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INTRODUCTION

Parachute jump (“or skydiving”) operations, which the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) defines as the activities performed for the purpose of or
in support of the descent parachutists (or “skydivers”) who jump from aircraft,
represent a segment of U.S. general aviation operations, which, according to
data compiled by the United States Parachute Association (USPA),' transports
parachutists on 2.16 to 3 million jumps annually.? Most parachute operations flights?
are operated under the provisions of 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 91 and
are typically revenue operations; parachute jump operators provide the flights as
part of their services to parachutists who pay to go skydiving,* or parachutists pay
dues for membership in parachuting clubs. The risks of parachuting are generally
perceived to involve the acts of jumping from the aircraft, deploying the parachute,
and landing; parachutists are aware of and manage these risks. However, a review
of accident reports reveals that traveling on parachute operations flights can also
present risks.” Since 1980, 32 accidents involving parachute operations aircraft
have killed 172 people;® most of whom were parachutists.

! The USPA is a voluntary organization made up of about 31,000 individual members and about
270 operator members, referred to as “group members” or “drop zone” members. The USPA’'s mission is to
support and promote safe skydiving through parachuting training, rating, and competition programs, and it
distributes safety information through printed publications and its website.

2 According to a USPA membership survey, its members reported about 2.16 million jumps in 2007. In
correspondence with a National Transportation Safety Board investigator dated February 5, 2008, the USPA
director of safety and training noted that, because that number does not include jumps by students, and
because skydiving activity has increased in the past few years, the current total number of parachutists’ jumps
per year is likely closer to 2.5 to 3 million.

3 According to 14 Code of Federal Regulations 105.3, parachute operations include both parachute
jumps (the descent of parachutists from aircraft) and parachute drops (the descent of objects). The parachute
operations discussed in this report involve parachute jumps.

4 Types of paying passengers include licensed skydivers who pay only for a “lift ticket” on the aircraft
and members of the public who, with little training, can be paired with an instructor parachutist-in-command to
experience a tandem jump as a passenger-parachutist.

5  According to USPA safety records, from 1992 through 2007, about 30 parachutists per year were
killed in jumping mishaps. Safety Board accident data show that, for the same time frame, about five parachutist
fatalities per year resulted from accidents involving parachute operations aircraft. Direct comparisons of
associated risk are difficult to calculate due to the likelihood of multiple parachutists being carried on each
flight and a lack of departure data for parachute jump operations. The Safety Board notes that the FAA does
not have data on the number of parachute jump operators or the number and type of aircraft used in parachute
jump operations in the U.S. The absence of these data precludes any calculations of safety statistics for
parachute jump operations, including accidents rates.

6 Fatal accidents excluded from this review were ground accidents in which persons walked into
propellers, accidents related to the accidental deployment of parachutes and/or entanglement with aircraft,
and one unauthorized parachute operation flight.

VI National Transportation Safety Board
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The National Transportation Safety Board’s interest in performing this
special investigation stemmed from its investigation of the July 29, 2006, accident
involving a de Havilland DHC-6-100 that crashed after the right engine lost power
during a 14 CFR Part 91 revenue parachute operation flight in Sullivan, Missouri.”
The pilot and five parachutists were killed, and two parachutists were seriously
injured. The investigation identified maintenance discrepancies on the airplane and
deficiencies with the pilot’s performance of emergency procedures; these issues
prompted the Safety Board to examine accident reports for parachute operations
to determine if such safety issues may be widespread. The results, discussed in
this investigation report, show that these issues were present in many accidents.
The investigation of the Sullivan, Missouri, accident also addressed accident
survivability and restraints for parachutists; the resulting recommendations are
detailed in appendix A of this report.

Thisspecial investigationreportisnotintended torepresentacomprehensive
statistical analysis of parachute jump operations accidents. Because most parachute
operators are not required to maintain flight activity data, such an analysis is not
possible. The purpose of this report is to discuss the safety issues identified during
the Safety Board’s investigation and to provide recommendations for addressing
those issues.

The Safety Board’s review of parachute operations accidents since 1980
identified the following recurring safety issues:

* Inadequate aircraft inspection and maintenance;

* Pilot performance deficiencies in basic airmanship tasks, such as
preflight inspections, weight and balance calculations, and emergency
and recovery procedures; and

* Inadequate FAA oversight and direct surveillance of parachute
operations.

Although parachutists, in general, may accept risks associated with their
sport, these risks should not include exposure to the types of highly preventable
hazards that were identified in these accidents and that the parachutists can do
little or nothing to control. Passengers on parachute operations aircraft should
be able to expect a reasonable level of safety that includes, at a minimum, an
airworthy airplane, an adequately trained pilot, and adequate Federal oversight
and surveillance to ensure the safety of the operation.

7 Summary information about this accident is in appendix A of this report. For more information, see
National Transportation Safety Board, Aircraft Accident Summary Report: Crash of Skydive Quantum Leap
de Havilland DHC-6-100, N203E, Sullivan, Missouri, July 29, 2006, NTSB/AAR-08/03/SUM (Washington, DC:
NTSB, 2008).
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The Safety Board is concerned that parachute jump operators, many of
which advertise to the public and transport parachutists for revenue, are allowed to
maintain and service their aircraft under 14 CFR Part 91 regulatory provisions that
require little FAA oversight and surveillance, despite passenger loads of millions
of parachutists per year. The Board is also concerned that parachute operations
pilots are not required to undergo operation-specific initial and recurrent training,
including preflight, weight and balance, and emergency procedures training, or
recurrent FAA examinations in the types of aircraft that they fly. As a result of this
special investigation, the Board has issued six safety recommendations to the FAA
and two to the USPA.

X National Transportation Safety Board
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1. BACKGROUND

1.1 Parachute Jump Operators

According to 14 CFR119.1(e)(6), parachute operations conducted as nonstop flights
within a 25-mile radius of the departure airport are exempt from the rules pertaining
to commercial operators and are allowed to operate under 14 CFR Part 91. Additional
parachute operations regulations pertaining specifically to aircraft radio and equipment,
parachute equipment, flight visibility and cloud clearance, and operations over certain
areas and within certain airspace are contained in 14 CFR Part 105.

The Safety Board reviewed 32 fatal parachute operations accidents that occurred
since 1980. All involved 14 CFR Part 91 flights that met the definition of parachute jump
operations, but the Board notes that the regulation does not specifically define what
constitutes a parachute jump operator. Title 14 CFR 1.1 defines “operational control” as
“the exercise of authority over initiating, conducting, or terminating a flight.” Based on
this definition, the Board considers a parachute jump operator to be any entity that has
operational control over a parachute jump flight.

In its review of the 32 accidents, the Safety Board observed that the characteristics
of the accident operators varied widely. Some operators provided services to thousands
of paying passengers annually by using relatively large, turbine-powered, multiengine
airplanes capable of carrying more than 20 parachutists per flight, whereas other operators
used single-engine, piston-powered airplanes capable of carrying 3 or 4 parachutists
per flight. Although most of the accident flights were flown by commercial and airline
transport pilots, six of the accident flights were flown by private pilots. Private pilots are
not authorized to fly aircraft for compensation or hire; however, some arrangements such
as private parachuting clubs in which parachutists pay dues for membership or for part
ownership of an aircraft used for parachute jump operations could be permitted to use
private pilots, depending on the FAA’s interpretation of the arrangement.

1.2 Parachute Jump Operations Accidents

In spite of the differences among operators, several of the 32 fatal accidents
reviewed shared common deficiencies in maintenance, pilot training and proficiency, and
FAA oversight and surveillance. For example, 85 people were killed in 11 accidents in
which the airplanes crashed following a loss of engine power shortly after takeoff. Most
of these accident airplanes had maintenance or fuel quality deficiencies, and nearly all
of the accident pilots failed to maintain adequate airspeed, or they made other critical
procedural mistakes while responding to the engine emergencies. Ten accidents, which

! The nature of the operation for each of the six flights flown by private pilots was not detailed in the
accident reports.

National Transportation Safety Board
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killed 65 people, involved the aerodynamic stalling and/ or loss of control of the airplanes
during powered flight, and one accident, which killed 6 people, involved a pilot who
aerodynamically stalled the airplane after a loss of engine power at 3,700 feet above mean
sea level (msl). Further, 12 of the 32 accident airplanes were loaded beyond their maximum

gross weight.

