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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Accident Investigation
E-3B, SN 77-0354
Elmendorf AFB, Alaska
22 September 1995

While departing Elmendorf AFB on a routine training mission the morning of 22 Sept 95, an E-3B
aircraft struck a flock of Canada Geese, several of which were ingested by the number one and
number two engines. The result was an immediate, unconfined catastrophic failure of the number
two engine as well as compressor stalls in the number one engine. The mishap aircraft began a
slow lefi-hand climbing turn, struck a hilly wooded area less than 1 mile off the departure end of
the runway and broke apart. The mishap aircraft was destroyel and all 24 crew members were
fatalities.

The aircrew did everything humanly possible to fly this aircraft out of an unflyable situation. All
flight deck aircrew members were fully qualified to perform in their assigned crew positions.
Aircrew training and qualifications were not a factor in this accident. Material and maintenance
factors did not contribute to this accident.

The flock of Canada Geese that the mishap aircraft struck after rotation originated in the infield
area adjacent to runway 05. The senior controller in the tower told two witnesses that he

observed the gecse tift off wiid Turii 1o the Tight, diféstly ifito the path of thie thishap aircraft. Two
minutes before the E-3 began takeoff roll, a C-130 taking off on the same runway flushed a flock
of geese. The tower controller observed this flock, but did not notify the mishap aircraft or
Airfield Management.

The geese had been roosting in the infield adjacent to runway 05 and 33. AFR 127-15 describes
this condition as “an immediate safety hazard.” The reason why the geese went undetected was
the result of systemic failure. A Headquarters Air Force Safety Agency team conducted a staff
assistance visit at Elmendorf AFB in July 1995. Their endorsement of the Wing’s written plan
(OPLAN 127-15) convinced the Wing that nothing else was required to prepare for migration
scason. Also, Elmendorf had experienced only one aircraft goose strike in the past five years.

The 3rd Wing had a well-written plan, but there were inadequate preventive measures to handle
the growing number of geese on the airfield. Specifically, there was no augmentation of airfietd
patrols, no static deterrents, such as sound cannons, and no spotlighting of inficld areas during
hours of darkness. The primary action of the program at 3rd Wing was to maintain the infield
grass at a recommended height of 7-14 inches. Airfield Management reacted effectively when
geese were scon. In the 17 days prior to the accident they dispersed geese on seven occasions,
and two days prior they killed geese that would not disperse. However, procedures to detect and
deter geese were inadequate and lacked perseverance,




In summary, the accident was dircctly caused by the ingestion of Canada geese into engines one
and two. Furtherinore, two factors substantially contributetd to the accident, First, the Wing
tacked an aggressive program to detect and deter geese; specifically, the Bird Hazard Reduction
Working Group did not adequatcly prepare for the migration season, Airtield Management’s
efforts to detect and deter geese were inadequate, and an earlier Safety Agency staff assistance
visit had mislead the Wing 1o believe il was prepared. Second, the tower controller failed to
notify the mishap aircraft or Airfield Management that geese were present in the infield.









3. Mission Briefing: Mission planning and the pre-mission briefing were conducted in
accordance with all applicable guidance and regulations. This briefing included a safety and
emergency procedures briefing. The mission briefing was nat a contributing factor in this mishap.

D. Impact: At0747:12, the mishap aircraft impacted at coordinates 149 degrees, 45
minutes West and 61 degrees, 16 minutes North, approximately .9 nm Northeast of Elmendorf Air
Force Base runway 05. The impact area is on Elmendorf Air Force Base property.

E. Egress Systems: Egress systems were not a factor in this accident.

F. Personal and Surviva] Equipment: The impact was not survivable (Tab J); therefore,

personal and survival equipment were not a factor.

G. Rescue:

1. Aircraft 77-0354 crashed at 0747:12 immediately after take-off from Elmendorf Air
Force Base, Alaska, on 22 September 1995. Base fire and rescue vehicles were alerted at
0746:44 when the tower controller activated the Primary Crash Alarm System (PCAS). Crash 10
was the first unit responding at 0747:49 (Tab N). The wreckage was located and the first
firefighter was on scene at 0758. The first crew member was located at 0832 and the last body
was found at 1938,

H. Crash Response:

1. There were many difficulties experienced in the crash response. The weather was
not a factor and the sun was up and lighting conditions were good. The topography presented
difficulties. Although the crash focation was on base, there were no access roads leading to the
site. Crash response firefighters initially proceeded to the scene on foot until a bulldozer created
better access. The fire burned for several hours. Fire crew were able to get water hoses to the
scene at 0901, Units from nearby Ft. Richardson also agsisted in the crash response.

