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CPI N ON_ AND ORDER

Respondent appeals the witten initial decision of
Adm ni strative Law Judge WIlliam A Pope, |Il, issued on
Septenber 21, 2001, after an evidentiary hearing.[I By that

decision, the |law judge affirmed the Adm nistrator’s energency

! The law judge's initial decision is attached.
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or der revokingEI

all certificates held by respondent, including
his Airframe and Powerpl ant (A&P) nechanic certificate with
| nspection Authorization (1A and his Comercial Pil ot
Certificate, for violations of Federal Aviation Regulation
("FAR') sections 43.5(a), 43.9(a)(1), 43.12(a)(1), 43.13(a),
43. 13(b), and 43.15(a)(1), and Appendix D to Part 43.EI We deny
t he appeal .

The Adm nistrator’s conplaint alleged the FAR viol ations
occurred in the course of three inspections: an annual
i nspection of N5205W a Pi per PA-28-160 Cherokee; a 100-hour
i nspection of N83947, a Piper PA-28-181 Archer; and a 100- hour
i nspection of N12867, a Cessna C 172M Skyhawk. The Conpl ai nt
all eges that, at the tine respondent conpleted each inspection,

di screpanci es existed on each aircraft that rendered them

unairworthy.EI In addition to the Adm nistrator’s general claim

2 Respondent wai ved the accel erated procedures applicable to
enmer gency revocation proceedi ngs.

3 The rel evant provisions of FAR sections 43.5, 43.9, 43.12,
43. 13, 43.15, and Appendix D to Part 43 are set forth in
Appendi x Ato this Opinion and O der.

4 Specifically, Count One alleges that N5205W exhi bited an
unapproved part (a stabilator trimtrunnion) that respondent
knew had been installed in the course of inspection-related

mai nt enance, an autonotive part instead of the proper stabil ator
trimcontrol handle, crush danage to the firewall imrediately
behi nd the nose | andi ng gear, an unauthorized pop-riveted patch
on the left aileron trailing edge, a “doubler plate” covering

t he outboard ail eron hinge attachnent hardware, two | arge

unaut hori zed sheet netal skin patches on the rudder, and many

wi ng and control surface rivet heads that exhibited



that the discrepancies denonstrated respondent’s general |ack of
techni cal qualification, each count also alleges that
respondent’ s | ogbook airworthiness certification was fraudul ent
or intentionally false.EI Finally, in what we view as the nost
serious charge, the Admnistrator alleges that respondent also
intentionally or fraudulently falsified the airworthiness
certification for N5205Win that he knew an unai rworthy part, an
i nappropriately-fabricated stabilator trimtrunnion, was

installed in the course of inspection-related rraintenance.EI

i nper m ssi bl e danage from a previous sanding. Count Two all eges
t hat N83947 exhibited “excessive signs of working and | ooseness”
of the vertical stabilizer aft spar |ower attachnment rivets, a
crack containing corrosion in the bottomof the aft vertical fin
skin, several fasteners and nutplates mssing fromthe tail cone
assenbly, and several pieces of the tailcone itself broken and
m ssing. Count Three all eges that N12867 exhibited a right w ng
out board | eadi ng edge that was “winkl ed, dented, and damaged,”
and correspondi ng corrosion of the skin surface and damaged

ar ea.

°> The fraudulent or intentional falsification charges in each
Count that stemfromrespondent’s inspection sign-off are based
on only sone of the alleged discrepancies. Specifically, in
Count One, pertaining to N5205W the Adm nistrator contends,
inferentially, at |east, that respondent knew that the aircraft
had an unapproved part installed; in Count Two, pertaining to
N83947, the Adm nistrator contends that respondent knew of the
aircraft’s “excessive signs of working and | ooseness” of the
vertical stabilizer aft spar lower attachment rivets; and, in
Count Three, pertaining to N12867, the Adm nistrator contends

t hat respondent knew that the aircraft’s right w ng outboard

| eadi ng edge was “wrinkl ed, dented, and damaged,” and exhi bited
correspondi ng corrosion of the skin surface and damaged area.

® Respondent’s rel ated | ogbook entry, describing the maintenance
performed in the course of the inspection, stated, in relevant
part:



The evidence fromthe hearing is set forth in detail in the
law judge’s initial decision. |In brief, however, the
Adm ni strator presented expert testinony that the aircraft were
unai rwort hy, and even respondent’s expert was not unequivocal as
to several of the alleged discrepancies. Mreover, there was
conflicting testinony about sonme of the factual allegations, and
the | aw judge made credibility findings against respondent’s
version of events. |In addition, it is useful for our discussion
of the allegations pertaining to the new y-created trunnion
install ed on N5205Wto el aborate on sonme of the rel evant
evi dence presented. The owner of N5205W John Fabbro, held an
A&P mechanic certificate and performed nuch of the naintenance
wor k associated with the annual inspection. At sone point
during the inspection, respondent concluded that the stabil ator
trimtrunni on needed to be replaced. After unsuccessful
attenpts to obtain this trunnion fromthe manufacturer and parts

distributors (it was no | onger produced or avail able), and after

REMOVED STABI LATOR TRI M JACKSCREW ASSEMBLY,
CLEAN[ E] D, LUBED AND REI NSTALLED, STABI LATOR
TRIM Rl G3 NG CHECK SATI SFACTORY PER PI PER
CHEROKEE SERVI CE MANUAL, CHAPTER 2 PARA 5-
23.. ..

