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On September 6, 1977, Alaska Aeronautical  I n d u s t r i e s  F l i g h t  302, a 
DHC-6-200, crashed i n t o  Mount Iliamna when the  a i r c r a f t  s t rayed  off 
course en route  from Iliamna, Alaska, t o  Anchorage. The 11 passengers 
and 2 crewmembers died i n  the accident .  
Safety Board's i nves t iga t ion  revealed poor opera t iona l  p rac t i ces ,  poor 
maintenance p rac t i ces ,  and inadequate t r a in ing  p r a c t i c e s  by the opera- 
t o r ,  and inadequate su rve i l l ance  of the operator  by the Federal  Aviation 
Administration. 
commuter a i r l i n e  i n  the  na t ion  and t r anspor t s  more than 150,000 pas- 
sengers each year. A s  such, t h e  Safety Board be l i eves  t h a t  t he  com- 
pany's operat ing procedures must provide a high level of s a f e t y  t o  the  
publ ic ,  and t h a t  FAA's su rve i l l ance  must i n su re  that  adequate s tandards 
are maintained. 

Operations 

The National  Transportat ion 

Alaska Aeronautical  Indus t r i e s  is t h e  12 th  l a r g e s t  

Alaska Aeronautical  Indus t r i e s '  unwritten pol icy  was t h a t  a l l  
f l i g h t s  operat ing under instrument f l i g h t  r u l e s  on low o r  medium f re -  
quency airways would be equipped w i t h  two operat ing automatic d i r ec t ion  
f ind ing  (ADF) navigat ion rece ivers .  
135.159, which required two independent navigat ion receivers appropr ia te  
t o  t h e  navigat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be  used. On t h e  day of the accident ,  an 
a i r c r a f t  with only one ADF receiver was subs t i t u t ed  f o r  a properly 
equipped a i r c r a f t  i n  order  t o  meet scheduling requirements. 
w a s  made by the sen io r  s t a t i o n  agent,  who had no aeronaut ica l  r a t i n g s  o r  
opera t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The agent d id  no t  consul t  company manage- 
ment personnel who were responsible  f o r  scheduling a i r c r a f t .  The Safety 
Board reviewed the  company's operat ions manual but  could f i n d  no pol icy  
t o  r equ i r e  proper navigat ion equipment o r  procedures t o  govern the  
scheduling of a i r c r a f t .  Addi t ional ly ,  t h e  operat ions manual did not  
address  the r e l a t ionsh ip  between the ind iv idua l  p i l o t s  and company 
operat ions o f f i c i a l s  with regard t o  r e spons ib i l i t y  and au tho r i ty  f o r  t he  
opera t iona l  cont ro l  of t he  f l i g h t .  

This pol icy w a s  based on 14  CFR 

The change 
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The lack  of management i n  the  dispatch procedure caused a l l  respon- 
, 

s i b i l i t y  f o r  operat ions t o  be placed with the p i l o t .  
company management was not even concerned about monitoring d ispa tch  
func t ions .  
on the  ind iv idua l  p i l o t s  t o  complete f l i g h t s ,  s ince  the p i l o t s  a lone 
were respons ib le  f o r  a l l  dec is ions  a f f e c t i n g  the  f l i g h t .  
t he  operat ion provided no check by the  company of t h e  p i l o t s '  adhere 
t o  company and f e d e r a l  regula t ions  o r  t o  accepted s a f e t y  s tandards.  

Other opera t iona l  de f i c i enc ie s  included the lack of procedures 
i n s u r e  t h a t  NOTAM's and o ther  information pe r t inen t  t o  Alaska Aeron 
route  system were t ransmit ted t o  p i l o t s ,  and the  absence of assignment 
of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  key management personnel,  such a s  the  chief  p i l o t  
and t h e  t r a i n i n g  p i l o t .  

Furthermore, 

The Board be l ieves  t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  placed undue pressures  

Addit ional ly ,  

Training 

The Safety Board reviewed Alaska Aeronautical  Indus t r i e s '  t r a i n i n g  
program and found t h a t ,  although i t  was s t ruc tu red  t o  meet t he  require-  
ments of 1 4  CFR 135.55, t he  adminis t ra t ion  of t he  program was weak. 
Although the  t r a i n i n g  manual set f o r t h  adequate t r a i n i n g  requirements 
f o r  newly h i red  p i l o t s ,  i n  p r a c t i c e  the  company required l e s s  t r a i n i n g .  
For example, t he  t r a i n i n g  manual required 6 hours of i n i t i a l  f l i g h t  
t r a i n i n g  fo r  a newly h i red  p i l o t  with no previous a i r  t a x i  experience,  
while ,  according t o  the  testimony of t he  chief p i l o t  and t h e  t r a i n i n g  
p i l o t ,  t h e  company normally administered 1 o r  2 hours of i n i t i a l  f l i g h t  
t r a in ing .  
appr i se  p i l o t s  of information concerning company procedures and pol icy .  
F i n a l l y ,  t he  t r a i n i n g  p i l o t  s t a t e d  t h a t ,  i n  addi t ion  t o  h i s  t r a i n i n g  
d u t i e s ,  he flew about 1M hours per month i n  revenue operat ions.  

These condi t ions i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the company's t r a i n i n g  program 

The t r a i n i n g  p i l o t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  no formal system ex i s t ed  t o  

lacked the con t ro l  and supervis ion necessary t o  insure  t h a t  t he  program 
was implemented a s  spec i f i ed  i n  t h e i r  manual. 
requirements of 1 4  CFR 135 were found i n  the t r a i n i n g  manual, t h e  Boar 
be l i eves  t h a t  t he  a c t u a l  conduct of t h e  program lacks  the  thoroughness 
expected of a commuter a i r  t a x i  operat ion.  

