLs 101 R2, 85 R3, and 56 R5 include the statement “Revision X omits the Global Change (GC) 
designation for this PL. If the MMEL used by operators as an MEL, or used to create an MMEL has 
not been revised since 01/01/2000, operators may continue to use PL-XX Rev X in their MEL.” 
 

Bob Taylor (Industry Chair / US Airways) questioned if “used to create an MMEL” instead 
should read “used to create an MEL”?  How can an MMEL be used to create an MMEL? 

 
PLs 95 R2 and 67 R4 include the statement “Revision X omits the Global Change (GC) designation for 
this PL”, but omit any statement regarding the MMEL not being revised by a certain date and the 
operator being permitted to use the PL in their MEL.  Was this statement excluded intentionally? 

Bob Taylor questioned why the statement indicating removal of the GC wasn’t consistent with 
the three other PLs identified in the preceding paragraph. 

 

George Ceffalo (AFS 260) clarified that what is meant is that now that GC’s are being dated and hence 
will time expire, if the GC PL has not been incorporated in the MEL and the MMEL has not changed, 
then they can continue to apply for relief. Greg Janosik clarified that this should be cleaned up, clarified. 

 
Action item: Greg Janosik (AFS 240) – Clean up/clarify the language in question in these 5 PLs. 
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86-30: EASA CS-MMEL 
 
Objective:  Brief the IG regarding EASA’s future implementation of a generic MMEL and what the 

requirements for manufacturers and operators will be. 
 
Item Lead: Cessna – Todd Schooler 
 
Discussion:  
 
IG-85:  (No attachment) 
 
Todd Schooler gave presentation of EASA CS MMEL proposal. He stated it involves the manufacturers 
as from now on when they apply for an EASA type certification they must also have a CS MMEL too. 
CS stands for Certificate Specifications for an MMEL that manufacturer owns and EASA approves. All 
EASA certificated operators regardless of type of aircraft operated must have an MEL. For small single 
engine type aircraft that currently do not have MMELs they took the published FAA generic single 
MMEL and modified to fit EASA rules. They then came up with a definition of non complex versus 
complex aircraft so those operators who are rated as non-complex can use this modified generic MMEL 
and a specific MMEL must already exist or manufacturer must create for one a complex aircraft. For 
those aircraft that use the generic MMEL, but which have optional equipment not addressed in the 
generic MMEL, the manufacturer is charged with the responsibility to issue an MMEL supplement for 
that specific aircraft type. 
 
He stated that STC holders have to do same as the aircraft manufacturer, build an MMEL supplement 
for their products. He reported that for those aircraft that use this generic MMEL the manufacturer does 
not have to produce a procedures manual. Previous EASA specific MMEL relief that used to be known 
as TGL Leaflet No.26 has been suspended. He reported that this CS MMEL is effective for all in 
production aircraft types. Effective dates for transition are yet not established but he reported 
manufacturers will have two years to grandfather everything in or go through the entire type 
certification process again. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
Collin Hancock (EASA) stated OSD (Operations Specifications Document) and CS MMEL are going 
thru internal approval with the EASA committee; both should be available by end of the year. He 
clarified that the OSD is the overall rule change which will mandate EASA CS MMEL for EASA 
certificated aircraft; he wanted to clarify the minutes of the previous meeting were geared more towards 
the generic MMEL, and that the CS MMEL is applicable to what he referred to as all complex aircraft, 
large transport or biz jet categories. Thus the generic MMEL is more equivalent to the individual FAA 
MMELs than is the CS MMEL. He reported the EASA committee is currently wading thru 200 plus 
comments on the CS MMEL and will then be tackling the generic MMEL. Greg Janosik asked if FAA 
participates; Collin said yes but not for some time; Greg ensured FAA will reengage. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 



Page 90 of 101 

 
86-31:  FSIMS 8900.1 Rewrite Project: Volume 4, Chapter 4 (MEL) 
 
Objective:  Improve and clarify content of MEL Sections of 8900.1. 
 
Item Lead: Greg Janosik FAA (AFS- 240) 
 
Discussion:  Industry and FAA inspectors continue to struggle with intent of various portions of 8900.1 
MEL guidance. 
 
IG 78 NOTE:  Steve Kane advises that tentative start date for project is June, 2010. 
 
IG 78: 
8900.1 Vol4 Chpt 4 re-write project.  Steve Kane reported that Bob Davis wants this section re-written 
starting this summer.  Steve has been tasked with forming a working group along with industry 
involvement.  The group will consist of industry and AEG.   
 
Submit to Tom Atzert your name via e-mail if you wish to participate in this effort.  Will be 2 face to 
face meetings and the rest will be telecon.  Probably 3 from IG will participate, but more IG members 
may be involved to assist those chosen.  Tom will organize telecon for those interested, and to select 
industry working group members. 
 
IG 79: 
Steve Kane updated the group on 8900 re-write.  Meeting in Kansas City in mid July resulted in Part 91 
being 85-90% complete.  Third week in October for next meeting in Kansas City, work on Part 121 and 
135 will begin.  Rick Chitwood to fill in for Steve Kane during that meeting.    
 
IG-80: 
8900 re-write is in progress.  Part 91 section completed and undergoing final review.  Part 121/125/135 
sections in work.  
 
FAA took action to check on FAA review/approval process regarding an operator's submittal to add a 
new fleet type to their existing MEL program. 
 
IG-81: 
Greg Janosik AFS 240 briefed IG on progress of 8900.1 rewrite.  Solid link between 8900.1 V4 C4 CDL 
MMEL and V8 C2 AEG and MMELs.  AC 25-7A is the only published guidance on CDLs.  He is 
looking for more published guidance.  Reference MMEL IG 81 power point included with the minutes. 
 
IG-82: 
No updates given except FAA budget restrictions have led to no progress since last report. 
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86-31:  FSIMS 8900.1 Rewrite Project: Volume 4, Chapter 4 (MEL) (Continued) 
 
IG-83: 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) presented progress on combining the current 11 sections of 8900.1 Vol 4/ Ch. 4 
MEL/CDL. In this process some 64 PLs are to be incorporated in 8900. 
 
The rewrite to create only four new sections: 
 
4-4-1:  MEL for Part 91, sub-part K 
4-4-2:   CDL 
4-4-3:  MEL for all other Parts, 121,  
4-4-4:  NEF 
 
Sections 1, 2, and 4 almost complete except for final review. Section 3 is 50% at time of this meeting. A 
workgroup session is planned for the end of MMEL IG. Plus one final meeting to be held 6-7 Sept in 
Kansas City. All four sections to be submitted to FAA Document Control Board for final internal intra-
departmental review pending final approval in the month of October, 2011. 
 
8900.1 Vol 8, Ch 2 the AFS / FOEB process has already been rewritten and it incorporates 
approximately 30 FAA PLs and when finally released these PL will go away. It broken out as follows: 
 
Re-write of sections 3,4,5,6, 7 & 8 
 
3-4 under review with AFS 200, 5, 6, 7 & 8 are with AFS 140 who were described as contractors 
(assumed to mean tech writers) who prepare and disseminate the document to the internal FAA 
departments. Thus it is a work in progress. No final date could be given. 
 
Bob Wagner and Scott Hofstra requested a talk on the new section 1 to 8900 Vol 4 / Ch 4. that was just 
released 07/27/2011. FAA members present requested deferment of this discussion until the next 
morning. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) outlined the progress, he stated section one, CDL, is completed, section two, 
Part 91 MEL, is under serious re-write, section 3, MEL for all Parts other than 91, is done, and section 
four for NEF is done. Once section two is done all four sections will undergo internal FAA AFS 200 
review, then final inspection by the re-write group and on to the internal FAA Document Review Board 
(DRB). DRB turnaround time is typically 30 days and then posting to the Federal Register. Target date 
for final is end of December 2011. 
 
It was questioned how long of a review the rewrite committee will have to review and comment. It was 
mentioned that they should save comments for the posting to the Federal Register. Some dissatisfaction 
was registered with the decision. Pete Neff (AFS  240) stressed it must go out on to the Federal Register 
as they have been directed to do so to show compliance with the Federal Administrative Procedures Act. 
He stated the Federal Register is the vehicle that is designed to keep and record comments and how the 
comments are resolved (similar to how the PL comment list document is now structured). 
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86-31:  FSIMS 8900.1 Rewrite Project: Volume 4, Chapter 4 (MEL) (Continued) 
 
Finally, Joe White (ATA) asked if the rewrite involved more than just 8900.1 Vole 4 / Ch 4 and Greg 
responded that it also included the AEG section known as Chapter 8, section two. He stated the rewrite 
significantly reduced that size of the manual and in doing so incorporates numerous Pals. Greg outlined 
that the Vole 4 / Ch 4 rewrite incorporated four PLs and the AEG chapter some 28-29 PLs. Comments 
were made that if the intent of having a PL is for flexibility of timely revision and dissemination of 
information, then is this lost once rolled into 8900 as when 8900, in order to address changes, must go 
out to Federal Register? Pete Neff outlined how in future even PLs that invoke a significant change in 
policy will need to go out to the Federal Register as well. He stressed this was still under much 
discussion as to how much flexibility AFS 200 will have on keeping the current handling of PL as they 
are, and their ability to determine what constitutes significant change. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 85:  (Ref 8900 V4 C4 Rewrite Status) 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 260) started the he gave some erroneous information that the rewrite will be going to 
Federal Register by end of last month (Dec 2011) as that is now physically impossible to make it even 
by end of current month (Jan).  He gave an update on where the re-write is at, all 4 new sections of Vol 
4 / Ch 4 done, industry comments on which is being currently reviewed. He re-stated that documents 
were originally to go to FAA Document Control Board (DCB) in December. He states this milestone has 
not been met. He reported before further posting can happen the document must finish it way thru the 
internal (DCB), comments which have been extensive have to be answered and then back to tech writing 
contractors for finishing. He now projects contractors finishing final draft as late as Jun/July, Final 
internal FAA review and then Fed Register posting for comments, response to comments in late summer 
and published no sooner that Sept 2012 or later time frame 
 
He then report that other portion of re-write, AEG guidance section Vol 8, Ch 2 sections 3,4,5,6,7 & 8, 
are with contractor and as yet no completion date. He reported the third part of 8900.1 re-write, AFS 50 
International Branch section, is moving along but that all the three portions of 8900.1 will not be 
released until all are ready so the long pole appears to be the fact that all three still must go to Federal 
Register. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG 86: 
 
Please refer to minutes of IG Agenda item 86-24 for comments on this topic. 
 
Item remains OPEN. 
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86-32: Guidelines for the Introduction of New Business 
 
Objective:  To clarify guidance in the FAA/ATA MMEL INDUSTRY GROUP CHARTER regarding 

the introduction of new items. 
 
Item Lead: MMEL IG Chairman 
 
Discussion: Propose revising par. D. under item 7 MMEL IG Meeting Agenda in the IG Charter 
 
IG-85:  (Reference Guidelines for Introduction of New Business) 
 
Bob Taylor presented MMEL IG Charter document inclusion of revised text on how to formally submit 
new MMEL IG Agenda items for inclusion in the agenda package. He stated the proposed changes are 
can be found in the pdf version of the meeting agenda with existing text in red and proposed change text 
in blue ink and he encourages members to review it and e-mail him with any feedback. (Ref: Agenda 
attachment). 
 
IG 86:  (No attachment) 
 
Bob Taylor (Industry Chair / US Airways) indicated no feedback had been received from the IG 
members; he will update the MMEL IG Charter to include the guidelines formerly proposed at IG 85. 
 
Action item:  Bob Taylor – Update the FAA/ATA MMEL INDUSTRY GROUP CHARTER regarding 
the introduction of new items accordingly 
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86-33:  FAA / EASA MMEL Harmonization 
 
Objective:  Monitor the status of FAA/EASA Harmonization initiatives regarding MMELs. 
 
Item Lead:  Pete Neff (FAA AFS 240) and Colin Hancock (EASA) 
 
Discussion:  FAA MMEL Procedures Manual discussed at IG 60.  AEG SEA and AFS 260 will review 
the FAA MMEL Procedures Manual and report back to the IG.   
IG requests this manual be formally accepted as FAA policy. 
 
IG-78:   
Emilie Marchais from EASA stated no updates because of cancellation of a meeting in Europe due to 
travel problems associated with recent volcanic activity.  
 
IG-79:   
Pete Neff updated the group that the EASA MMEL policy document will be made available on the 
EASA website around April 2011.  
 
IG-80: 
 Pete Neff reported EASA is currently re-writing their regulations -certification specification 
(CSMMEL).  April 2011, rule should be out for comment.  April 2012, rule should go final. EASA 
MMELs are OEM owned and managed where as FAA MMELs are FAA owned and managed.   
 
IG-81: 
Jim Foster was not in attendance, but Thierry Vandendorpe updated the IG on EASA.  He stated they are 
developing certification specification by choice, very similar to FAA policy letter guidance.  The CS 
MMEL will be the responsibility of the OEM, not EASA.  
 
In US, FAA is responsible for the MMEL.   
 
IG-82: 
Jim Foster (AEG SEA) had no updates to report. Colin Hancock (EASA) spoke to development of 
EASA MMELs. He stated the draft document on the topic will be posted to EASA website for public 
comment within the next two weeks.  
 
FAA Lead was transferred to Pete Neff (AFS 202) from Mr. Foster (FAA SEA AEG). Pete spoke to the 
differences in the FAA, EASA rules and procedures. He stated both parties have compared their 
individual rules have come to agreements in some areas thus narrowing the differences where 
disagreement still exist. Perrick Pene (Airbus) stated how as a manufacturer they, Airbus, cannot build 
or support two different standards. 
 
Overall good progress has been achieved and further meetings are planned. 
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86-33:  FAA / EASA MMEL Harmonization (Continued) 
 
IG-83: 
 
Emilie Marchais (EASA) reported that very soon, I believe she stated by the end of this week (19 
August 2011), that the details on Certification Specification MMEL (CS-MMEL) will posted on the 
EASA website as Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) No. 2011-11 document. This document 
provides the details on how manufacturers are to use certification standards, statistical analysis tools, to 
develop an aircraft MMEL. This is supposed to become effective in the September timeframe. Todd 
Schooler (Cessna) interjected that these MMELs were to be just developed and maintained but owned 
by the manufacturer, not EASA. To this Emilie concurred. 
 
For further information, please refer to attachment "CS-MMEL.pdf" which outlines the certification 
specifications, acceptable means of compliance and guidance material related to development of an 
EASA MMEL. (This is the content of NPA No. 2011-11 document referenced above). 
 
IG-84: 
 
Pete Neff (AFS  240) stated how Thierry Vandertroppe (EASA) had already outlined the EASA MMEL 
must be developed and maintained by the manufacturer and EASA maintains approval over content of 
MMEL. He also mentioned how EASA has published (stated) that an approved MMEL constitutes a 
temporary change of type design. He when on to describe a series of meetings held on international 
Flight Ops Evaluation Board (FOEB) process. These meeting have been attended by five international 
regulatory agencies representing, US, EU, Canada, Brazil and China; all five are trying to come up with 
a harmonized process for joint FOEBs. 
 
