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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

" Federal Aviation Admlniqtraﬂon

14 CFR Parts 121, 125, and 135

{Docket No. 26780; Amits. 121-222, 125-15,
135-39]

RIN 2120-AC86

Minimum Equipment List (MEL)
Requirements

" AGENCY: Federal Aviation

Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment provides for

‘the development and use of Minimum

Equipment Lists (MEL) for certain
single-engine air carrier aircraft. In
addition, this athendment revises the
requirements for the use of an MEL to
make them consistent throughout the
regulations. This action is needed to
provide for the implementation of MEL
authorizations through the issuance of
operations specifications. The changes
streamline administrative procedures

“and provide greater consistency in the

MEL authorization process.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Marlene G. Livack, Technical Standards
Branch (AFS-230), Air Transportation
Division, Office of Flight Standards,
Federal Aviation Administration, 800
Independence Averme, SW.,,
Washington, DC 20688, Belephare: W)a
479-0285. :

= SUPPLEMENTARY INFOMMATION::

Backgpund
Statement of PIWam

" - The airworthiness. certification of an

aircraft is based upon the requirement
that the aircrafttconfoxm:td its:tppa.
certificate and be in.a conditian for safe.
operation. The concep¥of HreMitiimmr
Equipment List (MEL) wassdavelagedi
when it was recognized that a flight or
series of flights might be continued with
certain inoperable instruments and

"equipment under appropriate

circumstances. This followed a Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA)
determination that strict compliance

" with the Type Certification (TC)

equipment requirements was not
necessary to maintain the TC level of

safety. The MEL is intended to permit

operation for a minimum period of time
until repairs can be accomplished.
Although the MEL concept was
adopted for part 121 operations in 1953
and applied to part 135 multiengine
‘afrcraft operations in 1978, it hes never

: . ‘beenapplied to part 135 single-engine
aircraft operations. This has been due to -

the relative lacleof single-engimeaircraft
systems complaxity and reduncdisemyg.
therdiversity-ofthe single-engine:airaraft:
population, and the lack of manpemwerte
create single-engine aircraft Mantezr
Minimum Equipment Lists (MMEBL).

{Nate: An MMEL for a particularaiseraflt
type is developed by the FAA in cosperation:
with holder of the type certificate fir thmt:
aircraft, The MMEL is the basis fortlie:
individual operator's MEL for its pestivalae
operation and aircraft.)

In June 1985, the FAA responsiatito:a
request from Beech Aircraft Carporatiom
by issuing an interpretation of FAR
$$ 23.1301 and 25.1301 which sttt i
summary, that all installed insttumente:
and items of equipment in an adrersdf
must function as designed for. alF
operations unless otherwiseepeanided.
for in an FAA-approved BfEL. Sifce
$ 135.179, which authorizes MBI use=thr
mulﬁengme aircraft, preedudes sisgles
engine aircraft from using;en-MEE, tHe
result has been that all installed:
instrurnents and items of equipment om:
such aircraft must be operatives.This Kas
required part 135 operators of singles-
engine aircraft who install optionadl
instruments and equipment to keep titerm
in operating condition when theeaircraft.

is agerating Tk requirement meay linse:
corrviiced some single-engine eperaibrer
under part 135 to defer purchase of
optional equipment which would have
enhanced safety, or operationab
effietoney..

Arpresent; there is a need te
standardize the-manner in whieh the
MEE requitements are applied tosthe

"awviation industty and individusdi

operators. The results of the Natbnal.
Aix Transportatian Inspection ESNEE
study of the MEL program reveales?
considerable misunderstanding of*tlie
MEBccnmpt. Thithe past, sometair
cawriers have mistakenly developedi
procediwes foroperating with amNBL.
tiertowese ot asistent with the:
operating regulations. Since thermles
governing the use of MEL's in pert 128 -
differ from the part 125 and 13%
reguirements, operational
standardization and consistent:
interpretation of the rules have:
presented difficulties for operatose amd’
the FAA.

On January 23, 1989, the FAZ& .
pubhshed notice of proposed ruliasdéing:
(NPRM) 89-2 (54 FR 3320) that progasd?.
to amend part 121, 125, and 135~ -
requirements for the use of a MBEL.
(Clarification of the notice andian
extension of the comment pericalivags
published in the Federal Registerrans
March 27,1989 (54 FR 12663).) Tha: .

. NPRM.invited public parﬁcipatﬁ-ﬁ

addressing MEL requirements. The~

KPRM proposed to standardize and to
mmke consistent parts 121, 125, and 135
reqquirements for the use of an MEL.
HFnally, it proposed to authorize the
divelopment of MEL’s for part 135
eperators using single-engine aircraft.

