System Safety Assessment - Heavy Airtanker Program
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Forest Service has not historically conducted ° f_;i » |Continue contractual requirements commensurate| =
airworthiness inspections; it has relied upon 'g o 3 |with industry standards required by FAR 25.571 'g g
the FAA for that expertise. The perceived role & & 3:‘) for aircraft continued airworthiness. Incorporate & 3
Operational Service |Was one of contract compliance. 8 the latest inspection technology. =
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The NTSB surmised that significant exposure | %_ » |Incorporate structural health monitors and ® =
Airframe Fatigue to airframe stresses in the firefighting mission ‘g o 2 [technologies to detect structural fatigue damage ‘g £
Damage profile poses additional fatigue factors that g & 3_’; resulting from aircraft operations in the firefighting & 3
shorten airframe life expectancy. 8 mission environment. =
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Current contracting fosters best value 'OC: = Incorporate addition contract incentives that give % K]
process which guarantees only minimum % :f-;: credit in the competition process for going £ g
Cost standards. P O "beyond minimum programs.” o s
e iti incenti i e [ =
Lack of contract incentive to develop a & 3 Incorpprate addmonA (}ontract |ncent|ve§ that give 2 E
. = = credit in the competition process for going £ =
system safety driven program. @ = N - N 5] 3
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Modernization of the airtanker fleet will take Implement airtanker modernization and evaluation
significant funding. As new equipment is s f_;i criteria in best value contracts including but not ° f_;i "
brought into the mix of aircraft, unplanned 2 o limited to: performance, sustainable airframes, 'g o |3
events are inevitable. The agency does not § 2 ergonomics, additional contractor offered e 2 3)—)
have the skill mix to oversee flight testing and | © 8 innovation and technology, damage tolerant 8
development in house. design and technology.
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Quality of performance data and reference @ =] . . . ° _
Performance charts at typically high density altitudes is a < 8 Developl a °°“‘Ta§t re%ugelment forlalrltapker p||pts ] 8
Planning concern for safe flight in the fire mission K 2] fo complete weight and balance calculations prior 5 £
| & to each mission ¢ | O
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environment. 8
Incorporate human aided technology to assist in
o f_;i decision making including tools to aid in time ° _
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Flight Profile Mission operations below 500' AGL. 8 £ crltlca ns lassessr.nents d?p‘ teq nology for in g S
° 2 flight decision making, post flight mission debriefs, | @ 5
| & d accident investigation. Consider CVR and =
8 and accident investigation. Consider an
cockpit c.
Operations in the urban interface have ledto | o %_ Return to the initial attack mission doctrine as a o |
an increase in expectations, exposure to 2 o driving force in aircraft selection and approval, ‘g 8
hazards, and cumulative aircraft and pilot § & operations standards, and program/infrastructure & S
fatigue. e 18 design.
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S = @ |Ensure micro motion meters have been 2 <
Tanker Bases Overloading and mixing errors ) :f-;: % calibrated. Vendor and government personnel £ 'g
g o o |review mixing procedures. @ =
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Use of tankers for escaped fire situations has | o Nat|or?al Ifeadersh|p through reg|onal/statg‘ —
. . . : 2 = organizations must promote safe and efficientuse [ & <
increased risk, exposure, and failure. This < S ; . 5] <
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issue rests outside of the control of the o = ) : . . 3] 3
aviation program T o to be persistent in working with team membersto | =
program. keep efforts based on obtainable goals.
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Vendors have instituted training programs such as
o f_;i CRM, risk management, and flight safety with the s _ "
Pilot Proficiency and |Lack of fire mission training and Lack of 2 o intent to standardize cockpit procedures. Increase | -2 8 3
Training proficiency flight time. § 2 the scope and complexity of the NAFA program, § 5 3:‘)
e 8 develop the McClellan training center for fire o
environment.
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Aircraft performance planning for successful 2 §. Address airtanker pilot training and proficiency to S = a2
outcome in a high rate of descent, level off, % Z reduce frequency of accidents occurring from ) :f-;: %
and climb out profile. & & CFIT. 8|0 |a
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High number of target fixation and tactical 3 g Addrgss human factors including target fixation, S 3 §
maneuvering errors S Z situational awareness, task overload, g1z |3
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No requirement to implement a system safety | 2 £ Establish a requirement to initiate a safety ° =
Management rogram that is common between the < o management system between the contractor and ‘g £
Oversight prog '§ 2 the agency. Require the contractor to designate a | @ 3
contractor and the agency. g = Ny o4 =
S safety officer.
o _ The Blue Ribbon Panel stated: "significant funding | =
"Can do" philosophy has developed aviation K 8 will provide adequate knowledge of aircraft 'g g
programs with minimal budgets and staffing. § 5 conditions, training and maintenance, that will e 3
o serve to improve the safety record.” =
Agency Culture
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A culture of acceptable loss has evolved in g 8 requirements for safety with a lower tolerance for ‘g =
the agency regarding airtanker losses. § 5 accidents. This will encourage a cultural change e 3
o away from one of acceptable loss. =
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and Inspections inspection program k- =] checkrides, workforce efficiency, adequate staffing £ g
' T o of trained inspectors, and standardized @ =
procedures.
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Human Aided HAT underutilized 2 g g |awareness, reduce gockplt workload, reduce 2|®
Technology 8 5 3 distractions, and assist with environmental 8 3
o conditions of high density altitude and low visibility.| o 2
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= Increase the scope and complexity of NAFA and =
S = & |require tanker crew attendance. Fund the S K]
Internal Pilot currency and proficiency. a :f-;: % development and implementation of fire simulation| 2 | ©
g o o |training in the flight environment for contract and g §
agency personnel.
= Increase the scope and complexity of NAFA and =
s = @ |require tanker crew attendance. Fund the s s
External Pilot currency and proficiency a :% % development and implementation of fire simulation| @ g
cOS’ O o |training in the flight environment for contract and cOS’ =

agency personnel.
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