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STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J, BRODERIC~, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
REGULATION AND CERTIFICATION, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, 
BEFORE THB HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON EMPLO'VllEN'l', HOUSING, AND AVIATION, CONCERNING THE FEDERAL 
AVIATION ADMINISTRA'I'ION' S RELA'I'IONSH!P TO THE NATIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION SAPETY BOARD. MAY 19, 1993. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I welco~e the opportunity to appear before the subcolllJllittee 

today to discuss the rel~tionship between the FAA and the NTSB 

concerninq, in particular, the way in which PAA responds to 

saf aty reco11UDendationa proposed by the NTSB. t understand that 

the Subcommittee'• interest in this area was haiqhtanad by th• 

tragic accident on April 19 of a Mitaubi•hi MU-2B-60 

Dubuque, Iowa. 

aircraft.i. in 

~ 
~· ... 
;~ .,..., 

Any reviaw of the PAA and NTSB relationship must, ot course, 

consider tha two aqencies' missions. The NTSB was established 

by Conqress to investigate accidents, make de~erminations ot 

probable cause, and to make safety recommendations to the 

regulatinq aqenoy. In 19?4, Conqra•• acted to make the N'l'S5 an 

independent agency to help assure the independence ot its 

accident finding• and safety recommendations. FAA is ch.arqad by 

the Conqra•• with the job of promoting the safety of our air 

tranepartation system throuqh regulation, survaillanc~, and 

enforcement. One way that we fulfill our safety 
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responsibilitiaa is through the opportunity to benefit f~om the 

NTSB adaictent findings and the recommendations they make ta us. 

The u.s. aviation safety racord, which continuas to improve in 

all segments of air transportation, ra!lecta the tact that 

concerns tor the sa!ety ot our Nation's air traveler• occupiQs 

the hiqheat priority with both aqencia•. 

In my current position, I have worked closely with NTSB 

officials for more than a decade. Today'• workinq re1ationahip 

is, in my view, a po•itive and constructive one. I ti.rllly 

believe that we have aa good a workinq relationship tod•Y as wa 

have ever had·with the NTSB. Recently, FAA Actinq Administrator 
•, 

Del Balzo mat with NTSB Chairman Vogt to diaousa ways we ccul~ 

build on that relationship, and continue to improve interaction 

between the aqenciea. 

we recognize that we benefit from many ot t.ha technical 

recommendations mad• by the NTSB, and we carefully waiqh all 

eatety information they provide. In fact, the historical record 

ot FAA'• respon•• to N'rSB recommendation• •hows the value we 

place in their input, with more than 80' of "closed" NTSB 

reco11111e~iona having been adopted. We have adopted aore than 

90' of their Clas• I (urgent) x-ecommandationa. Navartbaless, 

there are--aa thel:• mhould and will be--timaa when we differ on 

a particular course of action that should be taken by the PAA. 

Despite the•• ditterenees, we are able to tind common ground 
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mora otten than not, and the safety dialoque between the two 

agencies does advance the safety interest of the traveling 

public. 

141004/010 

Ta ensure timeliness in respondinq to NTSB recommendations, ~• 

bave established a proces5 tor tracking each recommendation. We 

have consistently mat the 90 day requirement fo~ initial 

response to an NTSB recommendation. We also continue to track 

and monitor the status ot FAA review and action on eaah 

recommendation until final action is taken by the agency. 

A recent review of our responses to NTSB recommendation• shows 

that this control process is workinq well, with FAA actions 

needed to close out NTSB reco111Dlendations fallinq within the 

prescribed timeframes. More speoitically, the DOT Inspector 

General found that, except in the case ot th• lowest priority 

recommendation• (Class III (lonq term)) where we exceeded the s 

year timeline by an average of 6 months, the FAA's time to close 

out NTSB recOD.llendationa averaqed less than the timefraae the 

NTSB assiqn• to each cateqory. Class I reco'llDlendation• call for 

close-out in l year; on average, it has taken FAA 7 months. 