- Discussion of Comments

Approximately fourteen comments
weremceived on the NPRM. The
cmnments were submitted by air
emrriers, airline pilot associations,
mmnufacturers, and individuals. Most
eumments were in favor of
stindardizing the regulations, and all
eomments regarding expansion of the
applicability of MELSs to include single-
engiiveraircraft were favorable.
Howewer, several comments opposed
eertain proposed requirements. All
specific issues and categories of
camments are discussed below.

Aktcess to Information Contamed in the
MEL

New and revised §§ 121.628(a)(2),
125.201(a)(2), and 135.179(a)(2) each
require that the MEL be aboard the
gircraft or that the flightcrew have
“Hirect” access at all times prior to flight
ta all information contained in the
a@pproved MEL. As discussed in the
NPRM, it is not the FAA's intention that
mphysical copy of the MEL be carried
aboard the aircraft although this would
be an acceptable means of compliance.
‘Ehve:EAA will accept any method as long

awtierinformation contained therein is

“directlyy” accessible to the flightcrew at
all times prior to flight through printed
ar other means approved by the
Axdministrator. The rule provides that
s approval will be contained in the
eertificate holder’s operations
specifications. The FAA does not
eomsider “direct” access to include
information gained from conversations
with maintenance personnel by

- tadephone or over the aircraft radio prior

ta.dispatch.

Specifically, the commenters on this
issue reflected their concerns as follows:
The Air Transportation Association

(ATA).abjects to the requirement that
theorew have direct access to the MEL
Befbrecand during flight. ATA states that
titere i no need for the MEL, a dispatch
dbcument, to be onboard the aircraft.
HAccording to ATA, the MEL is designed
to be used during the preparation for
flight, not the execution of flight. ATA
sabmits that pilots are not trained in the
wae of MELs and the flightcrew always
Kws ascess to MEL information through

- psligseomtact with dispatch/
‘mminteamnce.

‘MamBRgional Airline Association

- @MY agrees that information
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. vcontained in the MEL should be directly
- accessible to the flight crew priorto
flight, but gubmits that du‘ecﬁy

" accessible during flight is unduly

restrictive. RAA submits that the MEL is
a dispatch document and that it is not
intended to replace abnormal/ '
emergency procedure when an item
becomes inoperative during flight. RAA
believes that indirect access may, at
times, contribute to safety when one
pilot in a two pilot crew is not forced to
read an MEL during flight.

The Aerospace Industries Association
(AIA) states that the FAA has not
provided a justification for requiring
pilot access to the written MEL at all
times, and at the same time denying

pilot access to it through the radio. AIA

.. submits that the MEL is a dispatch

document not intended for application’

while enroute and its verbiage is
completely unsuitable for inflight
application. AIA states that the MEL is
not “cockpit friendly” and will
.substantially increase crew workload.
. According to AIA, there will be -
considerable costs because the MEL will
"have to be rewriften for use in the
cockpit and crews will have to be
trained in its use. ‘
" The International Federation of
- Airline Dispatchers’ Association (IFIDA)
camments that dispatchers should be
provided with the same information as
‘the flightcrews and should have direct
" access to the information contained in
- the MEL or have a copy of the MEL
-provided to them. - -
" ‘The Air Line Pilots Associatlon
{ALPA) supports the reqmrement that
the crew have direct access to the MEL
but states that it is not good enough for -
" pilots to get information on MEL items . .
and remarks or exceptions by telephone
or radio access. ALPA, therefore,
suggests that the word “direct” be
inserted before the word “access.”
One comment from an airline pilot

‘states that the crews should have access

“to the printed MEL at all times. -
In-response to these specific
comments, the FAA agrees that the MEL
is a dispatch document and, thus, has
_determined that the proposed
- requirement that it be available durmg
.. flight would not be in keeping with the
intent of the MEL concept. The FAA,
however, does not agree that requiring

. the flightcrew to have “direct™ access to'
- .the MEL prior to flight is restrictive. The

flightcrew is responsible for the safe
operation of the aircraft and; therefore,
‘must have a “direct” means: of
determmm,g whethier or not the aircraft
is safe for flight.

Several commenters state that pllots
are not-trained in the use of MELs.
However, § 121.415 requires that pilots

-and dispatchers be trained in the duties
-and responsibilities of their respective

positions. FAR §§ 121.597 and 121.663
provide thm one of the responsibilities
of the pilot in command (PIC) is to
determine that the flight can be made
safely. For a PIC to make this
determination, the FAA believes that

.training in the use of an MEL is

necessary.

