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THUNDERCHIEFS AND RATS

By Capt Terry Paasch
508 TFG (AFRES)

A number of recent flight control hydraulic
problems in the venerable Thud have brought
some attention back to the Ram Air Turbine
(RAT)—something which used to be exercised
only by the FCF pilot.

With no warning system and the standard
“peanut-sized’”’ hydraulic gauges, the first
indication of a failing system may be stab-aug
problems/sensitive controls if P 1 is on the way
out, or sluggish controls may point to a P2
system problem. A single system failure simply
requires the pilot to monitor the other system
while heading for home. If both systems fail,
then it is time for the RAT. In the B-model, the
RAT uses utility hydraulic fluid to pressurize the
P 1 system while the other models pressurize
P o from a separate emergency hydraulic
reservoir.

The book tells us a single system will operate
the flight controls but a response degradation
must be expected. This degradation is most
noticeable in the D/F and G models because of
the restricted system. Another important point to
remember is the emergency fluid supply may be
pumped overboard if there is a leak in the part
of the normal system being supplied by the
emergency system. If this happens inflight, ejec-
tion will become the only course of action.

A considerable amount of “need-to-know" in-
formation is tucked away in the dash one on the
RAT and emergency hydraulic system. Knowing
the workings of the system, and how and when to
use it may be the difference between a normal
landing and jettisoning the ole Thud!

8

...interest items,
mishaps with
morals, for the
TAC aircrewman

T0 LEARN OR TO BURN

These flight jackets were worn by the aircrew
involved in a recent aircraft fire. They were
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pilot did not shut off the engines before he
egressed the aircraft. The fire department
elected to snuff the engines out using light
water foam (Aqueous Film Forming Foam). The
damage to the aircraft and cost of repair was
relatively minor up to this point.

Engines subjected to fire suppressant agents
usually require shipment to depot for overhaul.
This case was no exception. Now, the reportable
cost of the mishap increased by about $60,000!
And it's not over yet. The real cost to the Air
Force for this mishap will include repair or re-
placement of any engine components which are
damaged by the corrosive effects of the fire sup-
pressant.

Chemical agents have varying corrosive ef-
fects on different types of metal. They range
from protein foam (highly corrosive runway
foam soon to leave the inventory) to Halon 1211
which is not corrosive. The longer the engine is
exposed to chemical agents, the greater the
damage will be.

The cost of engines and engine repair is very
high and isn't decreasing. Therefore, the cost of
a mishap can be greatly increased by failing to
take timely action against the corrosive effects
of chemicl agents. The procedures vary but
generally include a water wash ASAP after the
incident, drying, engine teardown, preventive lu-
brication, and expeditious shipment to depot. In
the subject mishap, the engines were not water
washed, were not removed from the aircraft for
a month, and were not shipped to depot until
four months after the fact. The actual damage to
the engines remains to be seen.

There currently exists a 2-J series tech order
for all jet engines except the F-100 which is still
being tested and the TF-30. The general
procedures in T.0. 1-1-1, Chapter 4, can be
used on the TF-30. The tech order describes
procedures to be followed in case an engine is
subjected to fire suppressants. It is important
that every unit recognize the need to apply these
procedures and know where to find the informa-
tion. The attached chart (subject to change, of
course) should help.

Each flying unit should be familiar with the re-
quired procedures to use following fire sup-
pressant ingestion into engines. If supervisors
know where the procedures are written and
ensure timely compliance, we've established one
more way to keep “just another incident” on this
side of that fine line.

TAC ATTACK
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© Stan Hardison, 1977

Dear Editor,

Captain Rogers’ letter in TAC TIPS of the March
1980 TAC ATTACK gave some good poop for jocks
flying into “P” fields. I would only like to add a sug-
gestion to his comments.

Unlike our friends in MAC, 1 doubt if many
aircrews in TAC spend their idle time thumbing
through FLIP. I don’t normally, but I once had an
occasion to review the pilot procedures in the
General Planning Section. In chapter 5, para 5-4b,
information is provided for NOTAMS at civil air-
ports. Basically, it states that if a proposed flight will
terminate at a “P” field, then consult the FSS that
services the area for local NOTAMS. More im-
portantly, if a jock had to divert into a “P” field,
then he could call FSS (255.4 UHF; 122.2 VHF) and
receive the information he needs and alert them of
his arrival.

The possibility of such an occurrence is rare, but it
would be nice to know that the runway was covered
with snow and ice before you were on short final!
BRENT LIVINGSTON, Captain, USAF
Flying Safety Officer
301 TFW, Carswell AFB TX
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Dear Capt Livingston,

Thanks for the additional info. There are several
ways of getting the information; but for “P” fields,
you have to make sure you ask for everything you
need. A lot of times, they don’t offer the RCR and
other things automatically.

Ed
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CLASS A MISHAPS 9

AIRCREW FATALITIES

TOTAL EJECTIONS

SUCCESSFUL EJECTIONS

TAC AIR DEFENSE

0| 347 TFW
33 TFW
56 TFW
1 TFW
31 TFW

TAC GAINED FTR/RECCE TAC GAINED AIR DEFENSE TAC/GAINED Other Units

182 TASG  (ANG)
193 TEWG  (ANG)

381152 TRG (ANG) J 1193 | 191 FIG
{188 TFG (ANG) | 74 { 102 FIW
138 TFG (ANG) § |- 70°{ 177 FI6
871917 TFG (AFR) J | 36 125 FIG
116 TFW (128 TFS)(ANG) |19 119 FIG

CLASS A MISHAP COMPARISON RATE 79/80

(BASED ON ACCIDENTS PER 100,000 HOURS FLYING TIME)

4] 110 TASG___ (ANG)
| USAFTAWC _ (TAC)
919 506 (AFR)

T 1979

69 1 701 59 | 6.6

1979

1979 A
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