Paul Nordstrom (Boeing) asked that if Airbus has stopped producing section three data and was 
requiring use of the AMM, then where do operators publish their (M) procedures, in the MEL, or in a 
separate document, or reference the AMM? Bob Taylor indicated US Airways sometimes utilizes AMM 
Task references, and sometimes utilizes the Airbus MMP, which he described as a 'sort of section three', 
that allows them (US Airways) to continue to place a procedure within the MEL. Tim Kane (Jet Blue) 
spoke to his preference to using the MEL too. Paul then asked how reactivation is addressed. Tim stated 
MEL does not address this; operator uses AMM R&R procedures, etc. Mike Bianchi (ATA) reported 
that in his experience many operators publish how to sign off an MEL in their GMM MEL program. 
 
IG-85: 
 
EASA representatives were not present thus item held over until next meeting. Discussion was held on 
one EASA development, implementation of CS MMEL (refer to agenda item 85-30). 
 
IG-86: (No attachment) 
 
No updates for this meeting. Item remains OPEN. 
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86-34:  PL-31 MMEL Format Specifications – “Next-Gen” MMEL Specs 
 
Objective:  Align PL-31 with new XML MMEL product. 
 
Item Lead:  Walt Hutchings, MKC AEG 
 
Discussion:   
 
IG-78:   
Steve Kane briefed the group on the movement of all PL’s to FSIMS site by the end to the year.  Web 
view will be very similar to what is seen today for PL’s on the OPSPECS web site.  
 
IG-79:   
XML schema is in OKC (ATA spec 2300).  Final schemas to be published in about 2 months. 
 
IG-80: 
Walt not in attendance, Bryan Watson stated that Walt is trying to push IT for a “go” date.   
 
IG-81: 
Walt Hutchings was not in attendance, no update. 
 
IG-82: 
FAA representative present stated some general agreement on new schema has been reached with AEG 
but actual details could not be outline as Lead, Walt Hutching not present. Group general discussion was 
held on various schemas have been hatched by different entities, Boeing DDG as one, the above 
referenced ATA scheme another. It was stated that there are several other similar projects such MMEL 
numbering schema that fall in this same arena, different approaches being pursued. Jim Foster (AEG 
SEA) stated he recently spoke to Walt and was informed that the progress is in limbo due to FAA 
budget cuts. 
 
IG-83: 
Walt Hutching has reported to Greg Janosik (AFS 240) that the project is on hold due to FAA funding 
issue. 
 
IG-84: 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) reconfirmed that this subject is in abeyance due to lack of FAA funding. 
 
IG-85: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-86: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
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86-35:  Conversion of FAA MMEL Documents to XML (MMEL Transformation) 
 
Objective:  To streamline the process of formatting MMELs to upload on FAA server. 
 
Item Leads:  Bob Davis AFS-260 
 
Discussion:  Working Group formed to develop MMEL XML schema.  Group is to report progress at 
each IG meeting. 
 
IG-78:   
Walt Hutchings reports that operator MEL compliance tracking and reporting functionality has been 
tested and soon to be deployed.  Notice that will go out to field offices has been written, and is awaiting 
final coordination before sending out.  AEG authoring/publication tools about two thirds complete. 

IG-79:   
Mr. Paul Conn from ATA spoke to the group about work being done with XML schemas as they relate 
to ATA Spec 2300.  FOIG group schema is set and should be released within several months.   
 
IG-80: 
Pete Neff stated that meetings are ongoing in DC and an update is likely at next IG meeting.  
 
IG-81: 
Bob Davis – This is still in work and will likely occur in 2012.  Paul Nordstrom stated that there are two 
different MMEL “word templates’ out there for use and was expecting to see one eventually.   
 
Other thoughts included discussion about Spec 2300 Schema (is completed) and Boeing, Airbus and 
FAAs need to eventually synch up.  
 
IG-82: 
Similar discussion as that held on previous agenda item 82-13. Lead Walt Hutchings not present. 
Program on hold due to budget constraints. 
 
IG-83: 
Project is on hold due to FAA funding issue. 
 
IG-84: 
 
Greg Janosik (AFS 240) reconfirmed that this subject is in abeyance due to lack of FAA funding. 
 
IG-85: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-86: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
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86-36:  New MMEL Proposal System  
 
Objective:  Volunteers needed to submit MMEL items through a new MMEL proposal program. 
 
Item Lead:  Walt Hutchings 
 
Discussion:     
 
IG-80: 
Walt not in attendance, Bryan Watson stated that Walt is trying to push IT for a “go” date. 
 
IG-81: 
Walt Hutchings not in attendance updates deferred to next IG meeting.  
 
IG-82: 
No updates. 
 
IG-83: 
This item to remain OPEN. FAA funding issue. 
 
IG-84: 
No change – Greg Janosik to check if any updates are available regarding the funding issue 
 
IG-85: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
 
IG-86: 
On hold, FAA Funding issues. - Item remains OPEN. 
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NEW Agenda Item 
 
PL 77, Cockpit and Instrument Lights, Proviso a) - “Not on Emergency Bus”  
 
Objective: Clarify proviso a) so that it does not appear to prohibit any remaining individual light(s) 

from being located on an emergency bus. 
 
Item Lead: Working Group 
 
Discussion:  
 
IG-86: 
 
Bob Taylor raised concern over the current wording of proviso a) which, when combined with the lead-
in sentence in the Remarks & Exceptions column reads “Individual lights may be inoperative provided 
remaining Lighting System lights are: a) Not on emergency bus”.  He raised the concern that this 
appears to infer that the remaining operative lights are not permitted to be emergency powered. He felt 
this was incorrect and needed to be re-written and clarified. the group agreed and a small work group 
was put together. 
 
Working Group 
Todd Schooler – Cessna 
Dennis Landry – ALPA 
Mike Baier – American Airlines 
Eric Lesage – Airbus Americas 
 
Action Item: Working Group – Draft new language for proviso a); coordinate with Greg Janosik to 
ensure it aligns with draft PL 63 R4 D3. 
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NEW Agenda Item 
 
PL 102, Cargo Compartment Smoke Detection and Fire Suppression Systems  
 
Objective: To align the language in PL 102 with that of PL 108 R1 regarding the operator’s ability to 

verify cargo compartments contain only empty cargo handling equipment, ballast, and /or 
Fly Away Kits. 

 
Item Lead: Bob Taylor, US Airways 
 
Discussion:  
 
IG-86: 
 
The DISCUSSION section in PL 108 “Carriage of Empty Cargo Handling Equipment” indicates PL 108 
was created to address concerns over previous attempts to clarify that air carriers have the ability to 
redistribute cargo handling equipment throughout their route structure via the introduction of an MMEL 
proviso stating "...affected compartment remains empty" and a NOTE stating "does not preclude the 
carriage of empty cargo containers, pallets, ballast, and cargo restraint components"; concerns were 
identified as: 
 

• This will not allow them to carry cargo handling equipment because Notes, by their definition, 
"... do not relieve the operator of the responsibility for compliance with all applicable 
requirements.  This can lead them back to the need to void the entire compartment and once 
again leave urgently needed ULDs and ballast, etc., at remote locations, disrupting their system, 
all because the proviso they are left to comply with is essentially "… Affected compartment 
remains empty." 

• Other parties have also expressed concern that this note in MMELs lacks any creditable authority 
to ensure that inappropriate items associated with cargo handling are not also being loaded. 

 
The POLICY section in PL 108 then addresses these concerns as follows: 
 

(O) May be inoperative provided procedures are established and used to ensure the associated 
compartment or zone remains empty, or is verified to contain only empty cargo handling 
equipment, ballast (ballast may be loaded in ULDs), and /or Fly Away Kits. 
NOTE: Operator MELs should define which items are approved for inclusion in the Fly 
Away Kits, and which materials can be used as ballast. 

 
Bob Taylor pointed out that PL 102 “Cargo Compartment Smoke Detection and Fire Suppression 
Systems” has never been aligned with the language in PL 108, but continues to use the language 
reportedly to be the cause of the concerns documented in the PL 108 DISCUSSION section. Bob asked 
the group if this language should be aligned with PL 108, and the group agreed. 
 
Action item: Bob Taylor – Revise the provisos and notes in PL 102 regarding cargo compartments and 
the carriage of cargo containers to align with POLICY as defined in PL 108. 
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NEW Agenda Item 
 
PL 73 MMEL Relief for Emergency Medical Equipment  
 
Objective: To continue to keep PL 73 on the agenda to track the status of any potential changes in 

policy to current PL 73 R5, currently being discussed within FAA Legal. 
 
Item Lead: ??? 
 
Discussion:  
 
IG-86: 
 
This item created as a result of, but unrelated to, discussion of the Nose Wheel Steering Agenda Item 
86- 26. 
 
General discussion ensued on the overly lengthy amount of time the legal review is taking. Greg stated it 
cannot be avoided. He recognized that it is painfully slow. He stated Anne Bechdolt was actively 
working the EMK issue. Tom Atzert (UAL) stated that Anne had requested that anybody with additional 
data forward it to her in the next 30 days. Greg stated Anne is reviewing all the historical data on the 
issue, and the statistical data recently provided by A4A, indicating the study and evaluation is ongoing. 
 
IG Chairman’s Note – Post IG 86 A4A Managing Director, Engineering & Maintenance, Joe White 
provided an update indicating A4A had met with Mr Duncan, FAA Deputy Director of Flight Standards 
for Policy, and  Mr. Dean Griffith from the Office of General Council; Joe indicated “Mr Griffith may 
attend IG 87 in SEA. 

 
Item remains OPEN 
 
 



Master Minimum Equipment List MMEL 
–Industry Group

 SUB-COMMITTEE CHARTER
The mission of the Sub-committee is to promote safety while 

maximizing flight operations through communications between 
industry and regulatory agencies.  

All MEL relief is subject to the Captains acceptance and approval 
of aircraft configuration and new operational procedures. 

Captain’s authority is one of aviation and the MEL’s basic tenets.
FAR 91.3 (a) states: “The pilot-in-command of an aircraft is directly 
responsible for, and is the final authority as to, the operation

 

of that 
aircraft.”

 

FAR 121.535 (d) further states: “Each pilot in command of an 
aircraft is, during flight time, in command of
the aircraft and crew and is responsible for the safety of the passengers,  
crewmembers, cargo, and airplane.”



MEL’s prior to 1980’s era of 
“De-regulation”

• Before De-regulation most airlines had very limited 
MEL style documents. (10 to 15 pages)

• Approval was granted by regional “FAA”
 

offices 
 Large variances' between regions and airlines

 Lorrenzo’s abuse of the MEL system reached a crisis during 
the mid 1980’s as he destroyed EAL.  

ALPA and EAL pilots began the “Postcard Campaign”

 writing to Congress with MEL abuse’s during his operation 
of EAL.   



United States Congressional concerns with MEL’s  abuse Results in 
creation of the  Master MEL IG and development of  numerous Policy 
Letters
These represent industry knowledge and experience  spanning nearly 
50 years. 



CRJ next critical failure (LT Gear) due to Hydraulic 
System 3 Failure-

 
combined with 

Inoperative Tiller  due to system failure 

Nose gear/Left Wing in grass

Runway 27R

Taxiway “M”



SUBJECT: MMEL and MEL PREAMBLE
 PL-34 Revision 4                           August 15, 1997

• The FAA approved MMEL includes those 
items of equipment related to airworthiness 
and operating regulations and other items of 
equipment which the Administrator finds 
may be inoperative and yet maintain an 
acceptable level of safety by appropriate 
conditions and limitations;  it does not 
contain obviously required items such as 
wings, flaps, and rudders.



SUBJECT: MMEL and MEL PREAMBLE
 PL-34 Revision 4                           August 15, 1997

• Suitable conditions and limitations in the form 
of placards, maintenance procedures, crew 
operating procedures and other restrictions as 
necessary are specified in the MEL to ensure 
that an acceptable level of safety is 
maintained.



Not written or included in the 
MMEL and MEL PREAMBLE

 is the following accepted concept and 
demand of all Captains 

The Master MEL Sub committee relies 
on and has stated many times that “Any 
MEL relief item is subject to Captains 
approval.”

 
That concept is a 

cornerstone of the maintenance of the 
“Highest level of Safety”



Recent operational experience with MEL relief  that a Captain    
has found unsafe and exercised his responsibility using
Captain’s authority within FAR guidance  

• Case law (much of it in connection with liability suits) also firmly 
supports this principle and grants broad (although not unlimited) 
discretion to the captain in fulfilling this responsibility. 

• For example, any assessment of a captain’s decision must be weighed in 
view of information known to the crew at the time (not after the

 

fact) 
and must be balanced against the probable risks and consequences

 
involved, the availability (or lack thereof) of options, and the

 

short 
amount of time available for decision-making. To be sure, a captain may 
be called to defend his or her decisions, but the regulations and case 
law frame a strong presumption that the captain is exercising sound 
professional judgment in these situations.

Given that the concept and application of captain’s authority rests on such 
a strong regulatory, legal, and historical framework, one might think that 
there would be no significant challenges when pilots exercise their rights in 
pursuit of their professional responsibilities.
In this case, one would be wrong.



Captains are expected to evaluate MEL’s with regard to operational 
experience.  CRJ 200  Landing gear failures have occurred and are one 

of the many factors Captains would be required to consider before 
acceptance of any MEL relief. 

Optimum weather conditions and 
nosewheel less than 3”

 
off centerline

Nosewheel steering angle in excess of 
rudder pedal capacity  was 

required to maintain runway alignment



An Operator’s  response to a flight crew’s  refusal to operate with 
an  item enjoying   MEL  relief that a Captain and First Officer

 

deem is 
unsafe

To All:

Upon receiving this CRJ 700  with an open “Steering Inop”

 

caution 
message write up in the AML, the company sent contract maintenance to 
attempt a reset or repair of the nosewheel steering system.  
The contract mechanic attempted to correct the most common 
malfunction by resetting the ECU and “re-racking”

 

and cleaning of 
electrical contacts. This corrected the caution message and prior to 
boarding we visually inspected the nosewheel to ensure it moved its full 
range.  
Once the ops check was complete, we loaded passengers and attempted 
to fly to Washington Dulles (IAD).  After pushback CA John Doe armed the 
nosewheel steering and, once again, we received the “Steering Inop”

 
Caution Message.  We shut down the engine and were towed to the gate 
and deplaned passengers, later the flight canceled. 
That afternoon, the conversation immediately turned toward a reposition 

flight from XYZ to ABC, with a legal MEL 32-50-01 and no passengers. 
CA John Doe explained this particular MEL was dangerous, and we

 

have 
not had adequate training or guidance to successfully taxi an aircraft with 

asymmetrical braking and thrust, at low speeds and rudder, once at 
sufficient speed to be  effective.  He was immediately referred to an 

Assistant Chief Pilot, who compromised and agreed to attempt further 
repair.  