Class II recommendation• call for close-out within i years; tAA 

has avaraQed 22 months. 

In view of the Subco11mittee's expressed interest concerninq the 

PAA's response to the NTSS Class II racomlllandation associated 
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with the Hartzell propeller, let me briefly touch on that 

S\\bject. 

on Septe.aber 27, 1991, a ~anadian-registered Mitsubishi 

aircraft, equipped with a Hartzell HC-B4 propeller, lost a 

propeller blade in fliqht. Th• aircraft sustained severe 

dalD.aqe, but was able to land safel~· in Utica, New York. 

141005/010 

NTSB ~ubsequently wrote the FAA on August 13, 1992, makin9 

recommendation• concerninq the Hartzell propeller. In it• 

letter, the NTSB indicated that it had found that loss ot the 

propeller blade was the result' of fatique orackinq that started 

from the inside surface of the propelle~ hub ar•. The NTSB had 

found scratches inside this area, and believed that th••• 
scratches may have provided an origin point for tha erackinq, 

and that they may have resulted from the manu~aoturing process. 

Accordinqly, the NTSB recommended that the FAA, with the 

assistance of Hartzell, develop a non-destructive inspection 

tee~niqua to detect the type of craok believed to have resulted 

in losa of the propeller. The NTSB recognized in its letter 

that an inspection that required disassembly or the propeller 

and pilot tube could result in damaqe to the hole.wall. The 

development ot a non-destructive inspection technique would be 

daai9ned to permit the inspection with the pilot tube in plaoa, 

to avoid thi• po•sible maintenance-induced problem. The N'l'SB 
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also reconraanded that FAA take action to require the inspection 

of Hartz•.;tl HC•B4 propeller blades with 3, 000 or more hours, 

either at.'thair next ove~haul or annual inspection. 

The FAA re•ponded to th• NTSB's August 1992 recommendations on 

October 26, 1992, advisinq the NTSB th.at we were reviewinq the 

service history of the Hartzell propeller hubs to determine the 

magnitude at the problem. We also advised them that we were 

reviewing the service manuals to detet"1lline what chanqea, if any, 

needed to be made. Although we failed to include this 

intormation in our response to the N'rSB, we had already bei;run 

diacu•sions with Hartzell to seek to develop a non-destructive 

inepection technique for the propeller hub. 

on January 4, 1993, wa followad~up on our earlier response to 

th• NTSB'• recommendations. we intormed them that, whil• we 

aqreaci with the intent of their recommendations, we did not 

believe that airworthiness directive action was nece••ary, at 

that time, to require the inspections NTSB had reconunendad. We 

also informed the N'?SB that Hartzell Propeller analysis had 

shown tbat stress levels of the propeller area in question were 

accept~~ and that no metallurgical disQrepancies were found .. •· . 
. i·ji'''••·. 

in the hula aaterial. We also said Har~zell would continue its 

inveatiqation and would provide us with it• findinqs. Further, 

tAA wou1d continue to monitor the service history of the 

propeller hub de•iqn. 
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In response to our January 4 letter, the NTSB wrote th• FAA. on 

March 4, ~993, reiterating its view that an appropriate 

inspectio~ technique, not requiring disassembly of th• HC•B4 

propeller pilot tUbe, be developed. and applied. The NTSB also 

noted concern that the FAA had not seen a n•ed to review the 

desiqn and f~brication of other typaa of ffartzell propeller• 

usinq the same type of hub design. 

Although the correspondence between the agency and NTSB 

hiqhiiqht• the issue• and some of tha background, it do .. not 

fully depict our rea•oning or the nature of the activities we 
; ~ 

had underway within th• aqency·. Perhaps moat important is ~ 
.i. 

fact that, at the time ot the Utica accident, there had been ~ 

other co•parabla Hartzell blade fractures for ~ither that or any 

of tha otner similar hub designs despite three decade• of use 

and some 60 million hours ot ••rvice by llO,OOO propeller hub 

arms. 