The FAA agrees with ALPA that, in
order to make a dispatch decision, the
flightcrew must be able to ensure that
they have all available information. The
FAA also agrees that calling on the

- radio or telephone would not

necessarily ensure that the pilot has all
the essential information. While the
FAA agrees with the term “direct”
access, this does not mean that the
flightcrew must have a printed copy of
the MEL and, therefore, the rule as
adopted provides that the Administrator
may approve other means of direct
access. “Direct” access could be through
the ARINC Communications Addressing
and Reporting System (ACARS) or other
electronic means or could be
accomplished through an information
retrieval system or any other means
approved by the Administrator.
Therefore, the word “direct” is bemg
inserted before the word “access” in

88 121.628(a)(2), 125.201(a)(2), and
135,179(a)(2) and the proposal that the

‘MEL be available during fhght is being

deleted. |
The FAA agrees that dJspatchers

- ghould be provided with the same

information since they are jointly
respongible, with the PIC, for the
dispatch of the flight. The FAA has
determined that the authority provided
in FAR § 121.605 covers this point and
does not see a need to further clarify the
requirement,

Finally, the MEL will not have to be
writien for cockplt use because in its

. present format it is appropriate for a

dispatch document. Since training in the
use of an MEL is already required no
additional training costs will be
imposed.

MEL Revision Procedures
The language of FAR part 121 is

revised to clarify that an MEL, as

authorized by the operations
specifications, constitutes an approved
change to the type design. This is similar
to the concept behind FAR §§ 91.213
(former § 91.30}), 125.201, and 135.178.
The following commenters specifically
address this concept as it relates to the
MEL.

ATA comments that the FAA should
clarify that MEL revisions do not require
recertifications ATA states that FAA

- should specify in the preambie that an

amendment to the MEL will not require
recertification of the airplane since the
MEL authorization constitutes an
approved change in the type design.

AJA believes making a change to an
approved and authorized MEL
constitutes a change in the type design.
AIA contends, however, that this
statement will be misconstrued and
require full recertification for each MEL
entry. AIA states that to do a full type
certification for each MEL item would
be prohibitively expensive and not
improve safety. AIA suggests the
following wording: “An approved MEL,
as authorized by the operations specs,
constitutes an approved deviation to the
type design without requiring
recertification through the certification
branch.”

The FAA response to ATA and AlA is
that the part 121 MEL provisions are
being amended to clarify that an
approved MEL will constitute a change
to the type design of the aircraft.
However, the FAA does not intend this
to mean that an amendment to the MEL
requires recertification of an aircraft.
Because the MEL allows an aircraft to
be operated in a temporary condition
with inoperative equipment while still .
maintaining the safety requirements for
certification, the aircraft isin a
legitimate design configuration and
recertification of the type design is not
necessary. This temporary condition .
continues to meet certification safety
requirements. The FAA agrees with
ATA and AlA that it is necessary to
clarify that an amendment to the MEL
will not require recertification.
However, this should be accomplished
in the rule and not in the preamble as
suggested by ATA. Therefore,

§§ 121.628(a)(2), 125.201(a}{2), and
135.179(a)(2) are amended accordingly.

In addition to ATA and AIA, Conner
Air Lines, Inc., states that if the rule is
implemented, the FAA would gain
authority to amend an approved aircraft
type certificate as well as the air carrier
operating certificate by amending the
operations specifications. Conner Air
Lines, Inc., argues that this action would
allow the FAA 'to alter, change, or
amend, at its sole discretion, the MEL by
changing the operator’s specifications.

In response to Conner Air Lines, Inc,,
the FAA emphasizes that the MEL is a
separately approved document and,
therefore, will not be affected by any
changes in the operations specifications.
The 6perations-specifications are the
method through: which operations with
an MEL are authorized. The approval
procedure for an operator’s MEL has not
been changed.:
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v tlin MIRE. The fudloiming,

\wmmenuwmmcmmd‘ﬁomﬁm.and‘

inclotting thsituments: quipanent”
‘ reqyiuﬂ‘rx ar Al iin conflfot:with:the
basitc-grincipfes an

ant-whiich tie BEL
conceptis-ased: AW states thut the:
compliarmee requibed fr axr. ADis not”’
necevsurily theonlyway of fixing &
defircCor unsafe-conditfor and that!

2 tResersofutfone normally reffect:
- . permanent changps:to-Fardware

selectixFitr constderstionr ofoperating

.. .costs and installation expediency; as-

walbas safé operetion: MM‘%&
e sty reguirawenis offarr.
can ofienBe secamplisliad ty: otier

oonchh mmmmu: b
allovend coukbs titnthrat

aoluﬁmmmﬁu ML ppowidedit affende:

'dmdety
A'ﬂtslhtm

1 mm&}ﬁzﬁmldtba.thv samrastie

an Al prowided
- themtortieincinded h ‘e DEE..