An Operator’s  response to a flight crew’s  refusal to operate with MEL  
Nose Wheel steering tiller relief 

To All:

On the morning of 1-1-1 we woke up to a phone call with a reposition 
flight from XYZ to ABC on our schedule and the nosewheel steering MEL on the 

aircraft. CA John Doe once again stated that this may be legal but not safe and we 
don’t feel comfortable taking this aircraft with this MEL, regardless of weather 
conditions.  We had many valid safety concerns and attempted to voice those 

concerns with little progress.  As a result of our safety concerns, a meeting with 
the Assistant Chief Pilot was scheduled .  At the time the meeting was scheduled it 

was our belief it was a discipline hearing and CA John Doe was advised he, 
“need(s) to have a rep”.  

At the beginning of the meeting our contract administrator asked

 
specifically if the intent of the meeting was discipline and our

 

Assistant Chief Pilot 
stated, “No”.  Unfortunately, it was clear that the chief pilot did not fully 

understand the issue, because he mentioned several aircraft that

 

have, “castering 
nosewheels”.  Those aircraft included Cessna 172’s and Beech 1900’s, both of 
which have nosewheel steering systems that are directly linked to the rudder 

pedals, not castering nosewheels, as is the case with this particular MEL.  By the 
conclusion of the meeting our ASAP reports were accepted into the ASAP 

program, and we had a sim session scheduled for the following afternoon, to 
teach us how to operate the aircraft with the nosewheel steering

 

inoperative.  
.  



• Quite possibly the most disturbing issue resulting from this whole 
situation, is the ASAP briefing that came on Saturday 1-1-1.  This 
particular briefing included the company’s ERC member and 
director of training, the company ASAP manager, and company 
CRJ Fleet Manager (ALPA’s ERC member was unavailable due to 
his work schedule).  

• The meeting began with a lecture from the company ASAP 
manager discussing how lucky we were that this report was 
accepted into ASAP, they thought this incident to be strictly a 
flight ops issue.  

• This discussion went as far as to suggest that we would lose this 
case if it were to go to arbitration, CA John Doe and myself 
viewed this as a direct threat to our jobs.  If not for ALPA’s ASAP 
ERC member, we might be discussing this situation with a 
disciplinary grievance on file and jobless.  Ultimately, the whole 
meeting felt as though the individuals involved were doing flight 
ops bidding.



An Operator’s  response to a flight crew’s  refusal to operate with MEL  
Nose Wheel steering tiller relief 

I am sure I do not need to speak of the numerous issues that are

 

at play, 
not to mention Captain’s Authority. I view this as a direct intimidation 
tactic and a method of sending a message to the pilot group, regarding 
“legal is safe”. Though no official discipline is being pursued, this whole 
“out of body experience”

 

has been an attempt to prevent crews from 
refusing aircraft that they deem unsafe, as stated in both meetings. 
Furthermore, crews that determine an aircraft is unsafe with cause, even 
though legal, should be respected per FAR 91.3 (Captain’s Authority).  
This is a clear example of pilot pushing and a true testament to

 

the safety 
culture at our airline, and a threat to flight safety. 

Our resources may be less than our major counterparts, but our 
passengers and codeshare partners demand the same level of safety. 
Even though we haven’t had an accident in some time, doesn’t mean the 
airline is safe, and this experience is an excellent example of how a 
poisonous safety culture not only inhibits an open dialogue, it actually 
encourages pilot’s to keep their safety concerns silent and out of the 
mind of flight operations and our corporate safety department.  





“Archived”
 

PL 16 “
 

M and O”
 

procedures
•Use of an "O" or "M" symbol in the MMEL indicates that the  
operator is responsible for developing an appropriate operations

 or   maintenance procedure to be included with the item in its 
Minimum    Equipment List (MEL).  Each operator's MEL, including

 such    procedures, must be reviewed and, if found appropriate, 
approved by    the principal inspector.
• Either a crewmember or a maintenance person may accomplish 
the  specified predeparture action for certain items where either    
party is clearly competent to do so. 
• In certain cases it  may be the FOEB's determination that an 
operating procedure  will be as effective as a maintenance 
procedure in determining that a flight may continue at an 
acceptable    level of safety with a particular instrument or item of    
equipment inoperative.
•



PL 16
 M and O procedures

• In drafting or revising an MMEL, the Flight Operations Evaluation Board, 
usually in conjunction with industry    representatives, painstakingly 
reviews each proposed item for    inclusion in the MMEL to determine its 
acceptability.  

• The FOEB    analyzes the ramifications of potential failures to determine 
the    effects, if any, on other components or systems and whether or not    
an operations and/or maintenance procedure should be prescribed.

• Although the FOEB and the manufacturer fully understand the 
aircraft    systems and the logic for requiring an "O" or "M" 
procedure, such may not be the case with aircraft operators or 
the    principal inspectors charged with review and approval    
respon.  In order to provide a sound basis for the    development 
and approval of operations and maintenance    procedures, both 
operators and inspectors must have benefit    of the FOEB's and 
manufacturer's reasoning.  



AEG's should make every effort to comply with the following considerations for 
each item requiring an operations or maintenance procedure:   
(1)  Solicit from the manufacturer its recommended procedure or, as a minimum, 

aspects to be considered by the operator in the development of the procedure.  
(2)  If the manufacturer no longer exists, the FOEB, using available information 
and qualified field resources, must develop the procedure or delineate the 
aspects to be considered by the operator in the development of the procedure.    
(3)  If not included in the manufacturer's distribution system, ensure that the 
above information is distributed to         affected operators and principal 
inspectors.    

(4)  When an MMEL item requires an "O" "M" procedure 
and the  FOEB does not have a high level of confidence in 
the results  of paragraph (1) or (2) above, the item should 
receive serious  consideration for deletion from the MMEL.

PL 16
 M and O procedures



An Operator’s  response to a flight crew’s  refusal to operate with MEL  
Nose Wheel steering tiller relief 

To All:

On the morning of 1-1-1 we woke up to a phone call with a reposition 
flight from XYZ to ABC on our schedule and the nosewheel steering MEL on the 

aircraft. CA John Doe once again stated that this may be legal but not safe and we 
don’t feel comfortable taking this aircraft with this MEL, regardless of weather 
conditions.  We had many valid safety concerns and attempted to voice those 

concerns with little progress.  As a result of our safety concerns, a meeting with 
the Assistant Chief Pilot was scheduled .  At the time the meeting was scheduled it 

was our belief it was a discipline hearing and CA John Doe was advised he, 
“need(s) to have a rep”.  

At the beginning of the meeting our contract administrator asked

 

specifically if 
the intent of the meeting was discipline and our Assistant Chief

 

Pilot stated, “No”.  
Unfortunately, it was clear that the chief pilot did not fully understand the issue, 
because he mentioned several aircraft that have, “castering nosewheels”.  Those 
aircraft included Cessna 172’s and Beech 1900’s, both of which have nosewheel 

steering systems that are directly linked to the rudder pedals, not castering 
nosewheels, as is the case with this particular MEL.  By the conclusion of the 

meeting our ASAP reports were accepted into the ASAP program, and we had a 
sim session scheduled for the following afternoon, to teach us how to operate the 

aircraft with the nosewheel steering inoperative.  
.  



CRJ 200/700/900 Emergency 
Procedures CRJ 200

CRJ 700/900



CRJ next critical failure (LT Gear) due 
to Hydraulic System 3 Failure-

 Inoperative Tiller 

Nose gear/Left Wing in grass

Runway 27R

Taxiway “M”



ALPA’s Position

• Very few transport category aircraft have a landing gear, 
braking system, and powerplant configurations capable of 
providing redundancy for the loss of the nose wheel steering 
components under  normal conditions

• Taxi operations expose  airport environment and occupants 
to significant jet blast and FOD hazards

• A NWS Inop combined with gear malfunctions can pose 
hazards to other aircraft on the ground and airport occupants

• PL 16 Clearly grants the FOEB Chairman authority to change, 
add, remove any item of relief that “Operational Experience”

 finds incompatible for meeting “The highest standards of 
Safety”

• Therefore: ALPA in this case cannot support this MEL relief
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Dave Abbott  Delta Dispatch 
MMEL / MEL Coordinator 
 

404-715-0071  david.abbott@delta.com 

George Adams  Director, Quality Assurance 
Continental Express 
17795 JFK Boulevard 
Houston, TX  77038 

281-553-6629 281-553-6654 gadams@coair.com 

Ray Adams  Alaska Airlines 
MEL Mtc Rep 

206-392-9046  ray.adams@alaskaair.com  

Paul Agnew  
X 

JetBlue Airways 
A320 Captain, MEL-SME 
118-29 Queens Blvd 
Forest Hills, NY 11375 

561-889-6181  paul.agnew@jetblue.com 

John Alabach  Senior Consultant 
TeamSAI, Inc. 
 

303-987-3454 
ext.219 
 
 

888-745-7402 
 
 

JAlabach@TeamSAI.com 
 

Bill Allen  Director Flight Standards 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Blvd 
Forest Hills, NY 11375  

718-709-2803  william.allen@jetblue.com 

Michael 
 
 

Alquist  MKC-AEG 
DOT Building, Room 332 
901 Locust 
Kansas City, MO  64106 

816-329-3239 816-329-3241 michael.alquist@faa.gov 

Paul Apyshkov  A320 Fleet Manager 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Boulevard 
New York 

718-709-3411  paul.apyshkov@jetblue.com 
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Tom 
Recording  

Atzert 
Secretary 
 

 
X 

Manager, MEL Engineering 
United Air Lines Network Operations 
Center 
233 S. Wacker Drive, 28th Floor 
OPBEG 
Chicago, IL 60606 

847-700-1031  thomas.atzert@united.com 

John Badger  Chief Check Airman 
Skybus Airlines 
4324 E. Fifth 
Columbus, OH 43219 

614-947-3361 614-246-8804 john.badger@skybus.com 

Michael Baier  
X 

Senior Engineer 
Fleet Operations Engineering 
American Airlines 
3900 N Mingo Road  MD 207 
PO Box 582809 
Tulsa, OK  74158-2809 

918-292-4212 918-292-2879 michael.baier@aa.com 

Bruce Barefoot  Gulfstream 
Production Test 
500 Gulfstream Rd    M/S A12 
Savannah, GA 31402 

912-965-2802 912-965-7024 bruce.barefoot@gulfstream.com 

John Baron  737 Tech Svc Manager 
American Airlines 
3900 N. Mingo Rd MD 209 
PO Box 582809 
Tulsa, OK 74158-2809 

918-292-4737 918-292-4080 john.c.baron@aa.com 

Chip Bearden  Director, Flight Ops Tech 
American Eagle Airlines 
1700 West 20th Street 
DFW Airport, TX 75261-2527 

972-425-1307  curtis.bearden@aa.com 

Anne Bechdolf  
X 

FAA Chief Counsel’s Office 
Regulations Division 
 

202-267-7250  anne.bechdolf@faa.gov 
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Christopher Beckman  Manager – Corporate Publications 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Boulevard 
New York 

718-709-2889  christopher.beckman@jetblue.com 
 

Timothy Beglau  FAA – Aviation Safety Inspector 
AFS-250 
800 Independence Ave SW 
Washington, DC  20591 

202-267-8398  timothy.beglau@faa.gov 
 

Larry Benedict  DC-10 Technical Aircraft Advisor 
Fedex 
 

901-224-5334  ldbenedict@fedex.com 

Gary Benson  FAA 
MKC-AEG 
901 Locust Street 
Kansas City, MO  64068 

816-329-3247 816-329-3241 gary.l.benson@faa.gov 

Mike Bianchi  
X 

Director, Technical Operations  
ATA 

202-626-4228  mbianchi@airlines.org 
 

Ken Bieler  Virgin America   ken.bieler@virginamerica.com 

Paul Biever  NWA CMO (FAA) 
Bloomington, MN 

952-814-4340  paul.biever@faa.gov 

Norm Bissonnette  SEA – AEG 
1601 Lind Ave SW 
Renton, WA 98055 

425-917-6621 425-917-6638 normand.bissonnette@faa.gov 
 

Yancey Black  
X 

FedEx MOCC 
Memphis 

901-397-3339 901-397-2795 yjblack@fedex.com 
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John Blair  FAA 
800 Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

202-493-5388  john.blair@faa.gov 

Aaron Bolduc  ALPA – Airline Pilots Association 
PO Box 1169 
Herndon, VA  20170 

928-308-0196  aaron.bolduc@alpa.org 

Bill Bombatch  UPS AMC Standards Fleet Sup 
825 Lotus Ave, 1rst Floor 
Louisville, KY 40213-3101 

502-354-5471  bbombatch@ups.com 

Jonathan Bonds  B757 / 767 MEL 
UPS 
1 Hog Island Rd 
Philadelphia, PA 19153 

215.937.3403 502-359-8858 jbonds@ups.com 

Joel  Booth  United Arilines  
1200 E Algonquin Rd. 
Elk Grove, IL 60660 

303-263-9596  joel.h.booth@united.com 
 

Tom Borland  Chief Inspector 
Global Aviation 
Hillsboro, Oregon 

503-648-6403  tom.borland@flyglobalnow.com 

Brian  Borthwick  Boeing – Flight Operations Engineering 
– MEL 

201-662-4296  brian.j.borthwick@boeing.com 
 

Luc Bourgon  Bombardier Aerospace 
P.O. Box 6087 
Station Cerntreville 
Montreal, Quebec Canada H3C 3G9 

450-476-7639 450-476-7300 luc.bourgon@aero.bombardier.com 
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Steve Boyd  757/737 MEL Coordinator 
United Airlines 

650-634-5172 650-634-5139 steve.p.boyd@united.com 

Jon Brackin  FAA AFS 240 202-267-4129  jon.k.brackin@faa.gov 
 

Greg Bresee  Virgin America   greg.bresee@virginamerica.com 

Dave Bridgens  Air Transport Business Development,  
Inc. 