Information from some of the accidents is specifically referenced, where applicable,
in this report’s discussion of each safety issue. Brief synopses of all the accidents, including
flight histories, probable cause statements, and other pertinent information, are provided
in appendix B, and summary information for each accident is provided in table 1.

Table 1. Fatal parachute jump operations accidents since 1980

NTSB Power |Maintenance| Weight/ |Inadequate
. . . ” .
|dent|f|cfat|on, Airplane loss? or ) balance | airspeed/ Comments | Fatalities
location, mechanical |exceeded?| ¢tq)12
accident date issues?
ATL80OFA051 Cessna 172 yes inadequate no yes, causal private pilot failed 2
Salisbury, maintenance, to abort takeoff
North Carolina overdue following partial loss
June 8, 1980 inspections of engine power,
stalled airplane
DCA81AA015 Cessna no none detected no no midair collision with | 2 (plus 13
Loveland, Colorado TU206A commuter flight, on other
April 17, 1981 no transponder, airplane)
parachute
operations allowed
near airway
FTW81FAQ079 Cessna no none detected yes, factor no private pilot 1
Beaumont, Texas TU206B exceeded design
April 25, 1981 stress limits of
airplane, door
separated,
horizontal stabilizer
obstructed
LAX82FA024 Beech no none detected yes, factor yes, causal private pilot "
Honolulu, Hawaii C-45H unqualified for flight,
Dec. 5, 1981 exceeded center of
gravity (cg) aft limit
LAX83FA012 Beech no none detected yes, causal yes, but maximum gross 14
Taft, California C-45H prevention or | weight exceeded
Oct. 17, 1982 recovery likely | by several hundred
not possible | pounds, cg beyond
aft limit
CHI83FA365 Cessna 182 no none detected no no airplane crashed in 1
Marseilles, lllinois airport pattern in a
Aug. 6, 1983 steep, descending
left turn; reason
for occurrence
undetermined
DCAB83AA036 Lockheed no airplane yes, causal yes, causal cg beyond aft limit, 1
Silvana, Washington L-18-56 unairworthy due pilot stalled airplane
Aug. 21, 1983 to unapproved during parachutists’
modifications egress, improper
operator supervision
ATL85FA072 Cessna 182A no none detected no no private pilot 1
Dublin, Virginia deliberately buzzed
Dec. 30, 1984 a parked van, struck
van with airplane’s
landing gear
2
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NTSB Power |Maintenance| Weight/ |Inadequate
identification, . loss? or balance | airspeed/ .
. Airplane . Comments | Fatalities
location, mechanical |exceeded?| giq)12
accident date issues?
ATL85MA286 Cessna yes known yes yes, causal pilot stalled 17
Jenkinsburg, 208 deficiencies airplane following
Georgia in equipment, loss of engine
Sept. 29, 1985 warning system power, operator’s
disabled fuel source
contaminated
(recurrent problem),
inadequate FAA
surveillance of
operator, seatbelts
not used
LAX88FA241 Helio no failure of electrical no no uncommanded full 1
Perris, California HST 550A stabilizer trim nose-down trim
June 30, 1988 control during return to
airport
SEA91FA038 Cessna 182B yes muffler cones no yes, causal carburetor ice, 2
Estacada, Oregon missing, private pilot stalled
Dec. 31, 1990 carburetor heat airplane following
inoperative, loss of engine
inspections power during takeoff
inadequate
CHI91FA088B Cessna 182 no none detected no no midair collision, 5 (plus 2
Osceola, Wisconsin failure of private on other
Feb. 3, 1991 pilot and pilot of airplane)
other airplane to
see and avoid each
other
LAX92MA183 de Havilland yes none detected yes, factor no loss of engine power 16
Perris, California DHC-6-200 during takeoff due to
April 22, 1992 fuel contamination,
pilot did not sump
fuel tanks, pilot
feathered wrong
propeller, operator
did not provide
adequate pilot
training
DCA92MA048 Beech C-45H yes inadequate no yes, but loss of engine 12
Hinckley, lllinois maintenance propeller power during
Sept. 7, 1992 and inspection possibly not takeoff, propeller
by operator, controllable not feathered but
engine sat possibly could not
18 years without be feathered to
preservation maintain airspeed,
before being seatbelts not used
installed by
noncertificated
personnel
NYC93FA154 Cessna 182A yes Manufacturing yes, factor yes, causal following loss of 1
East Moriches, defect of pistons, engine power during
New York engine beyond takeoff, pilot stalled
Aug, 14, 1993 time between airplane attempting
overhaul (TBO), to return to runway
which is allowed rather than land
under Part 91 adjacent to runway
NYC94FA128 Cessna no none detected yes yes, causal pilot failed to 4
Tremont City, Ohio R172K (report cites maintain control
July 16, 1994 control loss, of airplane during
describes takeoff, factor
stall-like was pilot’s lack
descent) of experience
in operation
(first parachute
operations flight)
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NTSB Power |Maintenance| Weight/ |Inadequate
identification, . loss? or balance | airspeed/ .
. Airplane . Comments | Fatalities
location, mechanical |exceeded?| giq)12
accident date issues?

NYC95MA220 Beech 65 |yes, reason airplane not yes, causal yes, causal stalled during 11 (plus 1
West Point, Virginia unknown airworthy due takeoff following personin a
Sept. 10, 1995 to unapproved loss of engine home)

modifications, power

fueling from jugs
questionable

MIA97FA173 Cessna 205 no none detected, no yes, causal stalled during 6
Homestead, Florida however, operator| parachutists’ egress,
May 25, 1997 could not locate pilot did not recover
maintenance airplane from spin
records
SEA97FA201 Cessna 182C no none detected yes, factor yes, causal stalled during 5
Bremerton, takeoff
Washington
Sept. 1, 1997
IAD97FA117 Cessna 182E |yes, reason| none detected yes yes, causal | airplane lost engine 5
Smithfield, Rhode unknown (report cites power during
Island control loss, | takeoff, then pitched
Sept. 6, 1997 describes nose-high, rolled
stall-like left, and descended
descent) to the ground
CHI98FA106 Cessna yes, related| none detected no yes, factor pilot performed 6
Grain Valley, U206G to oil loss inadequate preflight
Missouri check (airplane’s oil
March 21, 1998 filler tube and other

parts loose), pilot

failed to maintain

airspeed following
loss of engine

power at 3,700 feet
IAD99FA043 Cessna 205 |yes, related| none detected possibly yes, causal pilot failed to fuel 6
Celina, Ohio to fuel (report cites airplane, failed to
May 9, 1999 quantity control loss, maintain control
describes of airplane after
stall-like power loss; operator
descent) lacked published

operational or safety

procedures, failed to

verify pilot's medical
qualifications

LAX99LA190 Beech B90 no none detected no no pilot failed to 1
Mokuleia, Hawaii use oxygen as
May 22, 1999 required, became
incapacitated due to
hypoxia
CHI99MA269 Beech no airplane no yes, causal |pilot stalled airplane, 10
Marine City, 65-A90 unairworthy had history of
Michigan (incomplete alcohol-related
July 31, 1999 records and no driving offenses
compliance with (alcohol not
five airworthiness determined to be
directives [ADs]) related to accident

but operator
unaware of total
arrests/convictions)

FTW99FA261 Cessna 182A yes fatigue cracking no yes, causal | pilot stalled airplane 5
Bryan, Texas and separation following power loss
September 18, 1999 of No. 6 cylinder during takeoff
head
4
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NTSB Power |Maintenance| Weight/ |Inadequate
identification, . loss? or balance | airspeed/ .
. Airplane . Comments | Fatalities
location, mechanical |exceeded?| giq)12
accident date issues?
FTWO1LA132 de Havilland no none detected no no pilots of two 1
Fentress, Texas DHC-6 airplanes performed
May 27, 2001 formation parachute
operations flight,
one airplane struck
airborne parachutist,
pilots not
experienced in that
type of operation
FTWO3FA174 Cessna 182H no engine beyond no yes, causal pilot failed to 1
Cushing, Oklahoma TBO, which is maintain airspeed
June 21, 2003 allowed under during powered
Part 91 flight, radioed that
he did not know how
to recover airplane
from spin
MIAO5FA017 Cessna P206 no engine beyond no yes, causal | pilot stalled airplane 1
Jacksonville, Florida TBO, which is during powered
Oct. 30, 2004 allowed under flight, failed to follow
Part 91 checklist for elevator
trim
MIAO5LA096 de Havilland no none detected no no pilot had inadequate 1
Deland, Florida DHC-6 visual lookout,
April 23, 2005 struck airborne
parachutist with
airplane
CHIOBFA210 de Havilland yes compressor no yes, causal pilot failed to 6
Sullivan, Missouri DHC-6-100 turbine blade perform emergency
July 29, 2006 fractures in procedures following
right engine for loss of power
undetermined
reasons, engines
beyond TBO,
which is allowed
under Part
91, airplane
unairworthy due
to inoperative
equipment, other
discrepancies
SEAQ7FA119 Cessna 182C| no, but none detected yes, factor yes, causal pilot performed 5
Marion, Montana possibly (report cites | inadequate preflight
May 12, 2007 imminent control loss, check (oil filler cap
due to oil describes not secure), pilot
loss stall-like failed to maintain
descent) control of airplane
DENO8FA078 Cessna P206| not yet not yet not yet not yet preliminary 2
Mount Vernon, determ- determined determined determined, information:
Missouri ined, but but preliminary | survivors reported
April 19, 2008 none report that pilot stalled or
reported describes spun airplane during
stall-like powered flight
descent