In response;. the-FICA sgrees witly:
ATA thabh § 121 c2a(hi(2) 1 2AMiE P
and:135i176(b){ 2} ehould:ba: e sameseae:
tharaquivenents. of §21:30¢b)(2);and has
changed. these sectione aocordingly,. The

. FAA alsn.agpess with AlA thati A,

contain.a gereral.atatement

necmally
 thak alternate.-means.of compliznce can.

‘be vsed:if approved. by, the
Adminigirator: This deesnot.necassarily

~ prowide relief.thronghthe MELs. Relial
through.an MEL can be.greanted andy, if.it.

doesmnot affect the requirements ofrthe.
AD. Any MFL relief approved by, the.
-Flight.Operatious Evaluations Board and
grantad'by the. AD"may be includbdiu
the MEL; However, due tb the.
requirements of §39.5 of tha.FAR, the.
AD requitements allvays takes
pmcedhnce over tha. MEE provisions:

kmhhﬁmmmmm

equipment that are either speciffcaify or

»

’

offterwrise required Yy the airworthiness
requirerenis underwitich tie airplioe
is typecertiffcated and'which are
esgentfal for safe-operation wrder-all’
operatingcondionymay not:be-
inclthdbddinr the MEE. TWu comments:
were received- witicti:speriftcally
addtessed thisissue: Both Sternairand’
the RAA guggest deleting tlre proposed”
section. RAA atateg that if thig
limttadomwisincibded; ﬂ’.taml‘e should
clarify the intent.

The FAA responsector these commernrts
is thatir order to nraiitaiir te validily,
of an airworthiress certificate; all*
ingtalled airpraftinstruments and’
equipmentmust functiorr ag designed:
However; an FAA-approved MEL issned
to a specificoperatorby the FAX
District-Office baving Pliglit Standards
certiffcate respunsibility-constitotes ax
approvatcﬁange tor ther aiforaft type
derigr et therefbre; alltzws for
inoperative equipment: Bxperiencehes
stroverr-titat with: the: various:livels.of
redurrdiney: disigped i aireraft;
operatiorr-of-every systenrorinstafled
companent mayTot.be mesessarily since
the remaining eqptgment‘m*gmﬁdﬁ:‘ ar
acceptaBifirlevel ofsafdty:

Not all of i atrerafi®s frstalled
instremyenty amd'equipment-are:

- necessary for-every operatiom. For

exampll; amoperatton whichi g not:
being-conductediimricting conditions.
wontt'not reguire airframe deicing or
anti-icing equipment if that equipment:
was not'essemtial forsafl operations
when icitg conditione:db not-exist:
Another-example i® an gircraft whtich
was not being operated at nighit would*
not require & lamfing lightt, A specific
operating;condition, therefiwe, would be-
a comditian sucl ag-extendéd overwater,
hight altttude; ormight fght:

Certain equipment and insttuments,.
however, must be.operating at all' imes;
these-ticdude such items ag oil pressure
and temperature ganges (unless othier
approved nreans exist' to monifor these
parametirs} hecause these gauges'
provide an indication of tie engine's
condition.

Additional Comments

Several‘commenters.questiow the need
and reasons for-tite amerndinents to the
existing FAR requirements.

For example, Ameriffight stutes that-it
supports-the FAA ¢ attemnpt to sitphfy,

and unify, the-regulbtfons related: to
MELs but belfever that; at tite same

time; o majprovertiaul of the currer:
MEL polity ts-mecessary-aird asks thet
the FAA evaluate the current problems
asgociated witlr the MEE agproval’
procesy auchas standbrdizatton and’

delays: AmerifRght stites:tat*approval’
and'devetbpment ofl exr MED can-cost:

thousands and’that a revision willicost,,
at a minimum, $500: i&nenﬂight.suggcam
that the FAA issue a generic MMEL
while.leaving tie speeific.aperatians.
and’maintenance procedires-to-the.
users and district offices. These generic:
MMELs will e ready-to-use documenta:
whichi. would simply be.obtained amd:
distributed by the operators:
Conner. Air Lines suggests that no
changes be.madé.to.the current.rules..
ATA states that the. NPRM:does not-
identify; the-particular issues-to.be
clarified; but.states:only-that. §121.627{a});
“has fosteredinumerous. questions.
withih the aircarpier industvy, and,.
therefore, nseds:to.be clarified.” ATA.
suggestaithet P A-ifemsize and:develog:
exact iganes-on quastions.whiels
genemiadithe need for clarifications.
ATA alsarsuggents-thati the Advisery
Circularregmding deferved maintenance:
items whendssued, may clarify the-

_ majority of the-peablems. ATA: siates

that the mdustsyhas been -werking:with:
the currenkregulatians for over30iyesrs
andrizfamiltarwith:all:aspects:and:

- suggestssthat a:chenge-comld-cause:

confusiam. .