817-460-1298 817-460-1295 aadave@sbcglobal.net 

Sylvie Brown  Learjet   sylvie.brown@learjet.com 

Reggie Brunson  A-320 Fleet Technical Capt 
UAL 
7401 Martin Luther King Hwy 
Denver, CO 80207 

303-780-5030 303-780-5664 reggie.brunson@ual.com 

Jeff Buchanan  Assistant Chief Pilot 
Citation Shares 

770-519-1313  jbuchanan@citationshares.com 

Mark Buechin  Line Maintenance 
Quality Manager 
United Airlines 

650-634-5706 650-634-6560 mark.buechin@united.com 
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David 
 
 

Burk  President 
Aerodox, Inc.  
Covington, GA 

770-787-6426 770-787-6427 dburk@aerodox.com 

Andy Byers  MEL Program Manager 
Delta Airlines 
PO Box 20706 
Atlanta GA  30320-6001 

404-714-6752 404-715-7202 andrew.byers@delta.com 
 

Zach Caldwell  Check airman 
Pinnacle Flight Stds 
Pinnacle Airlines, Inc.  
1689 nonconnah Blvd.  
Memphis, TN 

479-650-0245  zaviator7@aol.com 
 

Rudy Canto  Airbus 
1909 K Street, NW, Suite 720 
Washington, DC  20006 

202-331-2237 202-467-5492 rudy.canto@airbus.com 

Steve Capps  A-300 Flight Standards 
ASTAR Air Cargo 
 

937-302-5864 937-302-5724 steve.capps@astaraircargo.us 

Armando Cardenas  Manager FAA & Govt Affairs 
Flight Operations 
United Airlines 

303-780-5623  armando.cardenas@united.com 
 

David Cardinal  FAA APOI 
Fedex CMU 

901-322-8613 901-322-8601 david.p.cardinal@faa.gov 
 

Matt Carr  Supervisor – Pilot Services 
Cessna Aircraft 
PO Box 7706 
Wichita, KS 67277-7706 

316-517-7675 316-206-4941 mecarr@cessna.textron.com 
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Carlos Carreiro  MMEL Senior Engineer 
Transport Canada 
Aircraft Certification Flight Test 
330 Sparks Street 
Ottawa, Ontario Canada, K1A 0N5 

613-952-4318 613-996-9178 carlos.carreiro@tc.gc.ca 
 

George Ceffalo  Program Management Branch 
FAA, AFS-260 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC  20591 

202-267-9814 202-267-5229 george.m.ceffalo@faa.gov 

Mike Chalmers  ATA Airlines 
Tech Services 
7337 W. Washington St 
Indianapolis, IN 46231 

317-282-5168  mike.chalmers@iflyata.com 
mjchalmers@sbcglobal.net 
 

Marcelo Chan  Embraer Operations Engineer 
Av. Brigadeiro Faria Lima 2170 PC 176 
CEP 12227-901 
San Jose dos Campos, SP Brazil 

55-12-3927-5526  marcelo.chan@embraer.com.br 
 

Bob Christensen  Technical Standards Branch Manager 
FAA, AAL-230 
222 W. 7th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK  99501 

907-271-5215  bob.christensen@faa.gov 

Dan COHEN-NIR  Programs Director  
Airbus Americas, Inc. 
1909 K Street NW  
Suite 720 
Washington, DC 20006-1169

202-331-2235 202-467-5492 dan.cohennir@airbus.com 
 

Paul Conn  Director, Electronic Data Standards 
ATA 

202-626-4292 202-626-4031 pconn@airlines.org 

Bernard P. Corbins  Airbus MEL Coordinator 
United Airlines 

650-634-5170 650-634-5139 Bernard.Corbins@united.com 
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Elias ‘Eli’ Cotti  National Business Aviation Association 
1200 18th Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC  20036 

202-737-4479 202-331-8364 ecotti@nbaa.org 

Eugene Cox  UPS Airlines 
Maintenance Control 

502-359-0009  air1ecc@ups.com 

James Crupi  Mgr, Technical Support  
1043 N 47th Ave 
Phoenix, AZ 85043 

602-850-2836 
 
 
602-628-0349 

 jcrupi@amsafe.com 
 

Jim Culet  A330/340 FOEB Chairman 
SEA AEG 
1601 Lind Avenue 
Renton, WA 98057 

425-917-6623  james.culet@faa.gov 
 

Gerald L Damewood  FAA  
PAI Fedex CMU 
ASO 25 FSDO 
Memphis TN  38118 

901-322-8619  gerald.l.damewood@faa.gov 

Jean-Pierre Dargis 
 

 MMEL Section Chief 
Bombardier Aerospace 
P.O. Box 6087, Station Centreville 
Montreal, Quebec, Canada  H3C 3G9 

514-855-8516 859-855-7207 jean-
pierre.dargis@aero.bombardier.com 

Bob Davis  Manager 
AFS-260 

202-267-3567 202-267-5229 robert.davis@faa.gov 

Randy Day  Maintenance Controller 
Southwest Airlines 
2702 Lovefield Drive 
Dallas, TX 75235 

214-729-3899 214-792-7902 randall.day@wnco.com 
 

mailto:air1ecc@ups.com�
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DK Deaderick  
X 

Survival Factors Project  
Lead Sutie 831 
800 Independence Ave 
Washington, DC 20591 

202-264-7480 202-267-5229 dk.deaderick@faa.gov 
 

Bill de Groh  Line Captain, American Eagle EMB145 
Group Chair 
ALPA Aircraft Design  
Operators Group 

817-690-1617  bill.degroh@alpa.org 
 

Marc Delisle  MEL Controller - Air Canada 
Air Canada Center 1075 
P.O. Box 9000 – Station Airport 
Dorval, Quebec, Canada  H4Y 1L2 

514-422-5316 514-422-7434 marc.delisle@aircanada.ca 

Ken DeValk  UPS AMC Standards Fleet Sup 
 (MD11/DC8/747-400)  
825 Lotus Ave, 1rst Floor 
Louisville, KY 40213 

502-359-5711  kdevalk@ups.com 
 

Wendell Dobbs  VP – Flight Ops 
Air Transport Business Development 
24718 Haigshire Dr. 
Tomball, TX 77375 

281-516-9920  Me-skygod@sbcglobal.net  

Rick Domingo  FAA 
Air Carrier Branch Manager 

202-267-7353 202-267-5115 rick.domingo@faa.gov 

Mark Downer  Midwest Airlines 
Maintenance Controller 
555 W. Air Cargo Way 
Milwaukee, WI  53207 

414-294-6271 414-294-6052 mark.downer@midwestairlines.com 

Kelly Doyle  
X 

Manager – MEL coordinator 
American Airlines  
3900 N. Mingo Rd.  MD 209 
Tulsa, OK 74158 

918-292-2857 918-292-4080 kelly.doyle@aa.com 
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Ed Duchnowski  Aviation Safety Inspector 
FAA, Indianapolis FSDO, GL-11 
1201 Columbia Road, Suite 101 
Plainfield, IN 46168 

317-837-4458 317-837-4423 edward.duchnowski@faa.gov 
 

David  Edgar  MEL Coordinator 
UPS Airlines 

502-359-5764  dedgar@ups.com  

Doug Edwards  Kansas City AEG 
DOT Building, Room 332 
901 Locust  
Kansas City, MO  64106  

816-329-3236 816-329-3241 douglas.edwards@faa.gov 

James Eitel  FAA 
Aircraft Evaluation Group 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA  98055 

425-227-2897 425-227-1270 james.eitel@faa.gov 

Rory Ernst  FAA-CMO 
2901 Metro Drive Suite 500 
Bloomington, MN 55425 

952-814-4322 952-814-4319 rory.ernst@faa.gov 
 

Bob Esham  UPS / IPA 
200 High Rise Drive, Suite 199 
Louisville, KY  40213 

502-968-0341 502-968-0470 besham@ipapilot.org 

Mike Evanoff 
 

 
X 

Virgin America 
555 Airport Blvd, Suite 500 
Burlingame, CA  94002 

650-762-7387  Mike.evanoff@virginamerica.com 
 

Matt Faller  Citation Air 
MEL Coordinator 
Line Pilot 

386-214-9971  mfaller@citationair.com 

Jeff Farren  MEL Programs Supervisor 
US Airways 
150 Hookstown Grade Road 
Moon Township, PA 15108 

412-474-4352 412-474-4330 farren@usairways.com 
 

mailto:edward.duchnowski@faa.gov�
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Fergus Flanagan  United Arilins 
Flight Dispatch ops Support  
OPC-WWQDD 

847-700-7001  fergus.flanagan@united.com 
 

Jim Foster  
X 

FAA 
SEA-AEG 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA  98055 

425-917-6620 425-917-6638 james.v.foster@faa.gov 

Eric Friedman  FAA AFS-260 
800 Independence Ave SW 
Washington, DC 
20591 

202-493-5259  eric.friedman@faa.gov 
 

Karen Fruhwirth  AMR CMO 
14800 Trinity Blvd. Suite 100 
Fort Worth, TX 76155 

817-684-6877 817-684-6920 karen.l.fruhwirth@faa.gov 

Charlie Garcia  Manager - MCC 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Boulevard 
New York 

718-709-2262  charlie.garcia@jetblue.com 
 

John Gijsen  Maintenance Programs 
Air Wisconsin Airlines 
W6390 Challenger, Suite 203 
Appleton, WI  54914 

920-749-7538 920-749-7596 jgijsen@airwis.com 

Justin Gillmor  ALPA MMEL CRJ  Coordinator 
PO Box 1169 
Herndon, VA 20170 

859-466-9740  justin.gillmor@alpa.org 
 

Greg Ginrich  
X 

Supervisor – Flight Control Delta 
Airlines 

404-715-1324  greg.ginrich@delta.com 
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Adam Giraldes  Dispatch Aviation Safety inspector – 
FAA 
14800 Trinity blvd, Suite 100 
Ft. Worth, Tx  76155 

817-684-6934  adam.giraldes@FAA.gov 
 

Christophe Giraudean  MMEL Expert 
Dassault Aviation 
BP24 33701 Merignac, FR 

(+33) 5 56 13 
9289 

 christophe.giraudean@dassault-
aviation.com 
 

Christophe Giraudeau  Manager - Safety and Operational 
Suitability 
54 Avenue Marcel Dassault 
33700 Merginal France 
 

+33 (0) 5 56 13928  christophe.giraudeau@dassault-
aviation.com 
 

Mark Giron  AFS-820 General Aviation & 
Commercial Division FAA 
800 Independence Avenue  
Washington, DC 

202-267-9728  mark.e.giron@faa.gov 
 

David Goffinet   UAL MEL Engineer 
United Air Lines Network Operations 
Center 
233 S. Wacker Drive, 28th Floor 
OPBEG 
Chicago, IL 60606 

872-825-8439  David.Goffinet@united.com  

Mario Gonzalez  Director of Quality Control & Engineerin
Florida West International Airways 
PO Box 025752 
Miami, FL 33102 

786-265-2172  mgonzalez@fwia.com 
 

Gary Goodwin  FAA SEA AEG 
MRB Chairman 
B-787 
EMB 170/190 

425-917-6609  gary.goodwin@faa.gov 
 

Jon Haag  Kraft Foods Global 
Aviation Services  
530 East College Ave.  
Milwaukee, WI 53207 

414-574-2100  
 

 jon.haag@kraft.com 
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Tim Hagerty  Altric Corporate Service – Captain 
530 E. College Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI  53207 

414-574-2119 414-571-9615 tim.hagerty@altria.com 

Rocky Hagood  
X 

Dispatch Specialist 
Southwest Airlines 
2702 Love Field 
Dallas, TX  75235 

214-792-3870 214-792-6668 rocky.hagood@wnco.com 

Bob Hall     robertwhall@earthlink.net 

Patrick Hammer  Chief Pilot 
Freight Runners Express 
1901 East Layton Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI 53207 

414-744-5525  phammer@freightrunners.com 
 

Colin Hancock  EASA 
MMEL Project Manager 
Post fach 10 12 53 
50452 Koln 
Germany 

+49-221 
-89990-4009 

+49-221 
-89990-4509 

colin.hancock@easa.europa.eu 
 

Gene Hartman  Operations Inspector 
FAA 
LGB AEG 
3960 Paramount Boulevard 
Lakewood, CA  90712 

562-627-5356 562-627-5281 gene.hartman@faa.gov   

Dean Hartschen  
X 

Customer Support 
Hawker 4000 
Hawker Beechcraft 

316-676-2645 
 
Cell: 
316-300-1963 

 dean_hartschen@hawkerbeechcraft.com 
 

Bob  Hazell  Global Express MMEL Focal 
Bombardier Engineering 
Toronto, ON  

416-375-4066  robert.hazell@aero.bombardier.com 
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mailto:rhagood@wnco.com�
mailto:hallb@alpa.org�
mailto:phammer@freightrunners.com�
mailto:colin.hancock@easa.europa.eu�
mailto:dean_hartschen@hawkerbeechcraft.com�
mailto:robert.hazell@aero.bombardier.com�


MMEL IG Members List 
Revision 86 

Last updated April 16, 2012 

14 

Name Present Title – Address Phone FAX Internet Address 

Thomas Helman  
X 

ASI AFS-330 
1187 Thorn Run Road 
Coraopolis, PA (PIT) 

412-262-9034 
Ext. 265 

412-264-9302 thomas.helman@faa.gov 
 

Connie Henke  FAA-CMO 
2901 Metro Drive Suite 500 
Bloomington, MN 55450 

952-814-4242  connie.j.henke@faa.gov 
 

Mohammed Hersi  Flight Ops MEL Coordinator 
Saudi Arabian Airlines 
Grand Central Station, P.O. Box 414 
New York, NY  10163 

966-2-654-8264 
USA–917-365- 
9505 

966-65482 sillygoose10163@yahoo.com 

David  Hewitt  Vice President, Safety and Government R
NetJets, Inc.  
4111 Bridgeway Ave.  
Columbus, OH 43219  

614-239-3507 614-239-5478 dhewitt@netjets.com 

John Hientz  Flight Test Engineer 
Transport Canada 
Aircraft Certification Flight Test 
330 Sparks Street  
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada  K1A ON5 

613-952-4452 613-996-9178 john.hientz@tc.gc.ca 

Craig Hildebrandt  A320 Fleet Captain 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Blvd 
Forest Hills, NY 11375 

718-709-2849  craig.hildebrandt@jetblue.com 
 

Dan Hoffman  Delta Dispatch 404-715-0031  daniel.hoffman@delta.com 
 

Myron  Hoffman  Fleet Coordinator/Reliability Mgr 
Astar Air Cargo 

859-240-3168 937-302-5477 myron.hoffman@astaraircargo.us 
 

mailto:thomas.helman@faa.gov�
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Scott Hofstra  UPS MEL Team Supervisor 
825 Lotus Ave,  2nd Floor 
Louisville, KY 40213 

502-386-4565  shofstra@ups.com 
 

Shawn Holliman  Maintenance Control Manager 
Southwest Airlines 
2702 Love Field Drive 
Dallas, TX  75235 

214-792-3901 214-792-7902 shawn.holliman@wnco.com 

Brian Holm  737 Fleet Tech Pilot 
Alaska Airlines 
PO Box 68900 SEAOK 
Seattle, WA 98168 

206-392-6319  brain.Holm@alaskaair.com 
 

Gregg  Holthus  Fleet Captain 
Comair, Inc. 
82 Comair Blvd 
Erlanger, KY 41018 

859-980-7730 859-767-2495 GHolthus@comair.com  

Tim Howell  ABX Air Inc. 
145 Hunter Drive 
Wilmington, OH  45117 

800-736-3973 
Ext. 2622 

937-382-0932 tim.howell@abxair.com 

Chuck Huber  UPS 
A-300 Flight Training 

502-359-7206  cahuber@ups.com 

Gene Huettner  Manager 
FAA 
LGB – AEG 
3960 Paramount Blvd 
Suite 100 
Lakewood, CA 90712-4137 

