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As we agreed, I attended the FAA-sponsored meeting on C-13U..A 

aitworthlness at Dulles today. The meeting a·;;renda is attached as enclPsun 1 l) for 

reference. Following is a recap of the meetinH in the ordttr in which it" ctun I · 

occurred, with the pertinent points made by each presenter: 

Ed Frgernan. FM (AFS-510} 

• The maintenance requirements for restricted category aircraft are no 1 ~ss 

stringent than for unrestricted. 
• FAR 91.409(£) outlines four separatA in:o:pection program options: 

1) 121, 135 continuous ahworthiness in:;pection program. 

2) 135.419 Approved Aircraft Inspection Program (AAIP) 
3) Ma.l:lUfacturer reconunended }:)rograrn. 

4) Any othet program approved by the F'AA. 
• Options 1-3 are based on following a manufacturer's recommended pngrmc It 

foll~ws that an.y Option·4 program would also need to be based on manufad~.: ·er's 

recomme11.dations or long-tenn operator experience. 

• Currently there are a number of ex.-military G~ 130As in a vari.ety of civ iliru' t: :;es, 

but no standardized inspection program, and no colltinuiug ail w u.l tllin~:H s pn ·s. ram 

from Lockheed since C-130A policy was ceded to the Air Force in the 1 ~I 50s. 

• FAA held a meeting 6/14 with principal C·130A operator PMis, Locklned ~ >AF', 

and tech advisors to develop a standard for inspections. 

• FAA present coricem is with scope of.inspections, rather than the fre( [Uertc~ . 

What is inspected is more important tha.n how often. Focus is totally on ins:J ::l :tions 

rather than maintenance or overhaul. 
• Key recommendation of 6/14 meeting is to adopt USAF' inspection cycle f<ll 

tiro.iug, and USAF Program Depot MaintenancH (PDM) staJ:ldards as basi:; fo: 

individual iuspection programs. Rationale for using USAF PDM is that i' is 

thorough and complete program based on 30+ years of experience, date , ar: c ·rend 

analysis. FAA will welcome any Alt9nlative sugqestions proposed by OJ era1.< ·1 l 

through the FAA admin chain. 
• FAA is also examining L-382 Airworthiness Directives (ADs) for app1i1 :abf.i ;~ to 

C-130A. Some ADs hH4y havo beei1 incorpora-ted by USAF a.s Time Com pliao :::ll 

Technical Orders (TCTOs), but not certain. Most C-130As type certifica1 eel fc I 

restricted use between 1988-1990 with no TCTO incorporation since. F.J ~ v.: j;t 

examine TCTOs for applicability as ADs; :may be simple or may be very corr:}ll !X to 

detennin~ . Likewise, Allison ADs for the 501-013 may be directly appl.cal: l ~ to 

the T~56-9. Potential for major impact on opereltOIS since D13s operated Nitlt 

Limited Life Components (LLCs) that hav~ identical part numbers with '~56 
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replace-on-failure parts. USAF did not conveit to LLC-based maintenar ce in · arly 
1980s du.e to anticipated retirement of C-130As. 
• Future Type Certifications for ex-military aiwraft will have continuing 
ailwo1thiness dir~ction. Present problem lies in individual operators ha i!in~ 
developed their own inspection programs wh~ch FAA now deems ina dE que t ~ 
• Freeman 0 & A 

0. What is driving this. Every C-130A user is currently operaLiil· J u1 ( H an 

FAA approved inspection program? 
A. Departme11t of the Interior brought lack of consistehcy among opEra ors 

to FAA attention. FAA looked at L-382 maintenance plan from Lock be ~d c 1 .< 

detemlined it is applicable to C-130A. Safety is primary concen1, even f thJ :·• 

haven't been any apparent problems. FAA's •::parter is to be proact~ve Jn 
preventing unsafe situations. 

0. The L-382 plan.s and procedures ate based on operating a tra: wp<JJ t 
aircraft. Why should that apply to restrtcted use aerial tankers? 

A. FAA concen-:~; is cm~tinuing airworthiness and :tnust take a cor servn1 ve 

approach. 
0. Aren't USAF TCTOs basP.d on comh:::tt 1·eadinAss :requirementE und 

a11ticipated future use. Why should they apply to I9Stricted use aircraft? 

A. We'll look at that. 
0. If operator inoorporates all TCTOe will he be able to use C~ 1 ~ )As ~ i P. the 

USAF---i.e. carrying cargo and pax? 
A. No. Aircraft will still be type certificated for a specific use. 