The FAA in developing:its:SRRN dick
in fact reovisws the spe: and
fhnmens rtibe: ML provess. The:
vaguampestafl § 124027 cauee tiie MEL.
requirexpenistitcbe:applied differemtly:
undeppart-i2l e urmee paats 125 end’
135, witich: comtainimsore specific
reqmremnmﬂwthinmmm&» FAA
stated in the NPRM that the:propesed”
amendmenttwasneeded tostandardize
applicatiomef the MEL corcept: by .
bringing pavt T21: ia:libe: with:parts 125
amd’135: The PAVR believes-itis .
unnecesearyto:gataibgue the rumerous:
§ 121.627; THese probleme cannot'be
dealt with ivam-adisisory-circular
format. The FAAbelieves that the: mines
changes:irrvolved'with: this- relemnaking;
including revisione to air-carrier
operations-speeifications; will not'be-a
significant burden-to air carriers-and the
resulling'gimplifiestion: of the-process
will’'be-beneficial

AIA comments:thrast: parts 125 and 135
should'be starrdardized along; the lines
of part'121 instsad of the other way
arourrd‘as propaged in the NPRN This'
would'provide a simplified system ta.
125.amrd'135 operators and'notimpoase an:
ecorromic Burdeén on: part 121 aperators
to change and*traio for a new. system. It
woulll' slso.ellinitrate. the need'forre-
interpretatibn: IR states that'if tHe
regsorr for the proposed replhsement of
$§ 121.827(c),is to provide a strongerlegal’
bagiw for enforcement then.§ 121.627(c]
should Be expended tu set.up specific
requirements for an MEL.
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- accomplish emerg or abnormal
m&ﬁwﬁm
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The FAA does mot agree with AlA
thﬂt proposed payts 125 sad 136 shookd
be stendardized slong the lines of past
121, Section 121.627(c} has histarically
caused cordusion i the axintion
industry and the FAA as well. After s
carefulk peview o the MEL requirements
specified in current §§ 120,627k
125.201, and 135.178, the BAA hes
determined that proposed §§ 325208
and 135179 offer a clearerpresentaiion
ofMELrequkemumdthtahonldhe
extended to part 121 for siandeadization
throughout the indosiry. The FAA
empheuee»ﬁnt the MEL iy part 123, as
well as in parts 125 and 135 eanatitutes
an approved change to the sirerafi (ype
design witheut vecextification..
clearly siated inproposed
$$ 121.628, 226,203, and 136179

Finally, two comimenters state that
pilots camtdwmlym&i&e

checklist

" ab
pmcednms because one or more of the

, iamo mﬁu‘i’h&m coRMasnie suggESt

be amended so ot no aystent
raguired to accemplish an

B cmlpom!«
emergency or abnormal procedure be

included on an MMEL. The FAA
‘believes these commenters sxerefarring
to prelilewn with their owm MELs, sad

that-fhee probleras ahould be teviewed

and resolved. Witk respech fr contmatote
concerning MbdFLs, the FAA agrees that

procedures are: v
spproving an MMPL, Thersfore, these
items shoudd 20t appanr e e MEEE
since the MEYE commot be more

_permissive than the MMBL. i

‘commenters believe this & not the case:

then it would be appropriate for the

¢ MEL problem to be reported in
stail bthe-P‘M for review and

possible revision.

One comem sugyests ﬂnt

ﬁmmumud-ébym
. MEL's are prepared by the operator and

approved by the PAA. The FAA agrees
and has undertmices this. peoject.. The
FAA anficipates that the adwidory
concurrently with this rele.

Anether commentes siates that
$ 135.170 should be applicable te single-

engioe: tashine sitplanes on fiowts. The
FARAA's respones: is that the rule inclndes:

all single-engine aircraft operated under
‘parf 15

 Beyond e Scope of the NPRM

bapemd the scope of this peerosed

~

For exasaple, Fairchild Aircraft
Corporatien. refers o @ suggested rule
change that it requested in 1388, Docked
No. 25049, and suggests that thoee
changes be incorporated inte the

-proposed § 135,179 Fairchild petitioned

the FAA to amend §§ 91.30 and 135.179
to require the FAA and aircraft
manufacturers t¢ establish a list of
required fustruments and equipment to
be inctuded in each airplane and
rotorcraft flight manual. The list would
be used by a pilot to determine what
instruments and equipment are requived
to begin and/or continue & flight. The
FAA will respond to this issue ina
separate rulemaking project, when
resources permit. '

Furthevsaore, the following comments.
have been considered as infarmationsl,
but not having divect ivapect on this
particular rulemaking project.