National Transportation Safety Board
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2. MAINTENANCE ISSUES

Maintenance is critical for parachute operations aircraft because jump operations
typically involve a high ratio of cycles to flight hours and periods of climb power followed
by sudden reductions in power (to descend), which can be particularly conducive to engine
wear. Aircraft used in parachute operations are subject to the inspections required under
14 CFR 91.409; these include annual aircraft inspections, 100-hour inspections for aircraft
that carry persons for hire, and additional requirements for turbopropeller-powered
multiengine airplanes and certain other aircraft.

However, 14 CFR Part 91 requirements are not as extensive as the requirements
for most other revenue, passenger-carrying operators, such as air carriers or on-demand
Part 135 air-taxi and air-tour operators; these operators, unlike Part 91 operators, are
required to incorporate their maintenance programs into an FAA-approved maintenance
manual that specifies policies and procedures for ensuring that each aircraft is airworthy
before it is released to service. Part 91 (excluding some provisions of Part 91, Subpart K,
which apply to certain fractionally owned aircraft) does not contain the same mechanism
for ensuring aircraft airworthiness before dispatch, but 14 CFR 91.403 does state that the
owner or operator is responsible for maintaining aircraft in an airworthy condition, and
14 CFR 91.407(a) states that, following maintenance, an aircraft cannot be operated unless
it has been approved for return to service by authorized maintenance personnel. Review
of the 32 accidents showed that 8 of the accident airplanes were not airworthy at the
time they were dispatched. Allowing such maintenance discrepancies not only indicates
poor aircraft maintenance and inspection quality assurance practices, but also represents
noncompliance with regulations.?

In addition to not being required to have FAA-approved maintenance programs,
parachute jump operators, because they operate under Part 91, are not subject to
the Federal regulations that require compliance with manufacturers’ recommended
maintenance instructions, such as service bulletins (SBs) and service information letters
(SILs). Manufacturers often publish SBs or SILs that contain recommended time between
overhauls (TBOs) and/or component service life limits® for their engines. Some of these
publications indicate that parachute operations may induce more engine wear than most
operations. For example, Teledyne Continental Motors (TCM) Aircraft Engine SIL98-9A,
“[TBO] Periods,” applicable to the reciprocating engines on airplanes involved in some
of the accidents reviewed, states that “aircraft used in parachute jumping ... may require
more frequent engine overhauls than listed for the specific engine.” Also, Pratt & Whitney
SB 1803R1, “Turboprop Engine Operating [TBOs] and Hot Section Inspection Frequency,”

2 Because of the regulatory noncompliance issues, these accidents are discussed in the “FAA Oversight
and Surveillance Issues” section of this report.

3 TBOs are typically based on hours, and life limits are typically based on cycles. According to an engine
cycle formula published in Pratt & Whitney Canada SB 1002R24, “Turboprop Engine Rotor Components -
Service Life,” a full cycle consists of an engine start, one flight, and an engine shutdown. The Safety Board
notes that many parachute operations pilots do not shut down the aircraft engines completely between flights.
However, the SB also defines an abbreviated cycle as consisting of idle, takeoff, flight, landing, and idle, and
it provides a formula for use in accounting for abbreviated cycles in an engine’s accumulated total cycles.

6 National Transportation Safety Board
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applicable to the turboprop engines on an airplane involved in an accident in Sullivan,
Missouri,* specifically excludes engines that have been used in parachute jump operations
from eligibility for the manufacturer’s program for extending TBOs.

In the 32 parachute operations accidents reviewed, atleast4 of the accident airplanes
were powered by engines that were operated beyond their manufacturers’ recommended
TBOs. (See table 2.) Because these airplanes were operated under Part 91, the operators
were not required to comply with the recommended TBOs.

Table 2. Accident airplanes with engine hours that exceeded recommended time between
overhaul (TBO)

NTSB Airplane engine Engine hours | Recommended TBO
Identification, location, since
accident date overhaul
CHIO6FA210 de Havilland DHC-6-100/ Left: 5,829 3,600 hours
Sullivan, Missouri Pratt & Whitney Canada PT6A-20 Right: 6,493
July 29, 2006
MIAO5FAQ17 Cessna P206/ 1,774 1,700 hours or
Jacksonville, Florida Teledyne Continental 12 years
Oct. 30, 2004 Motors 10-550-F
FTWO3FA174 Cessna 182H/ 2,652 1,500 hours or
Cushing, Oklahoma Continental O-470-R 12 years
June 21, 2003
NYC93FA154 Cessna 182A/ N/A; more 1,500 hours or
East Moriches, New York Continental O-470-L than 12 years 12 years
Aug. 14, 1993 since overhaul

Two of these airplanes crashed following a loss of engine power. On August 14,
1993, a Cessna 182A lost engine power during takeoff and crashed in East Moriches, New
York. The investigation found that inadequate piston manufacturing (all were of the same
design and part number and were not manufactured by the original engine manufacturer®)
resulted in fatigue cracking in the skirts of all six pistons. (See figure 1 on page 8.)

Although TCM SIL98-9A notes that “TCM cannot provide a TBO for engines
that have been assembled with non-TCM-approved parts,” it is possible that, had an
overhaul been performed within the TCM-recommended TBO or sooner, the inadequately
manufactured pistons and/or cracking could have been detected and corrected before
engine failure occurred. Similarly, although the Sullivan, Missouri, accident airplane’s
right engine (which lost power) sustained damage that precluded determination of the

4 For more information, see National Transportation Safety Board, Aircraft Accident Summary Report,
Crash of Skydive Quantum Leap, de Havilland DHC-6-100, N203E, Sullivan, Missouri, July 29, 2006,
NTSB/AAR-08/03/SUM (Washington, DC: NTSB, 2008)

5 The engine was equipped with Superior Air Parts pistons. The factual report for the accident noted
that Superior Air Parts had ceased selling the accident piston part number, SA626992, in 1981 because it had
been superseded by a new TCM design. The report also noted two service difficulty reports that documented
other instances of cracking discovered on SA626992 pistons.
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initial event that precipitated the overload fracturing observed on the compressor turbine
blades,®itis possible that the initiating factor resulted from a condition that could have been
detected and corrected during an engine overhaul performed within the manufacturer’s
recommended TBO.

Figure 1. Cracking (visibility enhanced during examination with a liquid penetrant) on the No. 4
piston skirt from the East Moriches, New York, accident airplane.

The purpose of TBO and life-limit SBs and SILs is to establish periodic inspections
of the engines to ensure their serviceability. The analysis involved in developing such
SBs and SILs considers the cumulative effects of various stresses placed on the engine
components over time and establishes a threshold that the manufacturer has determined
will provide an acceptable level of safety. Federal regulations require that commercial
operators, such as air carrier, air taxi, and Part 135 air tour operators, maintain and inspect
their aircraft engines in accordance with these instructions, which provides an increased
level of safety by increasing the likelihood that potentially problematic conditions could
be detected and corrected, thus preventing more serious problems from developing.