562-627-5270 562-627-5281 gene.huettner@faa.gov 

Mark Hutchens  Aircraft Performance Analyst 
ABX Air, Inc. 
145 Hunter Drive – Mail 209B 
Wilmington, OH  45177 

937-366-2707  mark.hutchens@abxair.com 

mailto:shofstra@ups.com�
mailto:shawn.holliman@wnco.com�
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Walt Hutchings  FAA 
Manager, Kansas City AEG 
901 Locust St, Rm 332 
Kansas City, MO 64106 

816-329-3234 816-329-3241 walt.hutchings@faa.gov 

Don  Hydler  Manager of Maintenance Control 
PSA Airlines Inc.  
Dayton, OH 

(937) 454-5866 (937) 454-0653 donhydler@psaairlines.net 

Mike Hynes  ALPA 
CAL Safety 

832-515-3377  mike.hynes@alpa.org 

Frank Ingegno  MEL Engineer - NEF 
United Airlines 
Operational Engineering 

847-700-4620  frank.ingegno@united.com 

Ralph N. Isabella  E190 Captain 
Check Airman MEL-SME 
Jetblue Airways 
118-29 Queens Blvd 
Forest Hills, NY 11375 

  ralph.isabella@jetblue.com 
 

Giuseppe Izzi  EASA  
Ottoplatz 1 
Kőln, Germany 

+49221  
89990 4341 

 
       -4841 

 
giuseppe.izzi@EASA.europa.eu 

Greg Janosik  
X 

Aviation Safety Inspector 
AFS-240 
800 Independence Ave  
Wa, DC 20591 

202-493-4830 202-267-5229 gregory.janosik@faa.gov 
 

Michael Johns  Chief Flight Engineer 
Standards Flight Engineer 
Omni Air International 

918-671-8712  mjohns@omniairintl.com 
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Mary M. Johnson  Cessna Aircraft  
Engineering Flight Test 
Technical Support 
P.O. Box 7704 
Dept. 280-MS27 
Wichita, KS  67277-7704 

316-517-0353 316-206-2169 mmjohnson@cessna.textron.com 
 

Kurt Jones  Lead Engineer 
American Airlines 
Tulsa, OK 

918-292-2789 918-292-2879 kurt.jones@aa.com 

Mike Jurgensen  B777 Fleet Technical Pilot 
Fedex Flight  Standards and Tech Support
Memphis TN 

901-224-3592  mcjurgensen@fedex.com 
 

Paul Kaminski  Maintenance Control Manager 
Air Wisconsin Airlines Corp. 
W6390 Challenger Drive, Suite 203 
Appleton, WI  54914-9120 

920-749-7564 920-749-4208 pkaminski@airwis.com 

Steve Kane  FAA 
AFS-260 
800 Independence Ave 
Washington, D.C. 

202-267-3232 202-267-5229 steve.kane@faa.gov 
 

Timothy Kane 
MMEL IG Vice 
Chairman 

 
X 

JetBlue Airways 
MCC-MEL 
27-01 Queens Plaza 
Long Island City, NY 11101

718-709-3198 815-328-1597 tim.kane@jetblue.com 
 

Mike Keller  Fleet Operations 
Engineer/Ops Specs Maint Coord 

918-292-2416  mike.keller@aa.com 
 

Sam  Kern  MEL Team manager  
825 Lotus Avenue, GOC 
Louisville, KY 40014 

502-359-8394 
 
 
502-216-8795 

 skern@ups.com 
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Theo Kessaris  FAA 
AFS 260 
800 Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

202-493-5448 202-493-5229 theodora.kessaris@faa.gov 

Tom  Kieffaber  Kansas City AEG  
Operations 

316-941-1281  tom.kieffaber@faa.gov 
 

James Kling  FAA 
SEA-AEG 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA  98055 

425-917-6624 425-917-6638 jim.kling@faa.gov 

Matt Kluck  Director of Flight Standards / Training 
ABX Air, Inc 
145 Hunter Drive 
Wilmington, OH  45177 

937-366-2742 937-366-3100 matt.kluck@abxair.com 
 

Shawn Kohr  SE Customer Support 
Hawker Beechcraft 

316-676-3518  shawn_kohr@hawkerbeechcraft.com 
 

Candace Kolander  
X 

Association of Flight Attendants - CWA 
501 Third Street NW 
Washington, DC 20001-2797 
 

202- 434-0595 202-434-1105 ckolander@afanet.org 

Ed Korzun  American Eagle Airlines 
CRJ Fleet Manager 
Flight Ops Tech 

972-425-1776  ed.korzun@aa.com 
 

Mike Krueger  Fedex MD-11/MD-10  
Technical Writer MEL/CFM 

901-224-5335 901-224-5337 mwkrueger@fedex.com 
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Sergio Laboy  Maintenance ASAP Controller 
Bldg 81A- JFK International Airport 
Jamaica, NY 11430 

646-696-4253  sergio.laboy@jetblue.com 
 

John Labrow  FAA SEA AEG 
FSB Chairman 
B-727, B-747-1/2/3/SP 
B-747-4 

425-917-6625  john.labrow@faa.gov 
 

Bill Ladouceur  ALPA Air Safety Representative 
United Airlines 

925-253-8446  wjladouceur@comcast.net 
 

Rod Lalley  Airbus N.A./Technical Engineering 
Flt Ops Support 
Seattle, WA 

425-392-0914  rjlalley@comcast.net 
 

Dennis  Landry  
X 

ALPA, Air Safety 
Air Line Pilots Association 
P.O. Box 1169 
Herndon, VA  20170 

662-415-1863  dennis.landry@alpa.org 
 
aeronaut@tsixroads.com 
 

Michael Lankford  Flight Training Supervisor 
UPS 

502-359-7190  mlankford@ups.com 

Hans Larsen  Assistant PMI World Airlines 
FSDO-11, Campus Building 
1701 Columbia Avenue, Suite 2-110 
College Park, GA 30337-2748 

404-305-7348 404-305-7215 hans.larsen@faa.gov 

Teresa Larsen  Fedex MD-11/MD-10  
Technical Writer MEL/CFM 

901-224-5349 901-224-5337 mrainer@fedex.com 
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mailto:john.labrow@faa.gov�
mailto:wjladouceur@comcast.net�
mailto:rjlalley@comcast.net�
mailto:dennis.landry@alpa.org�
mailto:aeronaut@tsixroads.com�
mailto:mlankford@ups.com�
mailto:hans.larsen@faa.gov�
mailto:mrainer@fedex.com�


MMEL IG Members List 
Revision 86 

Last updated April 16, 2012 

20 

Name Present Title – Address Phone FAX Internet Address 

Bob Lavallee  
X 

CitationShares Management LLC 
5 American Lane 
Greenwich, CT  06831 

203-542-3489  rlavallee@citationshares.com 

Daniel Leduc   Home - 514-624-00
Cell – 514-895-498
 

 danielleduc1@sympatico.ca 

Chris Lembotesis  Manager of MOC and Planning 
USA 3000 
335 Bishop Hollow Road 
Newtown Square, PA  19073  

610-325-1875 610-325-1285 clembote@usa3000.com  

Eric Lesage  
X 

Operational Certification Manager 
Airbus Americas 
1909 K Street NW 
Suite 720 
Washington, DC 20006 

571-419-3084  eric.lesage@airbus.com 
 

Bryan  Lesko  
X 

ALPA  
PO Box 1169 
Herndon, VA 20120 

757-277-2996 859-523-7897 bryan.lesko@alpa.org 
 

Roger Lien  CRJ Fleet Manager 
Mesaba Airlines 
1000 Blue Gentian Road, Suite 200 
Eagan, MN  55121 

612-794-9417 612-794-9495 roger.lien@mesaba.com and 
rlien@flypinnacle.com 

George  Linder  Av Mgr., Pittco Inc. 
 
 
 

901 346 1597  glinder@pittcoaviation.com 

Rob Lowy  Alaska Airlines 
Flt Ops Engineering 
Seattle, WA 98168 

206-392-6072  rob.lowy@alaskaair.com 
 

Terry Lutrick  Director of Maintenance 
McDonald’s Corporation 
1955 N. Aviation Ave 
West Chicago, IL 60185 

630-623-8826  terry.lutrick@us.mcd.com 
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Linda Magee  FAA United CMO 
B737 Pgm 

650-756-0227 
ext 104 

 linda.j.magee@faa.gov 
 

Larry Maki  Supervisor 
Maint Control 
Astar Air Cargo 

937-218-2101 859-302-5509 larry.maki@astaraircargo.us 
 

John Maloney  Director of Flight Ops/Chief Pilot 
Florida West International Airways 
PO Box 025752 
Miami, FL 33102 

305-341-9000  jmaloney@fwia.com 
 

Emilie Marchais  MMEL Expert  
EASA  
Ottoplatz 1 D-50679 KOLN 

+49(221)899904
315 

 emilie.marchais@easa.eurofa.eu 
 

Ronald Matysik  Dassault Falcon 
 
 

201-541-4737  ron.matysik@falconjet.com 

John McCormick  MD-11/MD-10 Fleet Technical Pilot 
Fedex Flight  Standards and Tech Support
Memphis TN 38115 

901-224-5353 901-224-5337 jtmccormickiii@fedex.com 
 

Christopher McHugh  Aviation Safety inspector  
10801 Pear Tree Lane, Ste 200 
Saint Ann, Mo 63074 

314-890-4836  christopher.mchugh@faa.gov 
 

Skip McHugh  Delta ALPA  
Air Safety 

850-776-2996  skip.mchugh@alpa.org 
 

Michael McNerny  FAA APMI 
FedEx CMU 
CE-21 Memphis 

901-322-8622 901-322-8601 michael.s.mcnerny@faa.gov 
 

Chris  McVay  Kansas City AEG GAA 
901 Locust Rm 332 
K.C. MO 64106 

816-329-3274  chris.mcvay@faa.gov 
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Bill Meachem  Air Line Pilots Association, Int’l 
535 Herndon Parkway 
Herndon, VA  20170 

770-313-6490  meechwil@aol.com 

Ted Mejia  ASTAR Air Cargo 
Flight Standards/MS 140 
3336 S.R. 73, bldg 11 
Wilmington, OH 45177 

937-302-5583 937-302-5724 ted.mejia@astaraircargo.us 

Tim Melcher  Global Express Captain 
Training Coordinator 
ExxonMobil Flight Department 
3250 Love Field Drive 
Dallas, TX 75235 

214-208-5473 972-373-3798 timothy.melcher@exxonmobil.com 
 

John Melotte  Consultant  
Aerodox, Inc 
Covington, GA 

678-995-9181 770-787-6427 jmelotte@aerodox.com 
 

Tiago Menezes  ANAC-SAR-GGCP 
Av. Cassiano Ricardo, 521 bloco B 
São Jose dos Campos 
São Paulo, Brazil 

(55-12) 3797-2616 (55-12) 3797-
2330 

tiago.menezes@anac.gov.br 
 

Greg Milholland  Manager of Maintenance Control 
Horizon Air 
8070 Air Trans Way 
Portland, OR  97215 

503-249-5370 503-249-5384 greg.milholland@horizonair.com 

Debi Minnick  Fedex 
B757 Tech Writer 
 

901-484-7233 901-224-5337 dhminnick@fedex.com 
 

Martin Mitrenga  Manager-Maintenance Operations 
Delta Airlines 
P.O. Box 20706, Dept 222 
Atlanta, GA 30320-6001 

404-715-0538  martin.mitrenga@delta.com 
 

Pete Moll  Midwest Airlines 
Maintenance Controller 
MEL Control Board Chairman 
555 W. Air Cargo Way 
Milwaukee, WI  53207 

414-294-6271 414-294-6052 peter.Moll@midwestairlines.com 
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Butch Molnar  737 Fleet Support Manager 
Alaska Airlines 
2951 S 192nd 
Seattle, WA 98188 

206-392-6236  butch.molnar@alaskaair.com 

Greg Moore  UPS Flight Operations 
802 Grade Lane 
Louisville, KY  40213 

502-359-8496 502-359-0870 ghmoore@ups.com 

John Moriarty  MD-11/MD-10 Fleet Technical Pilot 
Fedex Flight Standards and Tech Support
Memphis TN 

901-224-5353 901-224-5337 jamoriarty@fedex.com 

Randy Mullin  Director, Customer Service 
Hawker Beechcraft 
10511 E. Central 
Wichita, KS  67206 

316-676-8961 316-671-2817 randy_mullin@hawkerbeechcraft.com 
 

Jerry Mumfrey  AA A300 Fleet Captain 
 
 

817-931-7239 817-967-5443 jerry.mumfrey@aa.com 
 

Gabriel Murta  ANAC, Brazil 
Airbraft Evaluation Group 

00 55 21 3501 
5458 

 gabriel.murta@ANAC.gov.br 
 

Michael Nash   LGB-AEG 
3960 Paramount Blvd. 
Lakewood, CA  

562-627-5334  michael.a.nash@faa.gov 
 

Pete Neff  FAA AFS-240 
800 Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

202-267-7262  pete.neff@faa.gov 

Susan Newcombe  Honeywell 
Program Manager 
15001 W 36th Street 
Redmond, WA  98052 

425-242-2531 425-885-8107 susan.newcombe@honeywell.com 

Richard N. Norat  Partial Program Manager (B737 – UACA
Certificate Management Office 
DOT/FAA AWP-CMO-29 
2001 Junipero Serra Boulevard, Suite 540
Daly City, CA  94014 

650-756-0227 
Ext. 117 

650-756-7550 richard.n.norat@faa.gov 
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Paul Nordstrom  
X 

Flight Operations Engineer 
The Boeing Company 
MC 20-88, P.O. Box 3707 
Seattle, WA  98124-2207 

206-662-4297 206-662-4722 paul.nordstrom@boeing.com 

John O'Meara   
 

    john.omeara@gulfstream.com 

Jim Orchard  Assistant Manager 
Kansas City AEG 
1801 Airport Road 
Wichita, KS 67209 

316-941-1216 316-946-1275 jim.orchard@faa.gov 
 

Michael Origel  AirlineCert 
3812 Sepulveda Boulevard 
Suite 410 
Torrance, CA  90505 

310-375-7702  mike@airlinecert.com 
 

James (Jay) Osberg  
X 

DHC-8 Q400 Fleet Manager 
Colgan Air, Inc 
1 Commerce Square 
Memphis, TN 38103 

901-302-9009 W 
618-203-1841 C 

 jamesosberg@colganair.com 

Jerry Ostronic  FAA, AFS-220 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC  20591 

202-493-4602 202-267-5229 jerry.c.ostronic@faa.gov 

Terry Pearsall  FAA AFS-350 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC  20591 

202-267-3042 202-267-5115 terry.pearsall@faa.gov 
 

Brian Pement  Manager maintenance  
Operations Control  
Pinnacle Airlines Inc.  
1689 Nonconnah Blvd. 
 Memphis, TN 