ALPA, for example, recommends that
both the preamble to the MEL and the
airworthiness handbook fnclode a
reference to e “electronie log book™
incleding guidenes to engure that the
crew ia supplied with the curremt
airworthiness status of the aircraft
following failure of the MEL items.

Finally, & commender suggests that
opezators i Alasks shauld be able to
dewelop MEL pracedures for fuel gauges.
and other items on single-engine

* airceaft. Such maiters are the praper
- . gubject of the MD4FL. review process.

Regulatory Bvaluation Surmmery
Benefits

The benefits of the revised rules are
non-guantitiable because they primarily
rearganize and staadardize the MEL
provisions of various operating rules in
order to clarify and explain the intent of
existing requiresnenta. Promulgation of
these rules will reduce
misunderstandings of the requirements
governing inoparable instruments and
equipment by air cawriers.

Further, operators of single-engine
aircraft ander past 335 will benefit from
greater flexibility and efficieney in using:
gircraft under the revised rules As a
remult of these rulea, passengera and
shippers will avoid unnecessary delays
and incomvenience. Mareaver, use of
opecations: inliexwof.
letters of authomzatmn, in the long vun,
will reduca & burdens for
both the FAA smd the aflected :
certifbcate hoddeys: Fior PAA, owever,
has no precies basis on wisich: o
quantify theee bemefits, since it cennat
predict the extent ko whicl part 135
operators of simgle-engine aircraft will
elect to use MELs.

Costs

Certificate holders subject to the .
revised rules will not incur any
additionat compliarnce costs because the
rules will cfrange only the format in
which MEL authorizations are granted
The snbstantive tsions of the MEL’x
for individual certificate holders will
continue.to be determined by the FAA
flight standards field offices having
jurisidiction: over the particalar
cestificate holders. Guidance for MFL.
opexating peivileges and limitations will
continze 1o be disseminated
such means ss the advisory circolar
systems. The BAA will incur seme minor
adminigtrative cosls in transferring MEL.
requiremests {yom keitevs of
authorization: to apevaiians
specifications, but this will be a ane
time expense, which ig in the nature of
an ordinary cost of daing businese for &
regulatory agency. Moreover, the use of
operations specifications, in the long
run, will tend to ease administrative
burdens and reduce costs for both FAA
and the certificate Mholders.

Internationaf Trode Impoct Assessavent

The revised regalztions will clarify
and standardize exatimgy MEL
requirersents for variows clagses of
United States certificate bolders, aud as
such, will have no effect on the sale of
foreign aviation products or services in
the United States, nor will they affest
the sale of United States aviation.
producis or services in foreign coundries.

Regulatory Flexidilfiy Determinatian -

The Regulatory Flexihility Act of 1980
(RFA) was enacted by Congress to
ensure that small entities are net -
unnecessarily and dispreportionally
burdened by government regnlations.
Small entities are independently owned
and operated small businesses and
small not-for-profit organizations. The
RFA requires agencies to review rules
that may have “a significant econonvic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities.” FAA Order 2100.14A,
Regulatary Flexibility Criteria and
Guidance, establishes threshold cest
values and small entity size standards
for complying with RFA review :

* requirements in FAA rulemaking

actions.

The small entities that will be effected
by the revised rules are those parts 121,
125, and 135 operstots that own nine or
fewer aircraft. However, because these

- rules will not impase any additional

compliance costs on affected certificate
holders and will provide relief in the
case of part 135 operntors of single-
engine aircomlt, norse: of the threshold
cost values stipulated in Ovder 2100244
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are expected tobe exceeded by any
affected certificate holder. Therefore,
the FAA has détermined that these rules
will not have a’significant economic
impantdn'# sibstanitial number of small

. entities, and a regulatory flexibility

analysis is not required under the terms
of the RFA. :

- Fedemlzsm Imphcatwns

The reguhhons adopted herein will

- ‘niot have substantial direct effects on the
. States, on the relationship between the

ndtional government and the States, or

- on thedistribution of power and
-. - responsibilities among the various levels

of government. Therefore, in accordance

" with Executive Order 12612, it is

determined thet this regulation will not
have sufficient federalism implications
to warrant the preparation of a -

. Pederalism Assessment,

Conclusion

For the reasons dxscussed in the
presmble, and based on the findings in
the Regulatory Flexibility Determination

_and the International Trade Impact
. Analysis; the FAA has determined that

‘this regulation is not major under
‘Executive Order 12201, In addition, the
FAA certifies that this regulation will
not have & significant economic impact,
positive or negative, on a substantial

. fiumber of small entities under the
- ‘griteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

This regulation is considered significant

-under DOT RegulatoryPolicies and
* ~Procedures {44 FR 11034; February 26,

1879). A regulafory evaluation of the
regulation, including a Regulatory
Flexibility Determination and S
Interpational Trade Impact Analysis,
has been placed in the docket. A copy
may be obtained by contacting the
person identified under “FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT.”