Although some manufacturers indicate in their SBs and SILs that aircraft used
in parachute operations may require increased engine maintenance and inspections,
no mechanism is in place to ensure that the operators of these aircraft perform the
recommended maintenance and inspections. The Safety Board concludes that, because
parachute jump operations are particularly conducive to engine wear, the lack of

6 The compressor turbine blades were FAA PMA (parts manufacturer approval) blades manufactured
by Doncasters, Inc., Turbo Products Division, part number T-023401J.
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requirements for parachute jump operators to comply with manufacturer-recommended
maintenance instructions for their aircraft, including SBs and SILs for TBO and component
life limits, increases the potential for the persistence of conditions that could lead to engine
failure. Therefore, the Safety Board believes that the FAA should require parachute jump
operators to develop and implement FAA-approved aircraft maintenance and inspection
programs that include, at a minimum, requirements for compliance with engine
manufacturers’ recommended maintenance instructions, such as SBs and SILs for TBO
and component life limits.

The Safety Board recognizes that parachute jump operations include a wide
variety of aircraft and operators, including some that operate for revenue and others that
may involve some other type of business and/or nonbusiness arrangements. Although
the Board intends that additional maintenance and inspection program requirements
should be universally implemented by all operators, the Board acknowledges that the
diversity of the parachute operations industry may require flexibility in determining the
best mechanisms by which to implement maintenance program requirements. In addition,
guidance materials could assist operators in developing effective aircraft inspection and
maintenance quality assurance programs. Because the USPA is knowledgeable about
skydiving operations and distributes safety information to its member operators through
printed publications and its website (much of which is also accessible to nonmember
operators and the public), the USPA can be a valuable resource with which the FAA can
work to develop and distribute safety information for operators. Therefore, the Safety Board
believes that the FAA should develop and distribute guidance materials, in conjunction
with the USPA, for parachute jump operators to assist operators in implementing effective
aircraft inspection and maintenance quality assurance programs. The Safety Board further
believes that the USPA should work with the FAA to develop and distribute guidance
materials for parachute jump operators to assist operators in implementing effective
aircraft inspection and maintenance quality assurance programs.
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3. Piror TRAINING AND PROFICIENCY ISSUES

A disturbing common denominator in nearly all of the accidents reviewed is that
the pilots, most of whom were commercial or airline transport pilots,” were deficient in
basic airmanship tasks, such as performing adequate preflight inspections of airplanes,
complying with airplane weight and balance limitations, maintaining airspeed during
powered flight, and executing emergency procedures. These deficiencies or combinations
of these deficiencies were noted in nearly all the accidents with few exceptions.?
The Safety Board is concerned that these pilots, whose experience levels in parachute
operations ranged from one flight to hundreds of flights, were unprepared to provide the
parachutists with the basic level of safety that passengers should have been able to expect
from professional, for-hire, or parachuting club flight operations.

3.1 Inadequate Preflight Inspections

Preflight inspection of an aircraft represents one mechanism by which a pilot
can mitigate potential flight risks before the aircraft leaves the ground. Such inspections,
according to each aircraft’s preflight procedures and checklists, typically include checking
the airframe for discrepancies, checking flight control trim settings, and ensuring adequate
fuel (quantity and quality) and engine oil. Twelve of the accidents reviewed involved a
loss of aircraft engine power. Although a loss of engine power represents a challenging
emergency requiring immediate and appropriate pilot responses, at least four of these
engine-related emergencies could have been prevented if the pilots had adhered to basic
preflight practices.

For example, the Cessna U206G that crashed on March 21, 1998, near Grain Valley,
Missouri, lost engine power after losing engine oil because the pilot did not adequately
check the security of the oil-filler tube and other components before the flight. (See
figure 2 on page 11.)

Similarly, the pilot of a Cessna 182C that crashed in Marion, Montana, on May 12,
2007, failed to ensure that its oil-filler cap was secure before the flight, allowing engine
oil to escape. Although that engine did not lose power, the escaping oil likely coated the
windscreen and obstructed the pilot’s view as he attempted to return the airplane to the
airport for a precautionary landing.

7 Six of the accident pilots were private pilots. Five of the accident airplanes flown by private pilots were
piston-powered, single-engine Cessnas, and one was the Beech C-45H that crashed in Honolulu, Hawaii, on
December 5, 1981.

8 The report for the Beech C-45H accident that occurred on September 7, 1992, in Hinckley, lllinois,
did not rule out the possibility that the pilot may have been unable to attain a full-feather position on the left
engine propeller. An inability to feather the propeller on the inoperative engine would make it very difficult for
the pilot to maintain a controllable airspeed. Also, the airline transport pilot of a Helio HST-550A that crashed
June 30, 1988, in Perris, California, due to an uncommanded nose-down elevator trim condition likely could
not control the airplane because of the malfunction. One accident, which involved a commercial pilot of a
Cessna 182 that crashed in Marseilles, lllinois, on August 6, 1983, crashed for undetermined reasons.
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Figure 2. Engine oil coating the underside of the horizontal stabilizer on t
accident airplane.

In addition, the May 9, 1999, accident in Celina, Ohio, involved a commercial pilot
of a Cessna 205 who failed to ensure that the airplane had a sufficient amount of fuel on
board. The airplane lost engine power during takeoff due to fuel exhaustion. Further, the
two pilots of the de Havilland DHC-6-200 that crashed in Perris, California, on April 22,
1992, did not sump the airplane’s fuel tanks after the airplane was fueled before the
accident flight. That airplane lost engine power because of fuel contamination, which
likely could have been detected if the pilots had performed routine preflight sumping of
the airplanes’ tanks.®

Also, one accident involving a functional, powered airplane could also have been
prevented with appropriate preflight action. The commercial pilot of the Cessna 206 that
crashed on October 30, 2004, in Jacksonville, Florida, failed to follow the before-takeoff
checklist procedures and did not properly set the airplane’s elevator trim for takeoff.
A passenger who survived the accident reported that, during the takeoff, the airplane
pitched up after becoming airborne and that the pilot responded by “frantically” moving
the elevator trim wheel four or five times toward the nose-down direction. The pilot’s
remedial actions were not successful, and the airplane stalled and crashed about 400 feet
from the edge of the runway.

9 Although the report for this accident did not publish excerpts from the airplane’s preflight procedures
checklist, routine preflight procedures for aircraft include using a sampler cup to drain a small quantity of fuel
from the airplane’s fuel tanks to visually check it for water, sediment, and proper fuel grade before the first flight
of the day and after each refueling.

11
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3.2 Noncompliance with Airplane Weight and Balance
Limitations

Aircraft weight and balance computations represent another mechanism by
which a pilot can mitigate potential flight risks before the aircraft leaves the ground.
All pilots must ensure that an aircraft is loaded within its maximum allowable gross
weight limitation before takeoff because excessive weight loading can adversely affect
an aircraft’s performance and controllability to the extent that, in some circumstances,
the aircraft may be unable to obtain or sustain flight. In addition, parachute operations
present unique challenges for pilots because the aircraft’sload changes and shifts in flight
as parachutists egress, and aircraft drag forces change as parachutists open and close
aircraft doors and/or position themselves outside of the aircraft. Parachute operations
pilots must consider these weight changes and perform multiple calculations before each
flight to ensure that the airplane will remain within its cg limits for the duration of the
flight. Failure to ensure that the loading remains within the cg limits can adversely affect
an airplane’s stall and spin characteristics and controllability and, thus, the pilot’s ability
to prevent a stall or to recover the airplane from an inadvertent stall or spin. In 9 of the 12
accidents involving airplanes that were loaded beyond their maximum allowable gross
weights or outside their cg limits, the weight and balance issue was found to be a cause
or factor.

In the September 1, 1997, accident involving the Cessna 182C that crashed in
Bremerton, Washington, witnesses observed that, during takeoff, the airplane climbed to
about 300 to 500 feet and began a left turn back toward the runway. The airplane’s left bank
increased, its nose dropped vertically, and it entered a spin and crashed about 900 feet
from the end of the runway. The investigation found that the airplane’s loading exceeded
its maximum allowable gross weight and that there was no evidence of mechanical
malfunction or engine power loss.

Similarly, in the October 17, 1982, accident involving the Beech C-45H that crashed
shortly after takeoff in Taft, California, the airplane departed and climbed to about 150 feet,
then its nose pitched up, and it rolled to the left and crashed. The investigation revealed
that the airplane’s loading exceeded its maximum gross weight by several hundred
pounds, making it likely impossible for the pilot to maintain airspeed and control of the
airplane.