One action we took was to review all the known s9%'Vice 

difficulty history on the Hartzell KC-B4 propeller hub design, 

which totals over 61 000 4-bladed propellers. We also contacted 

several-propeller overhaul shop• to gath&l:' data on any known 

crackinq·probl ... with this propeller dasi9n. Thousanda'of 

propeller bub pilot tu»es had been pulled out durinq normal 

scheduled maintenance work, and not one orack had ~•en r•portad 

in the hub arJn failure area. 
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The Hartzell propaller steel hub type design conf iquration 

includ .... ·~oximately 35, ooo propellers !or all models in 

service worldwide. The Hartzell steel hub desiqn has over 60 

million fliqht hours to date. The HC•B4, the $pecific model 

involved. with the Utica accident, has been in service for 20 

years with millions or flight hours accumulated. 

In liqht of th• successful performance history, in addition to 

the f indinq that no cracks had ever been reported in the area of 

concern in th• Utica accident, it appeared to the FAA that the 

Utica hub failure was an isolated case. We felt it would not be 

appropriate, based on that intbrmati~n, to iaaua an 

airworthiness directive (AD) until an effective inspection 

be developed that would not require tha removal of the pilot 

tube. Such an AD would have been a labor-intensive anc:l costly 

effort, resulting in substantial downtime for aircraft owners. 

Most important, however, ~as our concern regardinq the 

possibility or maintenance-induced problems·from these thousands 

ot disassembly operations. The safety record wa had on th• 

Hartzell propeller, in our view, simply did not justify that 

type of action. Instead, we continued to work with K~zell to 

develop ~ ... tiafactory non-destructive in•p•ction procedure 
..• · .. , .. . 

along the·lin•• recommend•~ by the NTSB. Many methods, · 

including x-ray, eddy current, and ultrasonic technique•, were 

reviewed and found to be unua~ble. Hartzell had conc1udad. that 

a non-destructive inspection with th• pilot tube in place waa 
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not possible with current technology. That remains the case 

today. 

The ettort to implement the intent of th• NTSB recommendation, 

without introducinq new airworthiness problems, was still 

onqoinq when the oucuque accident occurred on April 19, 1993. 

This traqio accident involved a Hartzell P.C•B4 propeller of the 

type involved in the 1991 accident. The blade fracture appeared 

similar based on early investiqation; the airplane was an 

identical model. For the first time, then, there was an 

indication that th• earlier blade problem miqht have b .. n otber 

than an isolated aberration. Accordingly, on April 28, we .. 
'•' .!'\ 

-~' 
issued an emergency AD requirinq inspection of tha inner surf'ic• 

of the propeller hubs with the pilot tube removed. The AD 

includad.th• unuaual raquirement that the disassembly of the hub 

and inspection must be done at tne Hartzell facto~y laboratory 

rather than at a certified repair facility. This extraordinary 

measure was taken in an attempt to minimize the po••ibility of 

maintenance-induced error, and maximize speed and consistency of 

data collection. 

At thi•· paint, wa •till cannot account fo~ the cause of the 

fractures. Bnqinearinq data do .. not indicate that th• area ot 

the fractures i• subjected to stress load• that would be a 

likely cause. Analy•i• i• on-qoin9 to revalidate th.a stress 

load data. Actual :fliqht t:esta are also beinCJ conducted this 
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weak. W• continue to work with the NTSB on this issue, and are 

a participant in the accident investiqation, which they oversee. 

In closing, Mr. Ch.airman, I can assure you that we ara w¢rkih9 

closely with the NTSB on this issue, and that we do so on other 

satety issues as well. We ~lso are continuing our work with 

Hartzell. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I woUld be 

pleased to respond to any questions you may have at this till•. 

:,;. 
' 
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