2. Overall, given the terrain and lack of access roads, crash response was very effective
and people were on scene relatively soon after the crash. Due to the severity of the impact,
however, crash response and rescue efforts were not a factor in this mishap.

I. Environmental Response:

1. The following environmental response was received from Capt. Jim Liddle,
3rd SPTG/CEVC. (Phone: DSN 317-552-8057/7021):

a. A preliminary environmental site assessment was conducted 28-29 Sep 95 for the
site of the AWACS crash. The abjective was to determine the location and extent of
contamination. Per Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) regulation, 18
AAC 75, the atea is considered a “spill” site requires a report to be filed with the state. This




happened immediately after the incident. Closure of the spill report will come when the ADEC is
satisfied that the level of contamination is not compromising the environment.

b. 20 samples were taken for laboratory analysis. An effort was made to include
areas known to be high in hydrocarbons, as well as future drainage zones and background
samples. Sample locations were marked with large wooden stakes for future reference. Samples
were analyzed for diesel range organics (DRO) and metals. Analytical results indicated that the
only contaminant of concern was DRO from jet fuel, Drainage areas were free of contamination
(as expected) and the land prior to the initial impact zone was also free of fuel,

¢. A follow-up sampling occurred 0 Nov 95. The purpose of this task was to
prove that the DRO had not migrated into the subsurface and that the higher levels were actually
vaporizing and naturally attenuating. Although our marking stakes had been removed and much
of the ground had been modified (including the addition of a gravel road through the site), we
attempted to sample in areas that had been high in DRO initially. Samples were taken at the
surface, where a comparison would indicate the level of dissipation, as migration was thought not
to be an issue by the ADEC because there are no sources of potable water at the crash site.

d. Analytical results for the follow-up effort are expected 13-14 Nov 95, Once
these are assessed, a final spill closure report will be filed with the ADEC. We expect that they
will support our efforts to close this issue as quickly as possible. If that is the case, no future
remediation projects will be required for the site,

e. Asbestos sampling was conducted for the site and pieces of wreckage thought to
be asbestos containing material (ACM). A portion of the Rotodome was found to contain 1 to 2
percent ACM in a non-friable state, Non-friable asbestos does not pose a health hazard as long as
it is not mechanically abraded or burned. It is intended that this material will be disposed per the
applicable regulations, in an approved asbestos landfill.

J. Maintenance Documentation:

1. AFTO form 781 aircraft records and Computer Automated Maintenance System
(CAMS) records for aircraft 77-0354 were reviewed (TAB U-A-1 through TAB U-A-40). My
maintenance technical advisor visited the maintenance facility and reviewed all maintenance log
books.

2. Operating time on number one engine was 10,369.0 hours (TAB U-E-1).

. 3. Operating time on number two engine was 25,803.5 hours (TAB U-E-1).

4, Operating time on number three engine was 23,743.9 hours (TAB U-E-1).

5. Operating time on number four engine was 12,813.3 hours (TAB U-E-1).



6. Engines were physically examined, and engine records and log books were reviewed.
All engines were operating normally before the ingestion of birds.

7. AFTO 781 and CAMS reflect that all scheduled inspections were accomplished on
time or scheduled for future inspections (TAB U-A-16).

8. Two TCTQ’s were discovered awaiting action; both have parts on back order (TAB
U-A-21, U-A-22). Neither TCTO was a contributing factor to the accident.

9. BPO through flight conducted on 20 Sept 95 reflected no abnormal discrepancies (U-
D-1, U-D-2).

10. Examination of maintenance documentation revealed no discrepancies that
contributed to the accident.

K. Maintenance Personnel and Supervision

1. Inspection of personnel training records reflect that the Dedicated Crew Chief and
Assistant Dedicated Crew Chief were thoroughly trained and current on all assigned maintenance
tasks.

2. No Maintenance practice or procedures were related to the mishap.

1. The number one engine (S/N PW00707003) was installed on aircraft 77-0354 on 20
Mar 91 (TAB U-E-1).

2. The number two engine (8/N PW00660090) was installed on aircraft 77-0354 on 29
Jan 93 (TAB U-E-1),

3. The number three engine (S/N PW00659708) was installed on aircraft 77-0354 on 5
Apr 95 (TAB-U-E-1).

4. The number four engine (S/N PW00696822) was installed on aircraft 77-0354 on 11
May 94 (TAB U-E-1).

S. Fuel samples were collected from tank farm tanks 49, 50 and pump houses 88 and 89
(TAB U-B-1). Additional fuel samples were gathered from MA fisel truck # 89600973 and fuel
hose cart #76W00175 (TAB U-B-1). The base fuel lab conducted particle assessment and fuel
weight tests. No tests showed evidence of contaminated fuel. No fuel sample was recovered
from the crash site, due to the post impact fire.
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