List of Subjects
14 CFR Part 121
- Air carrigrs; Airplanes; Aviation

-safety; Safety.

14 CFR part 125
_ Aircraft; Airworthiness.
14 CFR Part 135
- Air carriers; Aircraft; Airplanes,

. ‘Airworthiness; Aviation safety; Safety.
. Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, parts 121, 125, and 135 of

~ the Federal Aviation Regulations (14

CFR parts 121, 125, and 135) are
amended as follows:

PART 121—CERTIFICATION AND
OPERATIONS DOMESTIC, FLAG, AND
SUPPLEMENTAL AIR CARRIERS, AND
COMMERCIAL OPERATORS OF
LARGE AIRCRAFT

1. The authority citation for part 121
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1355, 13586,
1357, 1401, 1421, 1430, 1472, 1485, and 1502; 49
U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97449, January
12, 1983).

2. By revising the introductory text of
§ 121.303(d) to read as follows:

§ 121.303 Airplane instruments and
equipment.
® * * * *

(d) Except as provided in
§§ 121.627(b) and 121.628, no person
may take off any airplane unless the
following instruments and equipment
are in operable condition:

* * * * *

© §121.627 [Amended)

3. By removing § 121.627(c).
4, By adding a new § 121.628 followmg
§ 121.627 to read as follows:

§121.628 Inoperable instruments and
equipment. ‘

(a) No person may take off an
airplane with inoperable instruments or
equipment installed unless the following
conditions are met:

(1) An approved Minimum Equipment
List exists for that airplane. '

(2) The Flight Standards District
Office having certification responsibility
has issued the certificate holder
operations specifications authorizing
operations in accordance with an
approved Minimum Equipment List. The
flight crew shall have direct access at all

- "times prior to flight to all of the

information contained in the approved
Minimum Equipment List through
printed or other means approved by the

* Administrator in the certificate holders

operations specifications. An approved
Minimum Equipment List, as authorized
by the operations specifications,
constitutes an approved change to the
type design without requiring
recertification.

(3) The approved Minimum Equipment
List must:

(i} Be prepared in accordance with the
limitations speclfled in paragraph (b) of

" this section.

(ii) Provide for the operatlon of the
airplane with certain instruments and
equipment in an inoperable condition.

{4) Record identifying the inoperable
instruments and equipment and the
information required by paragraph

* {a)(3)(ii) of this section must be

available to the pilot.

(5) The airplane is operated under all
applicable conditions and limitations
contained in the Minimum Equipnient
List and the operations specifications
authorizing use of the Minimum
Equipment List.

(b) The following instruments and
equipment may not be included in the
Minimum Equipment List:

(1) Instruments and equipment that -
are either specifically or otherwise
required by the airworthiness
requirements under which the airplane
is type certificated and which are
essential for safe operations under all
operating conditions.

(2) Instruments and equipment
required by an airworthiness directive
to be in operable condition unless the
airworthiness directive provides

“otherwise.

(3) Instruments and equipment
required for specific operations by this
part.

(c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b}(1)
and (b)(3) of this section, an airplane -
with inoperable instruments or
equipment may be operated under a
special flight permit under §§ 21.197 and
21.199 of this chapter.

PART 125—CERTIFICATION AND
OPERATIONS: AIRPLANES HAVING A
SEATING CAPACITY OF 20 OR MORE
PASSENGERS OR A MAXIMUM -
PAYLOAD CAPACITY OF 6,000
POUNDS OR MORE

5. The authority citation for part 125
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354, 1421 through 1430

and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 108(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97~

449, January 12, 1983).

8. By revising § 125.201 to read as
follows:

§ 125.201
equipment.

(a) No person may take off an
airplane with inoperable instruments or
equipment installed unless the following
conditions are met:

(1) An approved Minimum Equipment
List exists for that airplane.