In the accident involving the Lockheed L-18-56 that crashed on August 21, 1983,
in Silvana, Washington, the airplane was at 12,500 feet when parachutists began to egress.
The first parachutists who exited the airplane reported that they were unaware of any
problem, but, after exiting the airplane, they saw it bank steeply and spiral down. The
investigation found that the airplane’s cg was behind its aft limit. Similarly, the Beech
C-45H that crashed on December 5, 1981, near Honolulu, Hawaii, was loaded to about
10 inches behind its aft cg limit. That airplane entered a spin during a turn toward the
jump area and descended into the water.
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3.3 Failure to Maintain Airspeed During Powered Flight

Although several of the powered-flight accidents involved weight and balance or
trim issues that could have adversely affected the pilots” ability to control the airplanes,
at least three accidents, and possibly a fourth that remains under investigation, involved
pilots who failed to maintain airspeed during powered flight in functional airplanes that
were not reported to have been improperly loaded. These accident pilots not only failed
to maintain airspeed to prevent a stall and/or spin from developing but also did not
perform the necessary procedures to recover the airplanes from the stall/spin condition.

The pilot of the Cessna 205 that crashed May 25, 1997, in Homestead, Florida, had
leveled the airplane at 3,500 feet and slowed it with the intent of allowing one parachutist
to jump from the airplane before transporting the other parachutists on board to higher
altitudes. As the first parachutist prepared to jump from the airplane, the airplane’s left
wing and nose dropped, and it entered a spin to the left. The airplane descended to the
ground, and the pilot and five parachutists were killed; the parachutist who egressed at
3,500 feet survived. The investigation found that the commercial pilot failed to maintain
airspeed as he slowed the airplane for the first parachutist’s jump and that he failed to
apply spin recovery emergency procedures. (See figure 3 below.)

A similar scenario occurred in the June 21,2003, Cushing, Oklahoma, accident, when
the commercial pilot of the Cessna 182H failed to maintain airspeed while parachutists
were egressing, and the airplane entered a spin. A witness on the ground radioed the pilot
and asked what was wrong, and the pilot replied that he was in a spin and did not know
what to do. Although most of the parachutists managed to egress the spinning airplane,
two were seriously injured, and the pilot was killed.

A G BN e Ve 7-‘{’-31’

Figure 3. Wreckage of the Homestead, FIoria, accident airplane.
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Also, on July 31,1999, a Beech 65-A90, crashed shortly after takeoff in Marine City,
Michigan, killing the pilot and nine parachutists. Witnesses reported that the airplane
seemed to be operating normally during taxi and takeoff but that the airplane did not
climb any higher than 150 to 250 feet above ground level before it banked steeply to the
left, its nose dropped, and it crashed to the ground. The investigation determined that the
pilot stalled the airplane, which had no preexisting failures or conditions that would have
prevented normal operation.

In addition, although the recent April 19, 2008, accident in Mount Vernon,
Missouri, involving a Cessna P206 remains under investigation, information provided
by two surviving parachutists indicated that the airplane had climbed to 10,500 feet msl
for the parachutists to egress. One parachutist opened the door and noticed that the
airplane had overshot the drop zone by about 1 mile and informed the pilot. She stated
that, as the airplane started to make a right turn, the stall warning horn sounded, and the
airplane “rolled off on its right wing” and entered a spin. Two parachutists were killed,
the commercial pilot and one parachutist were seriously injured, and three parachutists
were not injured.

3.4 Inadequate Performance of Emergency Procedures

In the 12 accidents that involved a loss of engine power (11 shortly after takeoff
and one at 3,700 feet msl), nearly all of the pilots allowed the airplanes to stall and/or
performed other critical procedural mistakes while responding to the engine emergencies."
For example, the commercial pilot involved in the previously referenced de Havilland
DHC-6-200 accident in Perris, California, feathered the wrong propeller after the airplane
lost power in one engine. Further, the investigation found that the operator failed to
provide the pilot adequate training in the airplane.

In addition, in the previously referenced Celina, Ohio, accident (in which the pilot’s
failure to ensure that the Cessna 205 had a sufficient amount of fuel on board resulted in
engine power loss during takeoff), the pilot also did not effectively perform emergency
procedures, such as maintaining airspeed and gliding toward a suitable landing area, after
the engine lost power. According to a pilot-rated witness, a field in front of the airplane
could have been used for an emergency landing; however, the pilot lost control of the
airplane, and it descended in a spin.

Similarly, the commercial pilot of the Cessna 182A involved in the East Moriches,
New York, accident also failed to use a suitable landing area following a loss of engine
power. The Safety Board found that the accident was caused, in part, by the pilot’s
improper decision to attempt to stretch his approach in order to reach the runway instead
of landing the airplane adjacent to the runway.

0 Six of these accident airplanes were also subject to weight and balance issues that, depending on
the circumstances in each individual accident, could have adversely affected the pilots’ ability to maintain
airspeed following the loss of engine power.
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Beyond possessing a current, valid airman medical certificate and a commercial
pilot certificate (for revenue flights) or a private pilot certificate (for personal flights), no
special qualifications are necessary for a pilot to perform parachute jump operations.
Although most of the accident pilots met these qualifications,"! some of the pilots had
little or no initial or recurrent training relating to parachute operations or in the airplanes
that they were flying. For example, the Celina, Ohio, accident pilot was hired the day of
the accident and received a briefing and a familiarization flight before he began flying
parachutists; he had about 2 hours total experience in the Cessna 205 he was flying.
Currently, there are no requirements for pilots to receive specialized parachute operations
training or to demonstrate proficiency with the operations or the aircraft that they fly.

Parachute operations pilots must comply with only the flight-review requirements
of 14 CFR 61.56, which specify that pilots must, within the preceding 2 years, receive a
minimum of 1 hour of flight training and 1 hour of ground training that cover a review
of Part 91 rules and the maneuvers and procedures necessary for the pilot to demonstrate
that he or she can safely exercise the privileges of the pilot certificate. This review can be
accomplished in any aircraft for which the pilotis rated to fly; therefore, it would be possible
for a pilot who flies parachutists for revenue in a 23-seat, twin-engine, turbine-powered
DHC-6-200 to fulfill the flight review requirements with an authorized instructor in a
2-seat Cessna 152."2 In contrast, other revenue operations pilots, such as those who fly
Part 135 on-demand operations, are subject to initial and recurrent pilot testing programs,
which include annual requirements for pilot testing on aircraft performance, operating
limitations, and weight and balance for each type of aircraft flown, as well as competency
checks to determine pilot competence in practical skills and techniques in the class or type
of aircraft that they fly, as specified in 14 CFR 135.293.

The Safety Board is concerned that the accident pilots, all of whom were entrusted
to fly parachutists as passengers, were deficient in performing critical, basic airmanship
tasks and procedures and that these deficiencies, most of which likely could have been
prevented with appropriate and effective training, contributed to theloss of numerouslives.
The Board recognizes that parachute jump operations include a wide variety of aircraft
and operators; however, the Board notes that, using various mechanisms, the FAA has
successfully implemented pilot training, examination, and/or flight check requirements
for a variety of operations. Examples of such mechanisms include ground training,
flight training, and endorsement requirements (such as those required for high-altitude
operations and high-performance or conventional landing gear aircraft) and flight checks
(such as those required for Part 135 pilot-in-command and instrument proficiency or for
authorization to deviate from certain special regulations pertaining to air tours).

The Safety Board concludes that the current flight review requirements for pilots
contained in Part 91 are insufficient for parachute operations because they do not ensure
that parachute jump operations pilots are proficient in the specific aircraft in which they fly

" The Celina, Ohio, accident pilot did not have a current airman medical certificate. The Honolulu,
Hawaii, accident pilot, who was a private pilot, was recorded in the accident report as “unqualified” to perform
the flight.

2 Further, if the pilot owned only a single-seat aircraft, the pilot could complete the flight review in that
aircraft; the authorized instructor would observe the flight from the ground.

National Transportation Safety Board 15



SPECIAL
Pilot Training and Proficiency Issues Investigation Report

passengers, and they do not adequately address the unique considerations for performing
parachute operations flights, including frequent takeoffs, slow-speed maneuvering while
the parachutists exit, and subsequent high-speed, low-power descents. The Safety Board
further concludes that training and examinations can help ensure that pilots are familiar
with the skills needed to perform parachute operations and with the specific characteristics
of the aircraft that they fly; recurrent training and examinations would refresh these skills
and serve as a reminder to pilots of their duty to operate in a safe manner. Therefore, the
Safety Board believes that the FAA should require parachute jump operators to develop
initial and recurrent pilot training programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and
aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections, emergency and
recovery procedures, and parachutist egress procedures for each type of aircraft flown.
The Safety Board also believes that the FAA should require initial and recurrent pilot
testing programs for parachute jump operations pilots that address, at a minimum,
operation- and aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections,
emergency and recovery procedures, and parachutist egress procedures for each type
of aircraft flown, as well as competency flight checks to determine pilot competence in
practical skills and techniques in each type of aircraft.

FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 105-2C, “Sport Parachute Jumping,” contains
suggestions for improving the safety of parachute jump operations and is intended to
assist operators, pilots, and parachutists with complying with the regulations that pertain
to parachute jump operations. Although the AC is an established source of safety guidance,
the Safety Board notes that AC 105-2C, which has not been updated since January 2, 1991,
contains only basic information regarding pilot responsibilities with regard to weight and
balance calculations and proficiency, and it contains little to no information regarding
pilot training and examination programs, preflight inspections, emergency procedures,
and parachutist egress procedures. Therefore, the Safety Board believes that the FAA
should revise the guidance materials contained in AC 105-2C to include guidance for
parachute jump operators in implementing effective initial and recurrent pilot training
and examination programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and aircraft-specific
weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections, emergency procedures, and
parachutist egress procedures.

In addition, because of the USPA’s knowledge of parachute operations and its
ability to widely disseminate safety information to both members and nonmembers,
the Safety Board believes that, once AC 105-2C has been revised to include guidance for
parachute jump operators in implementing effective initial and recurrent pilot training
and examination programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and aircraft-specific
weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections, emergency procedures, and
parachutist egress procedures, the USPA should distribute this revised AC to its members
and encourage adherence to its guidance.
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4. FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
OVERSIGHT AND SURVEILLANCE ISSUES

As evidenced in many of the previously discussed accidents, many operations
exhibited deficiencies; for example, eight of the accident airplanes were dispatched in
unairworthy condition. Many of these discrepancies likely could have been detected by
FAA inspectors had adequate direct surveillance visits been performed. The Safety Board
has long been concerned with the adequacy of FAA surveillance of parachute operations
and, on occasion, has determined that inadequate surveillance was a factor in an accident.
A number of accidents in the 1980s and 1990s prompted the Board to recommend in 1994
that the FAA improve its surveillance of parachute operations. This section discusses
those accidents, the Board’s recommendation, the FAA’s action in 1994 to increase its
surveillance of parachute operations, and the accidents that have occurred since FAA’s
action.

4.1 Accidents Preceding Increased Surveillance Action

On September 29, 1985, a Cessna 208 crashed in Jenkinsburg, Georgia, killing
the pilot and 16 parachutists. The airplane lost engine power on takeoff due to, in part,
the operator’s improper fuel servicing. Fuel recovered from various locations within the
airplane’s fuel system was contaminated with water, iron contaminants, and foreign
material appearing to be brown algae, and dark, stringy material was found in the
airplane’s fuel filters. The operator fueled the airplane from 55-gallon drums that were
stored in a manner that allowed rainwater to leak through the filler caps, and the airplane
had a history of fuel contamination problems. The Safety Board cited both the operator’s
improper servicing of the airplane and the operator’s operation of the airplane with
known equipment deficiencies as the probable causes of the accident and cited the FAA’s
inadequate surveillance of the operation as a factor.

Fuel quality issues were noted in the Perris, California, de Havilland DHC-6-200
accident, as well. Fuel recovered from the airplane’s forward fuel tank, the airport fuel
truck, and the airport’s main underground tank was heavily contaminated with water, an
emulsifying agent, and bacterial growth. Had the FAA conducted adequate surveillance
of the operator, the contaminated fuel at the airport may have been detected.

In addition, on September 7, 1992, a Beech C-45H crashed shortly after takeoff in
Hinckley, Illinois, following a loss of engine power in its left engine. The engine that lost
power had been inactive for 18 years without preservation before it was installed on the
airplane by noncertificated personnel; however, a certificated airframe and powerplant
mechanic with an FAA inspection authorization reported that he inspected the personnel’s
work and signed the airplane’s logbooks for the airplane’s annual inspection. After the
installation, the airplane was flown about 184 hours since its most recent annual inspection,
and there was no record of a subsequent 100-hour inspection. These maintenance program
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deficiencies, in particular, the operator’s failure to comply with inspection requirements,
likely could have been detected by adequate FAA surveillance.

Following these accidents, on February 17, 1994, the Safety Board issued Safety
Recommendation A-94-19, which asked the FAA to do the following: “Direct flight
standards districtoffices [FSDOs] toincrease their surveillance of sport parachute operations
and comply with their associated operations bulletins regarding parachute operations.”
Safety Recommendation A-94-19 was classified “Closed — Acceptable Action” on May 31,
1995, after the FAA’s November 21, 1994, response that it had published Notice 1800.134,
“Required National Flight Standards Program Work Functions,” on July 8, 1994, to
provideinstructions to FSDOs for the development and execution of annual national work
program guidelines. In its response to the Board, the FAA stated that Notice 1800.134
“directs principal operations inspectors to perform increased interior and exterior ramp
inspections” of parachute operations aircraft, to include particular attention to inadequate
aircraft maintenance, contaminated fuel, inadequate training of pilots, pilot inattention to
weight and balance and to aircraft operating limitations issued for parachute operations,
among other areas. In its May 31, 1995, correspondence to the FAA, the Board closed the
safety recommendation based on its understanding that Notice 1800.134 “requires” FAA
inspectors to perform increased surveillance.

4.2 Accidents Since Increased Surveillance Action

The Safety Board notes that FAA Notice 1800.134 is no longer a current document.
However, information in current FAA Order 8900.1, “Flight Standards Information
Management System,” is based, in part, on the former Notice 1800.134 and contains similar
guidance for inspectors in Volume 6, “Surveillance,” Chapter 11, “Other Surveillance,”
Section 5, “Surveillance of Sport Parachute Activities.” However, the current information
serves as guidance information only; such surveillance is not a mandatory task for
inspectors. The current national flight standards work program guidelines listed in FAA
Order 1800.56H contain no surveillance requirements for parachute operations.

TheSafety Board notes that16 of the 32 fatal parachute operationsaccidentsreviewed
in this report occurred after the FAA implemented the guidance in Notice 1800.134. These
accidents claimed the lives of 77 people. Because few of the accident reports detailed
FAA surveillance activity data for the respective operators, and because the FAA does
not retain such data indefinitely, the Board is unable to determine whether or not FAA
surveillance of parachute jump operators increased. However, a review of FAA Program
Tracking and Reporting Subsystem (PTRS) data and Safety Performance Analysis System
(SPAS) data for the operators of the three most recent parachute operations accident
aircraft in the Safety Board’s database (a nonfatal accident involving a Cessna 208B that
lost engine power on June 1, 2008, in Greensburg, Indiana;* a nonfatal accident involving

8 The 14 parachutists on board parachuted to safety following the loss of engine power, the
cause of which has not yet been determined. The accident, CHIO8LA144, was under investigation at the
time of this report. Preliminary information for the accident is available at the Safety Board’s website at
<http://ntsb.gov/ntsb/query.asp>.
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a de Havilland DHC-6-200 that sustained substantial damage during descent on June 29,
2008, near Baldwin, Wisconsin;'* and the previously referenced April 19, 2008, Mount
Vernon, Missouri, accident) revealed that two of the operators had no records of FAA
surveillance visits. However, the Mount Vernon, Missouri, accident operator received
an operations surveillance visit on December 7, 2007, and the airplane involved in the
Baldwin, Wisconsin, accident received a ramp check on April 25, 2004, while being flown
by an operator in Texas.

Although the Safety Board is pleased with the content of the FAA’s parachute
operations surveillance guidance materials contained in Order 8900.1, the nonmandatory
surveillance is not effective. A comparison of the accidents that occurred in the 14 years
before the safety recommendation was closed (1980 to mid-1994) with the accidents that
occurred in the 14 years since (mid-1994 to present) revealed little difference in their
respective causes, factors, and other safety issues, with the exception of a reduction in
contaminated fuel accidents. In addition, several of the accidents that occurred since the
FAA’s action show that the operators were deficient in specific areas, such as inadequate
aircraft maintenance, inadequate training of pilots, and pilot inattention to weight and
balance, that should have been targeted for particular attention from inspectors.