Duane Powers. Hawkins & Powers Aviation 
• Bottom line: H & 1? will be fmced out of business if FAA proposals implerel::~·lted. 
• H & P .ope1ates a wide varieLy of ex-.~;lJillLtuy ah:w.aft, most only 100-2C 0 ht>'l e per 

year. Aircraft are operated below max gross at reduced power settings gel~- ally 

operated and maintained in arid non~conosive atmosphere. In case of f B4Y ~ &: P 
has far m.ore expelience i1;1 operating than the US govenunent. These fe ctuJ r: . vttu1 

all considered in the development of H & P's inspection plan. H & P do~~ 1.c 1 play 
with fire, they put it out. FAA is playing with fire in that the net result ·rvm 1,~ to 
kill the aerial tanker industry for no good reason, and leave the US gove nuner ; 

without the means to fight wild fires. 
Powers 0 & A 

0. What will the dollar impact be to H & P. 
A .. Can't say until FAA defines requirements, but even minimal 

r~quirements will be intolerable financially. 

Bill Broadwell. Air Tanker Association. 
• Association. is concem~Cl that thi~> FAA initiative will be Axt~ncied to 11l ex· 

military aircraft. 
• Implementation if required wil.l affect operators differently, but restric ad 
category aircraft can't be used for other pUiposes. Operators do not ha1 e a ~ r1 ~at 

deal of flexibility, and there is concern the.t th•::J industry will be badly h1 ut c: 1 \l that 

· the US will lose a key resource. 
• Why is the FAA so detenni11ed to fix something that isn't broken? 



Jim Peale. Warner Robins Air Logistics Center. 
• USAF has 30 years of C-130 expeliencs, as well as collecting info froJ rl fon ~: Jn 
users and Lockheed. USAF PDM program developed over time based c n da· .l1 and 
analysis, not theoretical models. Different PDM interval for each C-130 l10clE 1 with 
42 months established for the As. 
• PDM can be accomplished by operators at home bases if they have tl te 1ig l : 
eqniprnent and training. Currs;:mtly, opf!rators ar~ not accompli:shing crf1 ical 

maintenance functions. Accident waiting to happen. 
• USAF experience has been that structural damage due to corrosion a; 1d f<r j, rue 
cro.clring :more o function of time than flight hours. Do not recomznencl c rt.er.c i11g 

the il1spection cycle. TCTOs based on safety of flight considerations nc t cofJ t.,at 

rGadiness or other factors. Should be incorpmated in all aircrs.ft.. . 
• USAF can provide incorporation data for spt~cific aircraft a11d general • )DM 
infonna.tion to FAA. Up to FAA to promulgat•3 in the u1.terests of air sa1::lty. USAF 
can't go direct to operators. 
Peale 0 & A. 

0. Civilian equivalent of PDM is D check. Don't D checks accorn :'>lis:1 ~ l 

more often than 42 months obviate the need for PDM? 
A. No. Won't see some stress/corrosion until 42 months. Tin1e be sed '>: . long 

time analysis of lots .of data. 

Rav Frewer. Lockheed. 
• Lockheed has no continuing responsibility c~r liability for C-130A. All turr. E cl over 
to the USAF as pa1t of the initial C-130 progre.m. Do publish bulletins at a 'IN < x · l of 
problems. 
• L-100 and C-130A ve.rv different aircraft. No vali.d compaqson of mair tend .. l ·e 
programs. 

PhiliP Akers. FAA (AIR~120). 
• li' AA po1irry n('Jt to go hM!k Anci reqt..tin~ rAt~s-tincr once type ce1tificate 1as t E :Jn 

issued, but call correct design problems or safety defsct with ADs. Try to ta~,, 
common sense approach, but bottom line dire,:;:tion from Congress is to J equi: E' high 
standard of safety. Will work with the operators as much as possible h 11: vd 11 
impose TCTOs or other directives in the interE!st of air safety. 
• C-130A will have to always operate in restt'icted category since not 1r anuh tured 
to FAA passenger canying specs. FAR 25 con1pliance never evaluated. 
• FAA currently looking at 18 structural ADs and S engine ADs for L-38 2 fo:: 
applicability to C-130A. Also weighing TCTOs for incorporation. 
• W11l incorporate depot level maintenance TC>s in future Type Certificn1 ion c c ;a 
sheets to preclude same problems in future. 
• Concern that current Supplem.ental Type Certificates (STCs) for tankei 3 de· c >t 
contain direction on COlTOsion inspection of tail and fuselage sections afl ectH l JY 

air drops or maintenance requirements for the taxlk doors. 