901-484-3021  bpement@flypinnacle.com 
 

Pierrick  Pene  Airbus  
Flight Operations Engineer 

433.5.62.11.02.8
0 

 pierrick.pene@airbus.com 
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Fred Perko  United Airlines 
Chicago, IL 

847-700-4313 847-700-3201 fred.perko@united.com 
 

Richard Perry  FAA MKC-AEG 316-941-1287  richard.T.Perry@faa.gov  

Kevin Peters  
X 

Sr. Flight Technical Specialist 
Federal Express Corp. 
3131 Democrat Road 
Memphis, TN  38118 

901-224-5347 901-224-5337 knpeters@fedex.com 

Roger Peterson  Mgr, Operational Engineering 
United Airlines 
Elk Grove Village,  IL 60007 

847-700-1358 650-634-5139 roger.peterson@united.com 
 

Mitchell Peterson  Technical Specialist  
Comair airlines  

859-980-7444  mpeterson@comair.com 
 

Nick Petty  Director of Technical Services 
Executive Jet Management, Inc. 
4556 Airport Road 
Cincinnati, OH 45226 

513-979-6742 513-979-6897 npetty@ejmjets.com 

John Pinnow X FAA, Aviation Safety inspector, 
Operations Seattle AEG 

425-917-6624 425-617-6638 john.k.pinnow@faa.gov 
 

Jack Pinto  FAA HQ 
Washington DC 
 

202-493-4830 202-267-5229 jack.pinto@faa.gov 
 

Scott Pomarico  Gulfstream 
Production Test 
7440 Aviation Place 
Dallas, TX  75235-2804 

469-713-4755 214-902-6966 scott.pomarico@gulfstream.com 
 

Dennis R. Pratte  AFS-260, Program Management 
Branch 
800 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20591 

202-267- 5488 202-267-5229 dennis.Pratte@FAA.GOV 

mailto:fred.perko@united.com�
mailto:richard.T.Perry@faa.gov�
mailto:knpeters@fedex.com�
mailto:roger.peterson@united.com�
mailto:mpeterson@comair.com�
mailto:npetty@ejmjets.com�
mailto:john.k.pinnow@faa.gov�
mailto:jack.pinto@faa.gov�
mailto:scott.pomarico@gulfstream.com�
mailto:dennis.Pratte@FAA.GOV�


MMEL IG Members List 
Revision 86 

Last updated April 16, 2012 

26 

Name Present Title – Address Phone FAX Internet Address 

Imran  Rahman  Manager Dispatch Standards  
Jetblue Airways 

718-709-2059  1mean.rahman@jetblue.com 
 

Leandro Ramirez  Leandro Ramirez 
Jet Blue Airways 
118/29 Queens Blvd,  
Forest Hills, N.Y. 11375 

718-709-3756  leandro.ramirez@jetblue.com 
 

 

Sandro 
 

Raphael  Flight Ops Engineering 
Embraer – Brazil 
 

55-12-39273573  sandro.raphael@embraer.com.br 

Wally Rardon  (WOA) 
Manager, Flt Ops Tech Svcs 
 

770-632-8151 770-632-8038 wrardon@woa.com 
 

Donn  Reece  
X 

Flight Operations Technical  
American Airlines 
MD 843, GSWFA 
P.O. Box 619617 / 4601 Highway 360 
Ft. Worth, TX  76155 

817-967-5115 817-967-5443 donn.reece@aa.com 

Bob Reich  FAA Asst Manager 
SEA AEG 
1601 Lind Ave SW 
Renton, WA 98057 

425-917-6603 425-917-6638 robert.reich@faa.gov 
 

Antoine  Renaud  Customer Support Director  
Airbus 

571-226-0232  antoine.renaud@airbus.com 
 

George Roberts  
X 

MEL Program Manager 
Delta Air Lines 
PO Box 20706, dept 088 
Atlanta, GA 30320-6001 

404-714-6763 404-715-7202 george.M.Roberts@delta.com 
 

David Robinson  FAA SEA-AEG   
1601 Lind Ave SW 
Renton, WA 98055 

425-917-6630  david.L.Robinson@faa.gov 
 

mailto:1mean.rahman@jetblue.com�
mailto:leandro.ramirez@jetblue.com�
mailto:wrardon@woa.com�
mailto:Donn.reece@aa.com�
mailto:robert.reich@faa.gov�
mailto:antoine.renaud@airbus.com�
mailto:george.M.Roberts@delta.com�
mailto:david.L.Robinson@faa.gov�


MMEL IG Members List 
Revision 86 

Last updated April 16, 2012 

27 

Name Present Title – Address Phone FAX Internet Address 

Randy Robinson  MKC – AEG 
901 Locust 
Kansas City, MO  64106 

816-329-3240 816-329-3241 randy.robinson@faa.gov 
 

Boris Rogoff  E190 Fleet Manager 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Boulevard 
New York 

718-709-2855  boris.rogoff@jetblue.com 
 

Lee Roper  Flt Dispatch Tech 
DFW – AAL 

817-967-8255  lee.roper@aa.com 
 

Jordan  Rosendahl   Performance Engineer 
Delta Air Lines, Inc. 

404-715-8175  jordan.rosendahl@delta.com 
 

Dedra Ross  Executive Assistant 
Flight Options 
26180 Curtis Wright Pkwy 
Richmond Hts, OH  44143 

216-797-8273  dross@flightoptions.com 
 

Thierry Ruelle  Dassault Aviation 33 680 24 1183  thierry.ruelle@dassault-aviation.com 

Ed Rutherford  ASTAR Air Cargo 
Suite 400  MS330 
7310 Turfway Road 
Florence, KY 41042 

859-980-1749  Ed.Rutherford@ASTARAirCargo.us 

Lee Sacharin  Air Safety Committee 
Teamster Airlines Division 
2754 Old State Route 73 
Wilmington, OH  45177 

937-382-0201 937-383-0902 abxflyr@comcast.net 
 

Nejat Salih  United Airlines 
Flight Dispatch Serv WHQDD 
1200 E. Algonquin Rd 
Elk Grove, IL 60666 

847-700-3003 847-700-7010 nejat.salih@united.com 
 

mailto:randy.robinson@faa.gov�
mailto:boris.rogoff@jetblue.com�
mailto:lee.roper@aa.com�
mailto:jordan.rosendahl@delta.com�
mailto:dross@flightoptions.com�
mailto:thierry.ruelle@dassault-aviation.com�
mailto:Ed.Rutherford@ASTARAirCargo.us�
mailto:abxflyr@comcast.net�
mailto:nejat.salih@united.com�


MMEL IG Members List 
Revision 86 

Last updated April 16, 2012 

28 

Name Present Title – Address Phone FAX Internet Address 

Kleber  Salomão  Operations Engineer. 
Av. Brigadeiro Faria Lima 2170 PC 
176, CEP 12227-901, São Jose Dos 
Campos, SP, Brasil. 

011 55 12 3927-
5524 

011 55 12 
3927-2477 

ksalomao@embraer.com.br 

Bryce Sammeter  MEL Coordinator – Line Captain 
Citation Air 
4765 E. Lark St 
Gilbert, AZ 85297 

480-760-5610  bsammeter@citationair.com 
 

Thiago Santana  Operations Engineer – Embraer 
2470 Brigaddruro Fara Luma Av. 
San Jose Dos Campos – SP Brazil 

55 12 3927 2476 55 12 3927 
2977 

thiago.viana@embrair.com.br 
 

Luciano Saraiva  Operations Engineer. Embraer 
Av. Brigadeiro Faria Lima 2170 PC 
176, CEP 12227-901, São Jose Dos 
Campos, SP, Brasil. 

+55 12 3927-
2476 

+55 12 3927-
2477 

luciano.saraiva@embraer.com.br 
 

Dan Sauter  Saab 340 Fleet Manager 
1000 Blue Gentian Road 
Suite 200 
Eagan, MN  55121 

651-367-5106  daniel.sauter@mesaba.com 

Vaughn Schmitt  FAA 
Assistant manager 
Forth Worth AGG 
Ft. Worth, TX 

 
817-222-5163 

  
vaughn.n.schmitt@faa.gov 
 

Dan Schmitz  Fleet Manager B727 937-302-5682  dan.schmitz@astaraircargo.us 

Dennis Schmitz  Business Development Director  
Information Management 
Cobham Aerospace Communications 
15675 Highland Ave.  NW 
Prior Lake, MN 55372 

612-562-6680 
 
C=612-770-1780 

530-690-7703 dennis.schmitz@cobham.com 

Todd Schooler  MMEL Specialist 
Cessna Aircraft 

316-517-7764  tmschooler@cessna.textron.com 
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David Schroeder  777 Fleet Technical Capt 
UAL 

303-780-5684  david.schroeder@united.com 

Brad  Schwandt  Director of Maintenance 
UPS Airlines 

502-359-7011  bschwandt@ups.com  

Gregg Scott  Flight Superintendent 
Delta Airlines 

  gregg.scott@delta.com 

Tom  Selby  Maintenance Controller 
Southwest Airlines 
2702 Lovefield Dr 
Dallas,  TX 75235 

214-792-3899 214-792-7902 tselby@wnco.com 

Kurt Sexauer  Chief Pilot 
Citation Shares 
5 American Lane 
Greenwich, CT 06831 

203-542-3165  ksexauer@citationshares.com 

Dave  Shadle  federated Aviation Advisors  
Aviation Consultant 

630-513-0991  piperpilot1@sbcglobal.net 
 

Darrel Sheets  Netjets Aviation Inc 
Director, Document Control 
4111 Bridgeway Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43219 

614-239-4893 
 
614-208-0206 (cell)

614-239-2437 dsheets@netjets.com 
sheetsdw@sbcglobal.net 

Scot Sherbert  Senior Avionics Engineer 
P.O. Box 68900 - SEAME 
Seattle, WA 98168 

206-392-9526  scot.sherbert@alaskaair.com 
 

Greg Shetterly  FAA Operations 
Kansas City AEG 
901 Locust St 
Kansas City, MO 64106 

816-329-3238  greg.shetterly@faa.gov 
 

Pedro Sierra  MEL and Maintenance Program 
Engineer 
Avianca 
AV El Dorado 106-74 
Bogota, Columbia 

571-595-3948  pedro.sierra@aviancataca.com 
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Jim  Sime  Manager, MEL Services 
CAVOK, International 

817-337-0303 
X 237 

 jsime@cavokintl.com 

John Simonelli  MEL Supervisor, Administration 
US Airways 
150 Hookstown Grade Road 
Moon Township, PA 15108 

412-474-4353 412-474-4330 johns@usairways.com 

Dave Smith  ALPA – MMEL/MX Reliability 
Chairman 
21606 NE 73rd Place 
Redmond, WA  98053 

425-868-5727 
206-915-4728 
(cell) 

425-836-0780 drsmith737@comcast.net 

Kent Smith  MX Programs – Technical Writer 
Frontier Airlines, Inc. 
12015 E. 46th Avenue, Suite 200 
Denver, CO  80239 

303-371-7400 
Ext. 1181 

303-371-7007 kesmith@flyfrontier.com 

Dan  Sneider  United Airlines  
1200 E Algonquin Rd 
Elk Grove, IL 60660 

847-700-4745  daniel.sneider@united.com 
 

Keith Sokalick  MEL SME  
Frontier Airlines  
8909 Purdue Road  
Suite 300 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46268 

317-471-2658  keith.sokalick@flyfrontier.com 
 

Mark Solomon  GAC Field Service, Chicago Office 
 
 

(630) 587-5840 
Office 
(630) 253-2473 
Cell 

 mark.solomon@gulfstream.com 

Steven Sorich  FAA, Aviation Safety Inspector, 
Operations  
Fortworth AEG 

817-222-
5274/5270 

 steven.m.sorich@faa.gov 
 

Jeff Spangler  FAA MKC AEG 316-941-1249  jeff.spangler@faa.gov 
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Melvin Sprauve  Programs Engineer 
Airtran Airways 
9955 Airtran Boulevard 
Orlando, FL  32827 

407-251-5653 407-251-5939 msprauve@airtranairways.com 

William Steelhammer   
Sr. Flight Safety Investigator 

 
562-593-2394 

 
562-593-5406 

 
william.c.steelhammer@boeing.com 
 

Dave Stewart  Captain  
Air Transport Business Development 
 

Cell: 817-937-
8066 

 sandy2772dvs@sbcglobal.net 

Jim Stieve  Manager, Cert & Compliance 
Southwest Airlines 
2702 Love Field Drive 
Dallas, TX  75235 

214-792-3517 214-792-3120 jim.stieve@wnco.com 

John  Stift  
X 

ALPA Staff Engineer 
535 Herndon Parkway 
Herndo, VA 20170 

703-689-4209 
Or 

540-686-2484 

 john.stift@alpa.org 
 

Jim Sundstedt  Maintenance Operations Manager 
Alaska Airlines 
P.O. Box 68900 SEAMC 
Seattle, WA  98168 

  jim.sundstedt@alaskaair.com 

Gregg  Syring  Chief Line Check Airman 
Air Wisoconsin Airlines 
W 6390 Challenger Drive Suite 203 
Appleton, WI 54914 

920-749-4159 
 
C-920-277-3678 

 gregg.syring@airwis.com 
 

Chad Tarara  Chief Pilot               (post merger) 
Colgan Air, Inc 
1 Commerce Square 
Memphis, TN 38103 

651-270-4547 
 

 chad.tarara@mesaba.com 
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Bob Taylor 
MMEL IG Chairman 

 
X 

Manager - MEL Administration 
US Airways 
150 Hookstown Grade Road 
Moon Township, PA 15108 

412-474-4355 412-474-4330 Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com  

Jim Tidball  Learjet   jim.tidball@learjet.com 

Scott Trepinski  S340 Fleet Mgr/EMB Fleet Mgr 
Flight Operations 
American Eagle Airlines 
DFW Airport, TX  75261 

972-425-1963 
Or 1450 

972-425-1938 scott.trepinski@aa.com 

Wallace L. Trolan Jr.  Assistant Chief pilot – Poravo 
2 Colony Way 
Nashua, NH 03062 

603-759-2166  wtrolan@citationshares.com 

Thierry Vandendorpe  MMEL Expert 
European Aviation Safety Agency 
Ottoplatz 1, D-50679 
Koln, Germany 

+49 (0) 221 
899904186 

+49 (0) 221 
899904686 

thierry.vandendorpe@easa.europa.eu 

Rick Vculek  MEL Engineer - Airbus 
United Airlines 
Operational Engineering 

847-700-4673  rick.t.vculek@united.com 

Mike Veley  Senior Engineering Specialist 
Engineering Flight Test 
Cessna Aircraft Co 
P.O. Box 7706 
Wichita, KS  67277-7706 