The Safety Board recognizes that the FAA has limited resources; however, as shown
in this special investigation, numerous parachute jump operators, some of which carried
thousands of revenue passengers annually, exhibited unacceptable deficiencies that could
have readily been identified during FAA inspections, had any or adequate inspections
occurred. For example, the Sullivan, Missouri, accident airplane was maintained at the
operator’s discretion using anindependent maintenance facility. According to the mechanic
who performed many of the airplane’s most recent repairs, he would bring discrepancies
to the operator’s attention, but the operator would decide which items should be repaired;
the mechanic would perform only the maintenance that he was paid to perform. The
mechanic recalled that the airplane’s autofeather system had been inoperative since the
operator acquired the airplane in 2001 and that the operator did not want him to repair
it. The mechanic ensured that the system was deactivated and that a “DEACTIVATED”
placard was placed in the cockpit near the autofeather switch. However, the operator did
not have an FAA-approved minimum equipment list for the airplane and, therefore, was
not authorized to dispatch the airplane with any inoperative equipment.

The investigation of the July 31, 1999, accident involving a Beech 65-A90 that
stalled during climb after takeoff in Marine City, Michigan, killing the pilot and nine
parachutists, revealed that the operator’s airframe and engine maintenance records for
the airplane’s required inspections were incomplete and that there were no records of
compliance with five air worthiness directives (ADs) applicable to the accident airplane.
Compliance with ADs is mandatory for all operators.

4 The pilot declared an emergency and landed the airplane safely; the 14 parachutists had
egressed before the emergency occurred. The accident, CHIO8LA190, was under investigation at the
time of this report. Preliminary information for the accident is available at the Safety Board’s website at
<http://ntsb.gov/ntsb/query.asp>.

National Transportation Safety Board 19



SPECIAL
Federal Aviation Administration Oversight and Surveillance Issues Investigation Report

The investigation of the September 10, 1995, accident in West Point, Virginia,
involving a Beech 65 that crashed following a loss of power in one engine on takeoff
for undetermined reasons,” killing the pilot, 10 parachutists, and 1 person in a house
(see figure 4 below), revealed that the airplane’s cabin seats had been removed, but
maintenance records did not indicate when. Further, the maintenance records did
not contain recalculated weight and balance information to correspond with other
modifications (the accident airplane was loaded over its maximum gross weight and
beyond its aft cg limit at the time that it crashed).

Figure 4. Remains of the house impacted by the West Point, Virginia, accident airplane.

Further, the airplane’s aft boarding door had been removed for parachute
operations; however, the accident airplane model was not on an FAA-approved eligibility
list of aircraft eligible for flight with the aft boarding door removed. In addition, the
operator had an FAA-approved flight manual supplement (FMS) that had been altered to
give the appearance that the door removal was authorized for the accident model airplane;
the unaltered FMS listed model “A65” as eligible, but the operator’s copy had been altered
to remove the “A,” giving the appearance that model “65” was eligible.

The maintenance discrepancies on these three airplanes likely could have been
detected with adequate surveillance that included, at a minimum, a visit to the operator
and examination of each airplane’s maintenance logs. A review of PTRS and SPAS data

s Before the accident flight, the pilot and parachutists fueled the airplane from plastic jugs, at least one
of which may not have been clean; this practice could have introduced a risk of contaminating the airplane’s
fuel.
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showed that at least one of these operators (the Sullivan, Missouri, accident operator) had
no record of surveillance visits pertaining to maintenance and operations.'® This operator,
which had been in business for more than 12 years at the time of the accident, averaged
about 10,000 to 12,000 passengers per year, with a maximum of 15,000 passengersin1 year.
Although the number of surveillance visits, if any, performed on the other two operators is
not known, the persistence of such airworthiness discrepancies on the airplanes suggests
that the operators received either minimal or inadequate surveillance with regard to
aircraft maintenance.

The Safety Board notes that, in addition to maintenance discrepancies that
could have been detected with adequate maintenance surveillance visits, many of the
operational deficiencies observed with the accident operators could have also been
detected and corrected and the accidents prevented. For example, a ramp check could
determine whether or not a pilot had appropriately computed the airplane’s weight and
balance for a flight, and a review of the operator’s flight logs and data could provide
an indication about whether or not the operator enforces the practice for all pilots and
all flights. Similarly, an operations surveillance visit could provide an inspector some
indication of the adequacy of an operator’s pilot training program.

As these examples show, parachute jump operator deficiencies have persisted
after the publication of FAA guidance materials calling for increased surveillance.
These accidents also show that surveillance of operators has been inconsistent. The
FAA’s action to increase surveillance, therefore, did not have the effect that Safety
Recommendation A-94-19 intended. The Safety Board concludes that the FAA’s oversight
and surveillance of parachute jump operators have beeninadequate to ensure that operators
are properly maintaining their aircraft and safely conducting operations. Therefore, the
Safety Board believes that the FAA should require direct surveillance of parachute jump
operators to include, at a minimum, maintenance and operations inspections.

6 Of these six accidents, only the Sullivan, Missouri, accident investigation provided FAA surveillance
activity records for the operator. The investigation found three SPAS records of FAA contacts with the operator;
these were related to the operator’s airspace waiver requests.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Findings

1.

Because parachute jump operations are particularly conducive to engine
wear, the lack of requirements for parachute jump operators to comply with
manufacturer-recommended maintenance instructions for their aircraft, including
service bulletins and service information letters for time between overhauls and
component life limits, increases the potential for the persistence of conditions that
could lead to engine failure.

The current flight review requirements for pilots contained in 14 Code of Federal
Regulations Part 91 are insufficient for parachute operations because they do not ensure
that parachute jump operations pilots are proficient in the specific aircraft in which
they fly passengers, and they do not adequately address the unique considerations
for performing parachute operations flights, including frequent takeoffs, slow-speed
maneuvering while the parachutists exit, and subsequent high-speed, low-power
descents.

Training and examinations can help ensure that pilots are familiar with the skills
needed to perform parachute operations and with the specific characteristics of the
aircraft that they fly; recurrent training and examinations would refresh these skills
and serve as a reminder to pilots of their duty to operate in a safe manner.

The Federal Aviation Administration’s oversight and surveillance of parachute jump
operators have been inadequate to ensure that operators are properly maintaining
their aircraft and safely conducting operations.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

The National Transportation Safety Board recommends that the Federal Aviation
Administration:

Require parachute jump operators to develop and implement Federal
Aviation Administration-approved aircraft maintenance and inspection
programs thatinclude, ata minimum, requirements for compliance with
engine manufacturers’ recommended maintenance instructions, such
as service bulletins and service information letters for time between
overhauls and component life limits. (A-08-63)

Develop and distribute guidance materials, in conjunction with the
United States Parachute Association, for parachute jump operators
to assist operators in implementing effective aircraft inspection and
maintenance quality assurance programs. (A-08-64)

Require parachute jump operators to develop initial and recurrent
pilot training programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and
aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections,
emergency and recovery procedures, and parachutist egress procedures
for each type of aircraft flown. (A-08-65)

Require initial and recurrent pilot testing programs for parachute
jump operations pilots that address, at a minimum, operation- and
aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections,
emergency and recovery procedures, and parachutist egress procedures
for each type of aircraft flown, as well as competency flight checks to
determine pilot competence in practical skills and techniques in each
type of aircraft. (A-08-66)

Revise the guidance materials contained in Advisory Circular 105-2C,
“Sport Parachute Jumping,” to include guidance for parachute jump
operators in implementing effective initial and recurrent pilot training
and examination programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and
aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections,
emergency procedures, and parachutist egress procedures. (A-08-67)

Require direct surveillance of parachute jump operators to include, at a
minimum, maintenance and operations inspections. (A-08-68)
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The National Transportation Safety Board recommends that the United States Parachute
Association:

Work with the Federal Aviation Administration to develop and
distribute guidance materials for parachute jump operators to assist
operators inimplementing effective aircraft inspection and maintenance
quality assurance programs. (A-08-69)

Once Advisory Circular (AC) 105-2C, “Sport Parachute Jumping,”
has been revised to include guidance for parachute jump operators
in implementing effective initial and recurrent pilot training and
examination programs that address, at a minimum, operation- and
aircraft-specific weight and balance calculations, preflight inspections,
emergency procedures, and parachutist egress procedures, distribute
this revised AC to your members and encourage adherence to its
guidance. (A-08-70)
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7. APPENDIX A

Safety Recommendations Pertaining to Survivability
Issues for Parachutists

Open Safety Recommendations

Following the Safety Board’s investigation of the July 29, 2006, accident in Sullivan,

Missouri, the Board issued four safety recommendations related to more effective restraints
for parachutists. The recommendations were issued on September 16, 2008.