(2) The Flight Standards District
Office having certification responsibility
has issued the certificate holder
operations specifications authorizing
operations in accordance with an
approved Minimum Equipment List. The
flight crew shall have direct access at all
times prior to flight to all of the
information contained in the approved
Minimum Equipment List through
printed or other means approved by the
Administrator in the certificate holders
operations specifications. An approved
Minimum Equipment List, as authorized

Inoperable instruments and
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.. by the operations specifications,
-constitutes an approved chenge to the

type design without requiring
recertification.

{3) The approeved Minimum Equipment
List must:- )

(i) Be prepared in accordance with the

limitations specified in paragraph (b) of

this section.
(i) Provide for the operation of the

‘airplane with certain instruments and

equipment in an inoperable condition.
{4) Records identifying the inoperable

- instruoments and equipment and the

information required by paragraph
(a)(3)(il) of this section must be
available to the pilot.

(5) The airplane is operated under all

" applicable conditions and limitations

gomntained in the Minimum Equipment

'List end the operations specifications

aunthorizing use of the Minimum
Equipment List.

(b} The following instruments and
equipment may not be included in the
Minimum Equipment List:.

{1) Instruments and equipment that
are either specifically or otherwise
required by the airworthiness
requirements under which the airplane
is type certificated and which are
essential for safe operations under all’
operating conditions.

{2) Instruments and equipment
required by an airworthiness directive
to be in operable condition unless the
airworthiness directive provides
otherwise. ~

(3} Instruments and equipment

" required for specific operahons by this

part.

e} Notwithatandmg paragraphs (b]{l)
and {b}(3) of this section; an airplane
with inoperable instruments or
equipment may be operated under a

special flight permit under §§ 21.197 and
21.199.of this chapter.

PART 135--AIR TAXI OPERATORS
AND COMMERCIAL OPERATORS

7. The authority citation for part 135
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354 (a), 1355(a), 1421~
1431 and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub.
L. 97-449, January 12, 1883).

8. By revising § 135.179 to read as
follows:

§ 135.179 inoperable instruments and
equipment.

{a) No person may take off an aircraft
with inoperable instruments or
equipment installed unless the following
conditions are met:

{1) An approved Minimum Equipment
List exists for that aircraft.

{2) The Flight Standards District
Office having certification responsibility
has issued the certificate holder
operations specifications authorizing
operations in accordance with an
approved Minimum Equipment List. The
flight crew shall have direct access at all
times prior to flight to all of the
information contained in the approved
Minimum Equipment List through
printed or other means approved by the

" Administrator in the certificate holders

operations specifications. An approved
Minimum Equipment List, as authorized
by the operations specifications, -
constitutes an approved change to the
type design without requiring ‘
recertification.

{3) The approved Minimum Equipment
List must:

(1) Be prepared in accordance with the
limitations specified in paragraph (b} of
this section.

{ii) Provide for the operation of the .
aircraft with certain instruments and -
equipment in an inoperable condition.

(4) Records identifying the inoperable
instruments and equipment and the
information required by {(a)(3)(ii) of this
section must be available to the pilot.

(5) The aircraft is operated under all
applicable conditions and limitations
contained in the Minimum Equipment
List and the operations specifications
authorizing use of the Minimum
Equipment List,

{b}) The following instruments and
equipment may not be included in the
Minimum Equipment List:

{1) Instruments and equipment that
are either specifically or otherwise
required by the airworthiness
requirements under which the airplane
is type certificated and which are
essential for safe operations under all
operating conditions.

(2) Instruments and equipment
required by an airworthiness directive
to be in operable condition unless the
airworthiness directive provides
otherwise.

(3) Instruments and equlpment
required for specific operations by this

art.
P (c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b)(1)
and (b)(8) of this section, an aircraft
with inoperable instruments or
equipment may be operated under a
special flight permit under §§ 21.297 and
21,199 of this chapter.
* * - * *

Iseued in Washington. DC, on March 18,

1991,

James B. Busey,

Administrator.

{FR Doc, 916828 Filed 3-21-81; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910~13-M
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR Parts 121, 125, and 135

[Docket No. 25780; Amdts. 121-222, 125-15,
135-39]

RIN 2120-AC86

Minimum Equipment List (MEL)
Requirements

Correction

In rule document 91-6828 beginning on
page 12308, in the issue of Friday, March
22, 1991, make the following corrections:

1. On page 12306, in the second
column, in the notel, in the third line,
“with holder” should read “with the
holder™; and in the last line “aircraft)”
should read “aircraft operated.}”

§ 121.628 [Corrected)

2. On page 12310, in the second
column, in § 121.628(a){4), in the fifth
line from the bottom, “Record” should
read “Records”.

§ 135.179 [Corrected]

3. On page 12311, in the third column,
in § 135.179(c), in the fifth line,
“§ § 21.297" should read “§ § 21.197".

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D