Although the  minimum 

Maintenance 

Alaska Aeronautical  I n d u s t r i e s '  maintenance procedures were de f i c i en  
P i l o t s '  r epor t s  of mechanical d i screpancies  were w r i t t e n  i n t o  t h e  logbook 
but  were t r ans fe r r ed  a t  t he  end of t h e  day t o  a "carry-over worksheet" 
which was r e t a ined  i n  the maintenance department. 
were t r ans fe r r ed  t o  the "carry-over worksheet" and corrected were s igne  
of f  by maintenance personnel on the  worksheet; uncorrected i t e m s  w e r  
c a r r i e d  forward. Since a copy of t he  worksheet was not  placed i n  t h  
logbook, a p i l o t  who would f l y  an a i r c r a f t  t he  following day could 
inspec t  t he  logbook and, t he re fo re ,  may accept an a i r c r a f t  without 

P i l o t  m i t e u p s  whi 
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having ava i l ab le  t h e  previous discrepancy r epor t s  which had been ca r r i ed  
over by maintenance. 
t h e  terminal, p i l o t s  could not inspec t  t h e  maintenance records of an 
aircraft  t o  determine t h e  s t a t u s  of carried-over items o r  t he  s u i t a b i l i t y  
of an a i r c r a f t  f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  f l i g h t .  

Since t h e  maintenance a rea  was not  colocated w i t h  

The Safety Board's review of the  opera tor ' s  maintenance program 
disclosed that  t h e  spa re  p a r t s  i n  s tock  were not tagged t o  ind ica t e  
t h e i r  maintenance s t a t u s .  Serviceable  p a r t s  were intermixed with un- 
se rv iceable  ones. The chief of maintenance t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  he w a s  t he  
only person who knew t h e  condi t ion of a l l  spare  p a r t s ;  if a replacement 
p a r t  was needed, h e  would determine i t s  condition. As  a r e s u l t ,  he 
bel ieved t h a t  p a r t s  tags  were not  necessary.  The Safe ty  Board be l ieves  
that  th i s  system could lead  to t h e  use of unserviceable  p a r t s  on aircraft  
even though t h e  logbook wri teup would be  signed of f  a s  corrected.  
Again, th i s  p r a c t i c e  demonstrates t h e  lack  of con t ro l  and supervis ion of 
company management over t h e  d a i l y  operat ion of Alaska Aeronautical  
Indus t r i e s .  

A review of t h e  company maintenance records d isc losed  t h a t  discrep- 
anc ies  were signed of f  without co r rec t ive  ac t ion ;  that  p a r t s  were removed 
and i n s t a l l e d  without p a r t  numbers being recorded i n  the a i r c r a f t  logbook; 
and t h a t  maintenance carry-over items l i s t e d  both a i r c r a f t  d i r e c t i o n a l  
gyros as inopera t ive  but no co r rec t ive  ac t ion  was accomplished because 
no p a r t s  were i n  s tock.  

FAA Survei l lance 

The Safety Board i s  concerned t h a t  these l a x  opera t iona l ,  main- 
tenance, and t r a i n i n g  procedures ex i s t ed  without p o s i t i v e  ac t ion  by t h e  
FAA's o f f i c e  respons ib le  f o r  t h e  su rve i l l ance  of Alaska Aeronautical  
Indus t r i e s .  We recognize t h a t  t h i s  same o f f i c e  was respons ib le  f o r  
about 151 o the r  air  taxi  opera tors ,  with the operat ions in spec to r s  and 
maintenance in spec to r s  assigned t o  54 and 30 air  taxi opera tprs ,  respec- 
t i v e l y .  However, t h e  de f i c i enc ie s  found must be  cor rec ted ,  and a 
pos i t i ve  su rve i l l ance  e f f o r t  must be  es tab l i shed  i n  order  t o  provide a 
s a t i s f a c t o r y  l e v e l  of s a f e t y  t o  t h e  publ ic .  

Accordingly, t h e  Nat ional  Transportat ion Safety Board recommends 
that the  Federal  Aviation Administration: 

Revise t h e  su rve i l l ance  requirements of commuter a i r l i n e s  
by FAA inspec to r s  t o  provide more stringent monitoring. 
(A-78-37) (Class I1 - P r i o r i t y  Action) 

I d e n t i f y  FAA o f f i c e s  responsible  f o r  the su rve i l l ance  of 
l a r g e  numbers of air  taxilcommuter opera tors  and in su re  
t h a t  an adequate number of inspec tors  a r e  assigned t o  
monitor properly each operator .  
(A-78-38) (Class I1 - P r i o r i t y  Action) 
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Review the f l i g h t  operat ions and t r a i n i n g  manuals of a11 
commuter a i r l i n e s  t o  in su re  t h a t  t h e  requirements of 1 4  
CFR 135 are met and prac t iced .  
(A-78-39) (Class I1 - P r i o r i t y  Action) 

Amend 14  CFR 135.27 t o  r equ i r e  t h a t  f l i g h t  operat ions 
manuals specify:  (1) The d u t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
of key management personnel, and (2)  p o s i t i v e  means t o  
in su re  the  con t ro l  of f l i g h t s  by company management as 
w e l l  as by the  p i l o t s .  
(A-78-40) (Class I1 - P r i o r i t y  Action) 

Review the  maintenance procedures of a i r  t a x i  and co 
a i r l i n e s  operators  t o  eva lua te  the  e f fec t iveness  of those  
procedures and t o  in su re  adequate company control .  
(A-78-41) (Class I1 - P r i o r i t y  Action) 

K I N G ,  Chairman, McADAMS, DRIVER, 
above recommendations. 

HOGUE, Members, concurred i n  the 

By: James B. Icing 
Ch, . sirman 