The following recommendations were issued to the Federal Aviation Administration

(FAA):

A-08-71

Conduct research, in conjunction with the United States Parachute
Association [USPA], to determine the most effective dual-point restraint
systems for parachutists that reflects the various aircraft and seating
configurations used in parachute operations.

A-08-72

Once the most effective dual-point restraint systems for parachutists
are determined, as requested in Safety Recommendation A-08-71,
revise Advisory Circular 105-2C, Sport Parachute Jumping, to include
guidance information about these systems.

The following recommendations were issued to the USPA:

A-08-73

Work with the Federal Aviation Administration to conduct research
to determine the most effective dual-point restraint systems for
parachutists that reflects the various aircraft and seating configurations
used in parachute operations.

National Transportation Safety Board
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A-08-74

Once the most effective dual-point restraint systems for parachutists
are determined, as requested in Safety Recommendation A-08-71,
educate your members on the findings and encourage them to use the
most effective dual-point restraint systems.

Safety Recommendations A-08-71 through -74 are classified “Open— Await
Response.”

Closed Safety Recommendations

Previously, following the Safety Board’s investigation of the April 22, 1992,
accident in Perris, California, the Board issued seven safety recommendations (three to
the FAA and four to the USPA) regarding parachutists’ seating and restraints. These
recommendations were issued on February 17, 1994.

The following recommendations were issued to the FAA:
A-94-16

In conjunction with industry, USPA, and CAMI [Civil Aerospace
Medical Institute], develop and test universal restraint systems capable
of providing adequate protection to parachutists similar to that
provided for seated passengers. (Class I, Priority Action)

In response to this safety recommendation, CAMI, in conjunction with the
Parachute Industries Association and the USPA, performed a series of dynamic sled tests
to evaluate various types of restraint systems and occupant orientations for parachutists
and produced a report on its findings.! Although none of the restraint methods tested
were capable of providing protection to parachutists “similar to that provided for seated
passengers,” as requested, the FAA responded to the Safety Board on March 26, 1999,
that the testing identified possible improvements in restraining parachutists and that it
is not possible to provide the same level of protection for floor-seated parachutists that is
afforded to occupants in seats. As a result, because the FAA’s testing identified possible
improvements in restraining parachutists, the Board determined that the FAA’s actions
met the intent of Safety Recommendation A-94-16 and classified it “Closed — Acceptable
Action” on January 4, 2000.

! U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Civil Aerospace Medical
Institute, Evaluation of Improved Restraint Systems for Sport Parachutists, DOT/FAA/AM-98/11 (Washington,
DC: DOT/FAA, 1998).
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A-94-17

In conjunction with industry, USPA, and CAMI, provide for the seating
of parachutists to assure an adequate level of crash energy absorption
in the event of a survivable aircraft accident. (Class II, Priority Action)

In a November 2, 2000, letter to the Safety Board, the FAA reported that, because of
the typically small size of the aircraft used in parachute operations, the installation of an
energy-absorbing structure, such as crushable seating or modified flooring, would impact
the flight mission by substantially reducing payload and adequacy of cabin emergency
evacuation. The FAA further reported that such modifications would also significantly
alter the performance and handling qualities of the aircraft and significantly change the
airplane design and that any requirements for such a design change for existing airplanes
“would constitute a ban on sport parachuting as it is known today. Consequently, the
FAA does not intend to continue efforts to address the attenuation of vertical energy.” As
aresult of the FAA’s response, Safety Recommendation A-94-17 was classified “Closed —
Unacceptable Action” on March 9, 2001.

A-94-18

Amend 14 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 91.30 to require each
parachutist or other passenger who is seated on an aircraft cabin floor
to use restraint systems. The restraint system must be designed, tested,
and approved to provide a level of occupant protection similar to that
provided for passengers in forward and aft facing seats that have a
safety belt and shoulder harness. (Class II, Priority Action)

In response to this recommendation, the FAA reported that 14 CFR 91.107 already
requires parachutists seated on an aircraft cabin floor to use restraint systems and that,
althoughnorestraintsystem for floor-seated parachutists could providealevel of protection
similar to that provided to seated passengers, if an improved restraint system were
developed and installed, the parachutists would automatically be required to use it. In a
January 4, 2000, response letter to the FAA, the Safety Board acknowledged that regulations
require parachutists to use restraints and that FAA guidance materials and actions since
the recommendation was issued have resulted in improved operator adherence to the
requirements. The Board also acknowledged that, despite CAMI’s testing, no restraint
system could be found that would meet the intent of the safety recommendation. As a
result, Safety Recommendation A-94-18 was classified “Closed — Acceptable Alternate
Action” on January 4, 2000.

The following recommendations were issued to the USPA:

A-94-20

Revise the USPA operations manual to require restraint system use
during takeoffs and landings. (Class II, Priority Action)
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A-94-21

Publish and distribute the content of this recommendation letter to all
USPA members. (Class II, Priority Action)

In response to Safety Recommendations A-94-20 and -21, the USPA developed
the USPA Skydiving Aircraft Operations Manual and distributed it to its group member
facilities, completed its manual revisions, and published multiple magazine articles
(including at least one that referenced the Safety Board’s letter in its entirety) emphasizing
seatbelt use. As a result, Safety Recommendations A-94-20 and -21 were each classified
“Closed — Acceptable Action” on August 11, 1997.

A-94-22

Participate in the design, development, and testing of a universal
restraintsystem thatwould provide adequate protection for parachutists
seated on an aircraft floor. (Class II, Priority Action)

The USPA participated, as requested, in the previously referenced CAMI testing
of seating for parachutists; therefore, Safety Recommendation A-94-22 was classified
“Closed — Acceptable Action” on June 5, 2001.

A-94-23

Participate in the design, development, and testing of seating for
parachutists that would provide an adequate level of crash energy
absorption in the event of a survivable aircraft accident. (Class II,
Priority Action)

On June 2, 1997, the USPA informed the Safety Board that it had obtained samples
of energy-absorbing material that could potentially be used as floor seating material in
parachute operations airplanes but that it had not developed a plan, or been informed
by the FAA of a plan, to test the material. After the USPA did not respond to follow-up
correspondence from the Board in 1997 and 2000 requesting updates on USPA’s progress,
Safety Recommendation A-94-23 was classified “Closed — Unacceptable Action” on June 5,
2001.

Previous Safety Recommendation Pertaining to Federal
Aviation Administration Surveillance of Parachute
Operations

The Safety Board’s investigation of the April 22,1992, accident in Perris, California,
also resulted in a recommendation regarding FAA surveillance of parachute operations.
The following safety recommendation was issued to the FAA on February 17, 1994:
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A-94-19

Direct flight standards district offices to increase their surveillance of
sport parachute operations and comply with their associated operations
bulletins regarding parachute operations. (Class II, Priority Action)

Safety Recommendation A-94-19 was classified “Closed — Acceptable Action” on
May 31, 1995, after the FAA responded on November 21, 1994, that “the FAA agrees
with this recommendation” and that the FAA had published Notice 1800.134, Required
National Flight Standards Program Work Functions, on July 8, 1994, to provide guidance
to flight standards field offices on the development and execution of annual national
work program guidelines. The FAA stated that the notice directed principal operations
inspectors to perform increased interior and exterior ramp inspections of parachute
operations aircraft, paying particular attention to inadequate aircraft maintenance and
contaminated fuel, the use of restraint systems by parachutists during flight, the use of
unapproved crewmembers’ seatbelts, inadequate training of pilots, pilot inattention to
weight and balance, and aircraft operating limitations issued for parachute operations.
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APPENDIX B

Accident Synopses

Salisbury, North Carolina (ATL80FA051)

On June 8, 1980, a Cessna 172, N8866B, crashed near Thompson Farm Airport
in Salisbury, North Carolina, following a partial loss of engine power during takeoff.
The private pilot and one parachutist were killed. The airplane’s annual inspection was
overdue, water and dirt were observed in the gascolator, sludge was observed in the
engine, and the engine’s No. 6 exhaust valve was sticking.

The National Transportation Safety Board determined that the probable cause of
the accident was the inadequate maintenance and inspection of the airpl