316-517-8131 3136-517-5131 mveley@cessna.textron.com 

Valentino  Venier  Airbus MMEL  
1 Rd Pt Maurice Ellonte 
31707 Blagnac- France 

9-011-33-5-621-
10984 

+33561932968 valentino.venier@airbus.com 
 

Donald Ventimiglia  
X 

Donald Ventimiglia 
Jet Blue Airways 
118/29 Queens Blvd,  
Forest Hills, N.Y. 11375 

718-396-7048  donald.ventimiglia@jetblue.com 
 

 

mailto:Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com�
mailto:Scott.Trepinski@AA.com�
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John Vetter  FAA – AFS 
Kansas City AEG 
901 Locust Street 
Kansas City, MO  64106 

316-941-1218  john.vetter@faa.gov 
 

Paul Viola  Flight Control (Dispatch) Coordinator 
Delta 

  paul.viola@delta.com 

Bob Wagner  Consultant 612-618-2368  willardaviation@yahoo.com 
 

Gerald Walter  Airbus Field Serv. Rep. 614-404-0220  ualord@airbus.com 
 

Mlis Ward  B737 Fleet Technical Capt 
UAL 
7401 MLK Blvd 
Denver, CO 80207 

303-780-3727  melissa.ward@ual.com 
 

Mike  Ward  737 Fleet Technical Pilot 
Alaska Airlines 
Seattle, WA 

425-330-7226  mike.ward@alaskaair.com 

Jeffrey Waryold  MEL Program Manager 
Delta Air Lines 
P.O. Box 20706 
Atlanta, GA.  30320-6001 

404-714-6751 404-715-7202 jeffrey.waryold@delta.com 

Bryan Watson  FAA  SEA-AEG 
1601 Lind Ave 
Renton, WA 
98057 

425-917-6622 425-917-6638 bryan.watson@faa.gov 

Bill Weigand  MEL Engineer - 777 
1200 E. Algonquin Road 
Elk Grove Village, IL  60007 

847-700-4307 847-700-3201 william.weigand@united.com 

mailto:john.vetter@faa.gov�
mailto:paul.viola@delta.com�
mailto:willardaviation@yahoo.com�
mailto:ualord@airbus.com�
mailto:melissa.ward@ual.com�
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Tom Werking  ATA Airlines 
Manager, Technical Services 
7661 N. Perimeter Road 
Indianapolis, IN  46251 

317-282-5712 317-282-5944 tom.werking@iflyata.com 

Darwin West  Manager, Quality Assurance 
Continental Airlines 
12th floor, HQJQA 
600 Jefferson St 
Houston, TX 77002 

713-324-3197 713-324-3026 darwin.west@coair.com 

Gary Westfall  Manager, Aircraft Maintenance Control 
Astar Air Cargo 

859-630-0572 937-302-5509 gary.westfall@astaraircargo.us 
 

Joe White  Managing Director, Engineering &  
Maintenance  
Air Transport Association 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.  
Suite 1100 
Washington D.C. 20004-1707 

202-626-4036 202-626-4159 jwhite@airlines.org 
 

Cory  White   Performance Engineer 
Delta Air Lines, Inc.  

404-715-8173  cory.white@delta.com 
 

James Whitney Jr.  Agusta Westland 
Service Engineering manager 

215-281-2285 
267-575-2097C 

 james.whitney@agustawestland.com 
 

Dave Wilson  RJ-85 Fleet & Standards Manager 
Mesaba Airlines 
100 Blue Gentian Road 
Eagan, MN  55121 

651-367-5082 651-367-5124 dave.wilson@mesaba.com 

Ric Wilson  CRJ700 Fleet Mgr – Flight Operations 
American Eagle Airlines, Inc. 
1700 W 20th Street 
DFW Airport, TX  75261-2527 

972-425-1776 972-425-1938 ric.Wilson@AA.com 

mailto:Tom.Werking@iflyata.com�
mailto:darwin.west@coair.com�
mailto:gary.westfall@astaraircargo.us�
mailto:jwhite@airlines.org�
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Tom Witts  FAA Operations 
LGB AEG 
3960 Paramount Blvd 
Lakewood, CA 90712 

562-627-5283 562-627-5281 thomas.l.witts@faa.gov 
 

Richard Yhap  FAA Continental CMO 
ASI Houston 

281-461-2453 281-461-2456 richard.yhap@faa.gov 
 

Bill Yingling  Senior Ops Engineer 
JetBlue Airways 
118-29 Queens Blvd 
Forest Hills, NY 11375 

  william.yingling@jetblue.com 
 

Dennis Young  Flight Dispatch – Training 
United Airlines 
Chicago, IL 

847-700-3009  dennis.young@ual.com 

Tom Young  Director of Maintenance 
Southern Region 
Air Tran Airways 

407-318-5536  thomas.young@airtran.com 
 

Larry Youngblut  FAA AFS-260 
Washington, DC 

202-267-9630 202-267-5229 lawrence.youngblut@faa.gov 
 

Keeton  Zachary  FAA 
Manager, SEA-AEG 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA  98055 

425-917-6601 425-917-6638 keeton.Zachary@faa.gov 

Donata  Ziedins  United Airlines  
1200 Algonquin Rd. 
Elk Grove, IL 60666 

847-700-4150  donata.ziedins@united.com 
 

Bob Zitney  Manager, QA/Chief Inspector 
ABX Air, Inc 
145 Hunter Drive 
Wilmington, OH  45177 

937-382-5591 
ext 2215 

937-655-8001 bob.zitney@abxair.com 
 

mailto:thomas.l.witts@faa.gov�
mailto:richard.yhap@faa.gov�
mailto:william.yingling@jetblue.com�
mailto:Dennis.Young@ual.com�
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Troy Zwicke  FAA Operations 
Kansas City AEG 
901 Locust St 
Kansas City, MO 64106 

816-329-3246  troy.a.zwicke@faa.gov 
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AIRLINE INDUSTRY MMEL INDUSTRY GROUP 

MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar Rev. 86-2 
May 23, 2012 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Industry Chairman - Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

2012 
 

Currently 
Scheduled 

Date 

Originally 
Planned 
Date(s) 

Cause of 
Delay 

Pre-
Meeting  

Type Meeting 
Host / Lead 

Airline 
MMEL 

Rev Date

DDG 
Pub 
Date 

Remarks 

Jan 4 - 5    MMEL IG 85 Jet Blue   Orlando 

         

         

         

         

Apr 11 - 12    MMEL IG 86 FAA/A4A   Washington DC 

         

         

         

TBD    MD 10/11 FOEB  Fed-X   Electronic 

         

Aug 15 - 16    MMEL IG 87 Boeing   Seattle 

         

Sept 19    DC3 FOEB    Long Beach 

         

         

Nov 7 - 8    MMEL IG 88 UPS   Louisville 

         

         

         

         



 
AIRLINE INDUSTRY MMEL INDUSTRY GROUP 

MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar Rev. 86-2 
May 23, 2012 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Industry Chairman - Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

2013 
 

Currently 
Scheduled 

Date 

Originally 
Planned 
Date(s) 

Cause of 
Delay 

Pre-
Meeting  

Type Meeting 
Host / Lead 

Airline 
MMEL 

Rev Date

DDG 
Pub 
Date 

Remarks 

Jan 9-10    MMEL IG 89 US Airways   PHX 

         

         

         

         

April 17-18    MMEL IG 90 Cessna   Wichita 

         

         

         

         

TBD    MMEL IG 91 OPEN   TBD 

         

         

         

         

Oct 23-24    MMEL IG 92 FAA   Washington DC 

         

         

         

         
 



 
AIRLINE INDUSTRY MMEL INDUSTRY GROUP 

MMEL IG/FOEB Calendar Rev. 86-2 
May 23, 2012 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Industry Chairman - Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

2014 
 

Currently 
Scheduled 

Date 

Originally 
Planned 
Date(s) 

Cause of 
Delay 

Pre-
Meeting  

Type Meeting 
Host / Lead 

Airline 
MMEL 

Rev Date

DDG 
Pub 
Date 

Remarks 

TBD    MMEL IG 93 OPEN   TBD 

         

         

         

         

TBD    MMEL IG 94 OPEN   TBD 

         

         

         

         

TBD    MMEL IG 95 OPEN   TBD 

         

         

         

         

TBD    MMEL IG 96 OPEN   TBD 
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Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

1 4 Feb 27, 2010 Wide-Body Passenger Airplane Door/Slide Relief X   

2 1 Aug 15, 1997 Aural and Visual Speed Warning Policy X   

3 1 Aug 15, 1997 DME Systems MMEL Policy X   

4   ARCHIVED – Notice 8330 – MELs for Flight Ops under Part 121 and 
135 – AEA 200 Letter dated 7-7  X  

5 1 Aug 15, 1997 Takeoff Warning Systems X   

6   ARCHIVED - Certification Guidance for Digital Engine Tachometers  X  

7   ARCHIVED - Definition of International Flight  X  

8   ARCHIVED - Minutes - Flight Ops Evaluation Policy Board  X  

9 10 Jan 18, 2012 Public Address System, Crewmember Interphone and Alerting Systems X   

10   ARCHIVED - Magnetic Compass System   X  

11   ARCHIVED - FAR Part 23.1305g Fuel Pressure Indicators  X  

12   ARCHIVED - Request for Policy Guidance- ACE-270 memo  X  

13 1 Aug 15, 1997 Oil Temperature and Pressure Instrument MEL Policy X   

14   ARCHIVED - Letter Singapore Airlines MEL  X  

15   Transferred to 8900.1 - Policy Regarding Continued Operations with 
Inoperative or Missing Equipment   X 

16   Transferred to 8900.1 - Operations and Maintenance Procedures and 
Standardization   X 
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ARCHIVED - Flight Ops Policy Board Action on Agenda Items 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

17    X  

18   ARCHIVED -   X  

19   ARCHIVED - Standard Proviso for FA Seats in MMELs applicable to 
Part 121 Operators

 X  

20   ARCHIVED - Fwd Observer Seat on Flight Deck - Oxygen 
Requirements - FAR Parts 121-125-135

 X  

21   ARCHIVED  X  

22   ARCHIVED - Audio Control panel - Fwd Observer Seat Position - FAR 
Parts 121-125-135  X  

23   ARCHIVED - Approval of MEL by Principal Operations Inspectors for 
Part 121 and 135 Operators

 X  

24 4 Nov 02, 2009 Lavatory Fire Protection X   

25 17 Jan 20, 2011 Policy Concerning MMEL Definitions X   

26 1 Aug 15, 1997 Thrust Reversers On Small Turbojet Airplanes X   

27   ARCHIVED - Electrical System Requirements for Two-engine 
Airplanes  X  

28   ARCHIVED - Minutes of flight Ops Policy Board meeting  X  

29 5 Aug 10, 2010 MMEL Requirements for Cockpit Voice Recorder (CVR) X   

30   ARCHIVED - Flight Instruments in the Basic T MMEL Policy  X  

31 3 Jan 20, 2011 MMEL Format Specification X   

32 7 July 07, 2006 Traffic Alert and Collision Avoidance System (TCAS) X   

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-29GC128.doc
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000044.htm
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Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

33   ARCHIVED - Policy Regarding MMEL Relief for Passenger 
Convenience  X  

34 4 Aug 15, 1997 MMEL and MEL Preamble X   

35   ARCHIVED - Approval of MELs by POIs for Part 121 and 135 
Operators  X  

36 2 Aug 15, 1997 FAR Part 91 MEL Approval (includes Part 91 Preamble) X   

37   ARCHIVED - Relief for Wing-Illumination Ice Lights  X  

38 1 Aug 15, 1997 MMEL Relief for Primary Thrust Setting Instruments on Two-Engine Airplanes X   

39 5 Jan 29, 2010 Altitude Alerting Systems X   

40 2 Dec 3, 2009 ETOPS and Polar Operations X   

41   ARCHIVED - Use of change bars in MEL Preparation  X  

42   ARCHIVED  X  

43 2 Dec 18, 2011 Crewmember Protective Breathing Equipment (PBE) Relief X   

44   ARCHIVED - Items deleted from MMEL  X  

45 2 Mar 4, 2004 Time Limited Dispatch (TLD) Authorization for Full Authority Digital 
Electronic Control (FADEC) Engines X   

46   Transferred to 8900.1 - Standard and Interim Revisions   X 

47 2 Oct 17, 2011 Megaphone MMEL Requirements X   

48   ARCHIVED -   X  

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/0000002d.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/0000002f.htm


MMEL POLICY LETTERS (PL) STATUS SUMMARY 
Revision 86-2 (June 29, 2012) 

 

PL Rev. Date Subject 

C
u

rr
en

t 

A
rc

h
iv

ed
 

X
F

R
’d

 t
o 

89
00

.1
 

 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

49   ARCHIVED  X  

50   ARCHIVED - Standard and Interim Revisions - Action Notice 8430-68  X  

51   ARCHIVED -   X  

52   ARCHIVED - Category D Repair Interval   X  

53   ARCHIVED - CVR MMEL Relief - No FDR Required  X  

54 10 Oct 31, 2005 Terrain Awareness and Warning System (TAWS) X   

55   ARCHIVED – Notice Automation Process for Part 91 Operators       X  

56 5 Jan 1, 2012 Flight Deck FWD Observer Seat Relief X   

57   ARCHIVED - Cargo Operators - Passenger Convenience Items  X  

58 4 Mar 24, 2012 Flight Deck headsets and Hand Microphones X   

59 3 June 20 2008 Global Change Revisions X   

60   ARCHIVED – Test Upload  X  

61   ARCHIVED - Removal of Asterisk  X  

62   ARCHIVED - New Equipment Installation MMEL Requirements  X  

63 3 Jan 29, 2004 Equipment Required For Emergency Procedures X   

64 1 Aug 15, 1997 Electrical Power MMEL Policy - Four Engine Cargo Airplanes X   

65 1 Aug 15, 1997 Policy Regarding Cargo Provisions in the MMEL for Cargo Operations X   

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-054r10_GC-139.doc
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000032.htm
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ARCHIVED - Day of Discovery - Policy DEF 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

66    X  

67 4 Jan 15, 2012 Windshear Warning and Flight Guidance System (RWS) Windshear 
Detection and Avoidance System (PWS) X   

68   Transferred to 8900.1 - Policy Regarding Use of Additional M and O   X 

69 2 Sep 24, 2003 External Door Indication System X   

70 3 Jan 20, 2011 Definitions Required in MELs X   

71   Transferred to 8900.1 - Policy Concerning Configurations and Fleet 
Approval   X 

72 4 Mar 12, 2012 Wing Icing Detection Lights X   

73 5 Jun 15, 2011 MMEL Relief for Emergency Medical Equipment X   

74   ARCHIVED - Flight Profile Advisory System  X  

75 1 Aug 15, 1997 Portable Fire Extinguisher X   

76 5 Mar 24, 2008 ATC Transponders and Automatic Altitude Reporting Systems X   

77 2 Oct 25, 2011 Cockpit and Instrument Lighting System MMEL Requirements X   

78   ARCHIVED - MMEL Definition 23 Revision  X  

79 8 Mar 12, 2012 Passenger Seats Relief X   

80   ARCHIVED - TCAS I Relief  X  

81 1 Aug 15, 1997 MEL CDL Operator Procedures  X   

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000013.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000013.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/0000003b.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/0000001b.htm
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Use of "Operative" Terminology in MELs  

Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

82 1 Aug 15, 1997 X   

83 5 Jan 18, 2012 Water and Waste Relief on Air Carrier Aircraft X   

84 1 Aug 15, 1997 Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL) for Reduced Separation 
Minimum (RVSM) Operations X   

85 3 Jan 1, 2012 Lavatory Door Ashtray Policy X   

86 5 Jan 29, 2010 Policy Regarding Air Carrier Compliance with Master Minimum 
Equipment List (MMEL) Revisions X   

87 10 Aug 10, 2010 Flight Data Recorder (FDR) X   

88   Transferred to 8900.1 - Air Carrier Handling Of Equipment 
Discrepancies

  X 

89 2 Jan 31, 2009 FASTEN SEAT BELT WHILE SEATED Signs or Placards X   

90 1 Sep 20, 2001 Pitot Heat Indicating System X   

91   ARCHIVED  - Position Lights and Strobe Lights   X  

92   ARCHIVED - Parking Brakes  X  

93 1 Sept 11, 2006 Autopilot Disconnect MMEL Policy X   

94 1 Oct 8, 2004 Liquid or Paste Propeller Deicer X   

95 2 Jan 15, 2012 VHF Communications MMEL Requirements X   

96 2 Jan 29, 2010 Galley/Cabin Waste Receptacles Access Doors/Covers X   

97 4 Sep 06, 2007 Flight Attendant Seat(s) X   

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000010.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000010.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000026.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000037.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000037.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-87%20R8.doc
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL94%20R1%20D1.doc
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/00000031.htm
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-97GC124.doc
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Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

98 0 Jan 20, 1999 Navigation Databases X   

99 2 Feb 26, 2010 Door/Slide Relief Policy X   

100 2 Jan 20, 2009 MMEL/MEL Relief vs “Weight & Balance Manual” Limitation 
Statements X   

101 2 Dec 15, 2011 Autopilot Relief  X   

102 1 Oct 17, 2011 Cargo Compartment Smoke Detection and Fire Suppression Systems X   

103 0 Mar 21, 2000 MEL policy for 14 CFR 129 and 129.14 Foreign Air Operators X   

104 5 Jun 15, 2011 Storage Bins /Cabin, Galley and Lavatory Storage 
Compartments/Closets

X   

105 1 Jan 20, 2009 Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast System X   

106 4 Jan 18, 2012 High Frequency (HF) Communications MMEL Requirements X   

107 1 May 22, 2001 MMEL Relief for Inoperative APU Generator X   

108 1 Oct 17, 2011 Carriage of Empty Cargo Handling Equipment X   

109 0 Dec 13, 2001 Supplemental Type Certificate (STC) MMEL Relief Process   X   

110   ARCHIVED - Supplemental Flight Deck Door Security Devices  X  

111 1 Jan 29, 2004 MMEL Policy for Inoperative Standby Attitude Indicator X   

112 2 Jan 18, 2012 Relief for 14 CFR 25.795 Compliant Flight Deck Doors X   

113 0 Dec 20, 2002 MMEL Relief for Anti-Skid Inoperative X   

114 0 Feb 6, 2004 MMEL Policy for Inoperative Rudder Pedal Steering X   

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/ap101r1.htm
javascript:openPage('/Regulatory_and_Guidance_Library/rgFar.nsf/FARSBySect?OpenView&count=-1&RestrictToCategory=Part+129','')
javascript:openPage('/Regulatory_and_Guidance_Library/rgFar.nsf/FARSBySectLookup/129.14','')
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-106R%203.doc
http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL114.doc
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ARCHIVED - MMEL for Chelton EFIS Equipped Aircraft 

Provide changes to MMEL IG Chairman at Robert.Taylor2@usairways.com 

Phone: 412-474-4355 

115    X  

116 2 Oct 17, 2011 Non-Essential Equipment and Furnishings (NEF) X   

117 0 Oct 7, 2005 Selective Call System (SELCAL) X   

118   ARCHIVED - Policy Regarding Nitrogen Generation System (NGS)  X  

119 3 Oct 17, 2011 Two-Section MMELs (Part 91 and Part 135) X   

120 1 Jan 20, 2009 Emergency Locator Transmitters (ELT) X   

121 0 Sept 06, 2007 (EFB) Electronic Flight Bag X   

122 0 Apr 04, 2008 Flight Deck Door Surveillance Systems X   

123 1 Apr 30, 2010 Passenger Notice System (Lighted Information Signs) X   

124 0 Jan 20, 2009 Damaged Window/Windshield Relief X   

125 0 Apr 1, 2010 Equipment Relief without Passengers X   

126 0 May 28, 2010 Chelton Flight Logic Electronic Flight Instrument Systems (EFIS) X   

127 0 June 7, 2010 Night Vision Imaging systems (NVIS) X   

128 1 Aug 15, 2011 Wheelchair Accessible Lavatories X   

129 0 Mar 24, 2012 Cockpit Smoke Vision Systems (CSVS) X   

       

       

 

http://www.opspecs.com/MELPolicyTalks/_disc4/PL-117%20R%200.doc




 

CFR Change


 

HQ Policy


 

Industry

FAA 
or Industry:

MMEL Relief 
Required

Policy Letter (PL)
Relief Needed?

Lead: Notify IG 
Chairman & Draft PL Lead: Present to IG

Lead: Review/
Incorporate Comments;
Works with WG, Submit 

PL Draft to FAA

FAA: (AFS-260 & 140)
Post to AVS Draft Site

Suspense Date: 
Comments?

Public & Industry 14-day
(Minimum) Comment Period 

FAA: (AFS-260) 
Coordinate FAA Review FAA Comments? Comments Create

Relief Change?

FAA: (AFS-260 & 140)
Post Approved PL

To FSIMS
FAA: AFS-200 ApprovalFAA: AFS-260

Prep for Approval

Notify Industry of Posted
PL by e-mail & AFS-140

Subscription System

NO NO

Lead: IG Comments
/ID Working Group

YESYESFAA: Remove from
AVS Draft Website

NO

YES

YESYES

NO NO

No MMEL IG
Action Required

MMEL IG Process



Maintaining Aircraft Accessibility 
Features 

Required by CFR Part 382 
(Nondiscrimination On The Basis Of Disability In Air Travel) 

and 

Similar Features in 
Non-accessible Lavatories



Part 382 requires a carrier – 
To PROVIDE aircraft with accessibility features



Part 382 requires a carrier – 
To PROVIDE aircraft with accessibility features 

To MAINTAIN accessibility features in proper working order 



PROVIDE - MAINTAIN

• A carrier PROVIDEs aircraft with accessibility features 
via the modification of existing aircraft or the introduction 
of new aircraft.



PROVIDE - MAINTAIN

• A carrier PROVIDEs aircraft with accessibility features 
via the modification of existing aircraft or the introduction 
of new aircraft.

• A carrier MAINTAINs its aircraft with accessibility 
features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 
Operations Specifications D072. 



D072 requires the certificate holder (the operator) to MAINTAIN the 
aircraft in accordance with the Continuous Airworthiness Maintenance 

Program (CAMP) included in the certificate holders manual



The operator’s manual (e.g. the MPPM in this case) provides the 
company’s methods to MAINTAIN aircraft in compliance with the 

requirements of Operations Specification D072.



Part of the operator’s CAMP to MAINTAIN the aircraft 
provides for managing the deferral and subsequent repair 

of inoperative equipment via the MEL; e.g. -



Similarly, an operator’s CAMP to MAINTAIN the aircraft also provides 
for managing the deferral and subsequent repair of inoperative 

Nonessential Equipment & Furnishings via the NEF Program; e.g. -



§ 382.71 What other aircraft accessibility requirements apply to carriers? 
(a) As a carrier, you must maintain all aircraft accessibility features in proper 

working order.

Managing the deferral and repair of
CFR 382 required items via an operator’s

MEL and/or NEF Program
fulfills the requirements of CFR 382

to MAINTAIN these items.    



Title 14 CFR 121.628 provides the basis for deferral per an MEL.

• An approved MEL must exist (approved by the FAA Certificate Management Office)

plus
• The FAA Certificate Management Office must have issued Operations
Specifications authorizing use of the MEL



Operations Specification D095 authorizes using an MEL, e.g.

“The certificate holder is authorized to use an approved Minimum Equipment 
List (MEL) provided the conditions and limitations of this paragraph are met.”

“Except as provided in subparagraph d, the certificate holder shall have items 
repaired within the time intervals” identified as Repair Intervals A (as specified 
in MMEL), B (3 days), C (10 days) & D (120 days).

“The certificate holder shall develop and maintain a comprehensive program 
for managing the repair of items listed in the approved MEL.”



The combination of an approved MEL plus the authorization to use it 
constitutes an approved change to the type design of the aircraft 

without requiring recertification.



The FAA MMEL provides the basis for deferral of Non-essential 
Equipment and Furnishings per an Operator’s NEF Program. 



The Operator’s MEL Program includes multiple methods of control; e.g.- 

Unique MEL Number for each method of deferral 
Unique Control Number for managing the repair of each deferred item 
Logging of each deferred item within the Aircraft Maintenance Record 

(continued next slide)



Continued… 

The Operator’s MEL Program includes multiple methods of control; e.g.- 

Multiple department review concerning initial deferral requirements 
Tracking aircraft status changes (when applicable) 

Coordination of repetitive maintenance action (when applicable) 



An Operator’s NEF Program also includes similar methods of control; e.g.- 

Multiple department review concerning initial deferral requirements 
Unique NEF Number for each method of deferral 

Unique Control Number for managing the repair of each deferred item 
Logging of each NEF item within the Aircraft Maintenance Record 



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs 
both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features 

per the requirements of 
US DOT/FAA Operations Specifications D072.



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 

Operations Specifications D072.

• Many of these same features are duplicated, 
or similar equipment is installed, in non- 
handicapped accessible lavatories, i.e. door 
locks, call buttons, grab bars, faucets and 
other controls, and dispensers.



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 

Operations Specifications D072.

• Many of these same features are duplicated, or similar equipment is 
installed, in non-handicapped accessible lavatories, i.e. door locks, call 
buttons, grab bars, faucets and other controls, and dispensers.

• Aircraft with handicapped accessible 
lavatories are also equipped with non- 
handicapped accessible lavatories; both 
types of lavatories can be installed in close 
proximity to each other.



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 

Operations Specifications D072.

• Many of these same features are duplicated, or similar equipment is installed, in non- 
handicapped accessible lavatories, i.e. door locks, call buttons, grab bars, faucets 
and other controls, and dispensers.

• Aircraft with handicapped accessible lavatories are also equipped with non- 
handicapped accessible lavatories; both types of lavatories can be installed in close 
proximity to each other.

• Requiring an Operator to address the deferral of similar or like 
features in lavatories located next to each other under two 
different Programs as is currently implied by PLs 116 (NEF 
Program) and 128 (Wheelchair Accessible Lavs) only 
introduces the possibility to incorrectly defer one or more 
features under the wrong program; it does not contribute to the 
Operator  MAINTAINing these items.



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 

Operations Specifications D072.

• The ability for an operator to utilize a standard procedure 
for advising its flight crewmembers and concerned 
maintenance personnel when a flight is to depart with 
certain features deferred (handicapped accessible or 
non-accessible) along with the conditions and limitations 
that apply enhances the Operator’s ability to comply with 
the requirement to MAINTAIN these items.



The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable method by which to 
MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features per the requirements of US DOT/FAA 

Operations Specifications D072.

• The ability for an operator to utilize a standard procedure for advising its flight 
crewmembers and concerned maintenance personnel when a flight is to depart with 
certain features deferred (handicapped accessible or non-accessible) along with the 
conditions and limitations that apply enhances the Operator’s ability to comply with 
the requirement to MAINTAIN these items.

• Similar precedent is already established by FAA MMEL 
Policy Letter 81 which clarifies that an operator may 
elect to apply Configuration Deviation Lists (CDL) 
procedures in the same manner as established for the 
operator's MEL procedures for informing the flight crew 
and other appropriate personnel of the equipment items 
and limitations associated with missing equipment (even 
though the AFM CDL may imply otherwise).



SUMMARY

• The Operator’s MEL and NEF Programs both provide an acceptable 
method by which to MAINTAIN its aircraft with accessibility features 
per the requirements of US DOT/FAA Operations Specifications 
D072.

• The Operator’s ability to utilize STANDARD PROCEDURES 
associated with its NEF Program, or its MEL Program, or a 
combination of both Programs contributes to successfully  
MAINTAINing features in both handicapped and non-handicapped 
lavatories.

• Delete/revise PL 128 as necessary to permit Operator’s to address 
the requirement to MAINTAIN their aircraft using STANDARD 
PROCEDURES. 
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Issues with Current Draft PL



 

Repair interval “C”



 

Number required for dispatch “0”
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Other Issues with This PL:

1.  Software.  §§ 91.213, 121.628, 125.201, 129.14, & 135.179  
“Instrument & Equipment” (Hardware)

2.  §§ 121.349, 125.203, 129.17, and 135.165 (for over H2O 
ops) requires, in part, “…two approved independent 
navigation systems suitable for navigating along the 
route to be flown within the degree of accuracy required 
by ATC.”

3.  An out-of-date, corrupted, dumped, etc., navigation data 
base = a navigation system operating in a degraded 
mode.



Federal Aviation
Administration

Navigation Data Base

Relief cannot be granted thru the MMEL 
process for degraded navigation data bases. 



MMEL IG Agenda Item 86-20 - EXAMPLES 
 
Locating a Rule and its associated Preamble 

1. Obtain a copy of the rule (e.g. hard copy, Electronic Code of Federal Regulations, etc.) and 
locate the Source information; for CFR 121.803 located in Title 14 Subpart X the Source 
information is Docket No. FAA–2000–7119, 66 FR 19044, Apr. 12, 2001, unless otherwise 
noted. (ref. following graphic). 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

2. Go to http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/; locate the SEARCH box and type in the FAA number (e.g. 
FAA-2000-7119), then click on SEARCH. 

 
Note: If no FAA number is provided use the date and FR number instead, e.g Apr. 12, 2001 

FR 19044) 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/


 
3. Numerous results will be presented; a “Sort by” drop down menu is provided. 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
Locating FAA Chief Counsel legal interpretations 
 
1. Go to http://www.faa.gov/ 
 
2. Type “legal interpretations” in the Search box and click on “Search”. 

 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

3. Click on “Regulations – Legal Interpretations & Chief Counsel’s Opinions” 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

http://www.faa.gov/


4. Enter the search criteria per the instructions provided (e.g. the phrase “accessible lavatory”), 
then click on “Submit Search”. 

 

 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
5. Review search results - 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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