Dee McCombie, US Forestry Service. 
• USFS current contract requires operators to comply with Faa directive> in € f·ect 
at the time of the contract implementation. If FAA requires new inspec ion 



JU/LD/LUUL ~D.LL r&A 
Al)c;-:.:.::.o-·:-:~.-;:... r·tur·i .1 o;; ~~r.::· r ... ~::.·-=· .· ~ ,.,._ ... 

'program at $350K to $1M per ahcnllt, USFS ca.n't unde1write the a.dditi<,nal CCi:Jt. 

• If C-130As are a problexn, what about P-3s and any other ex~ military Jlat 'c ·l ns? 
• Worst case FAA implen'l.entation will require USFS to not exercise cu; ren, 
contract option years, but to develop a whole new contract in the sprin 1 of' ~:94. 

Open Forum. 
• Operatots an~ Gnr:'oura.ged and invitod to bo part of th~ docision procEss. J '.·.A 

needs the operators' input to be able to judge impact properly. 
• FAA will not do anything that will precludE· current operations. Will rot sh1G 
down opcraton:: for PDM. Will initiate a reasonable pha:;ed. complianc;e tint(~1 E ole, 
but probably not require it during the life of the current contract. 
• Most opera tots have cqnsiderable ilwestme:nt in C-130A conversiqn tl,at tt E r 
would have to absorb if they could no longer ·::>perate the aircraft. Woul :l p111 :hem 
out of business. 
• Operators' cm1sensus is that they would de lay implementation of PDl\I 
requirements for as long as possible, and the:n retire the C"130As witho 1t 
complying. 
• USFS position is that current programs appoar adequate. Rather tha.r: app] ~ new 
requirem~nts in bits a1id pieces, FAA should apply new standards to al air~~.-(ift 

across the entire indutrliy. 
• If the FAA can cause this to happen to the 'tanker operators. there wil lit'1 ., llv 
be no end to the a.n1ount of intmsive 11help" thE~ industry will suffer in th' ~ fu.1\. 1'!. 

Freemari Surnmatv of the meeting. 
• There is no FAA desire or intent to kill the industry. Only motivation is 
reasonable approach to appropriats maintenance and safety. 
• FAA allows operators a fAir amount of leew.<~y in devAloping thP.ir OWl I 

maintenance progranls, and operators have not responded adequately. 
• FAA has heard the operators a11d is not unmoved by their situation, 1\ ext s t p 
will be F.AA decision on whether or not to implom.,~mt PDM requiromont::. 
• Decision will be made in tha next 60 days and operators infonned by "egi;; :ued 
letter of new requirements. Operators will have 30 days to appeal new pror:r ~' ures 
in accordance with FAn 91.415. Expect operatotl'$ to 6Xerci:;;e ever{ aveni.le~ tc 
address concems. 
;. FAA does not anticipate need for emergency ADs even if full impleme ntat i ) L is 
~he required. 

I • 
Personal Observations: 
Looks to me as if the FAA has been put in a box here by the Interior De part r 1 nt 
I 
~nstigating this investigation of the tanker operators• maintenance practi :;:es .. r he 
"#AA has been publicly embarrassed by their own lack ot attention to th s dn' f il, 
and having it pointed out by another agency. They are in the position o' ha J 1 g to 
do something quickly to regain control of whai; is their own bread and b Jtte r 
program---flight safety. 

Despite his public statements that nothing ha~r been decided and that h ~WILl's 
the operators' input, in a sidebar conversati011 Freeman indicated that h( · be li ~ res 
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in thG PDM concept and thinks it is the safest course of action. Anticipi te tl; e : he 
will press for its ado~tion. 

Freeman e.lso indicated that tha focus of his shop is on multi-engine turl ·Opr J ~ 
aircraft, and that he willook at P-3s 11soon". · Ht3 said that the same ratim Lale 'v mld 
be applied, i.e.---if there was a body of maintenance data and a history ( ·f dE~J )I t 
level procedhres and practices based upon the analysis of trends, that h ~ w·nlj 
anticipate extending those procedures to the P-3 operators as require me 1ts, j J :t as 
with the C-130 TCTOs. Although he is a rated Electra FE, his knowledg~ · of t: 1 · P-3 
program is very limited at the moment. 

A. L. Ro·:s 