Exhibit (“Ex.”) A-4. The Admnistrator also alleges that this
entry was also intentionally false, in violation of FAR section
43.12(a) (1), because no nention is made that the original
trunni on — a subconponent of the stabilator trimjackscrew
assenbly — was renoved and replaced with an apocryphal trunnion
fabricated by a | ocal machinist.



exploring the idea of a salvaged stabilator trimtrunnion (which
was deened ill-advised), respondent suggested to Fabbro that a

| ocal machinist and pilot m ght be able to reproduce the
trunni on. Respondent, with Fabbro’s concurrence, provided the
original trunnion to the machinist, and the machini st
subsequently created a new trunnion using the renoved part as an
exenpl ar. Respondent did not know what naterial the original
trunni on was conprised of, and the nachinist testified at the
hearing that he utilized the best-grade al um num he had. Fabbro
installed the newl y-created trunnion on the aircraft, and,
subsequent|ly, before conpleting the aircraft | ogbook entries
necessitated by the inspection, respondent, on Septenber 29,
2000, orally indicated to Fabbro that the inspection was
conplete and that the aircraft was airworthy. Over the next
several days, Fabbro flew the aircraft nunerous tines, but,
ultimately, respondent and Fabbro both becane aware that the FAA
was interested in whether an unapproved part (i.e., the

trunni on) had been installed on the aircraft. On QOctober 12,
respondent conpleted the aircraft |ogbook entries pertaining to
the inspection, including the descriptions of the associ ated

mai nt enance, after Fabbro, in consultation with respondent
regarding the FAA' s investigation, renoved the machini st -
fabricated trunnion and re-installed the previously-renoved

original part.



In his initial decision, the | aw judge concluded that the
evi dence supported the charge that respondent viol ated FAR
sections 43.5(a), 43.13(a), 43.13(b), and 43.15(a)(1) by
certifying that N5205W and N83947 were airworthy when the
di screpancies listed in the Admnistrator’s conplaint existed at
the tinme of his certification. In making these determ nations,
the law judge credited the testinony by the Adm nistrator’s
expert witness that the discrepancies rendered the aircraft
unai rworthy, and he al so noted that even respondent’s expert
Wi tness equi vocated in his judgnment of respondent’s eval uation
of sone of the cited discrepancies. The |aw judge, however,
al so found that respondent’s actions in this regard were
attributable to a | ack of conpetence and, therefore, that the
Adm ni strator had not proved that respondent’s airworthiness
certifications, in this regard, were fraudulently or
intentionally false. The |law judge dism ssed the all egations
pertaining to N12867 because evi dence was presented at the
hearing that, contrary to the Adm nistrator’s expert’s opinion,
the all eged discrepancy affecting the right wing was assessed by
anot her FAA inspector and found to be airworthy.I

Regardi ng the trunni on on N5205W the |aw judge found,

after assessing the conflicting testinony and nmeking credibility

" The Administrator does not appeal this, or any other, aspect of
the | aw j udge’ s deci si on.



determ nati ons agai nst respondent, that respondent violated FAR
sections 43.13(a) and 43.15(a)(1). The law judge al so concl uded
that respondent’s entry regardi ng renoval of the jackscrew
assenbly (which omtted reference to the trunnion itself)
viol ated FAR sections 43.5(a) and 43.9(a)(1) “because [it]
contained a material omssion.” |In naking this determ nation,
the | aw judge noted that the | ogbook entries did not indicate
that the original trunnion had been renoved, that another
| ocal |l y-created trunnion had been installed and subsequently
removed, and that the original trunnion had then been re-
installed. The |aw judge al so concluded that even though Fabbro
may have perfornmed the actual work, it was done in connection
wi th an annual inspection for which respondent had sol e
responsibility. Finally, the law judge determ ned that the
evi dence denonstrated that respondent knew the nmachi ni st -
fabricated trunnion installed in lieu of the original trunnion
was not airworthy “because it was not an approved part
conformng to the aircraft’s type design, supported by approved
data” and, accordingly, concluded that, on this basis,
respondent’ s Septenber 29 certification that N5205W was
ai rworthy violated FAR section 43.12(a)(1).

On appeal, respondent argues that the machinist-fabricated
trunnion was a legitimte owner-produced part and, therefore,

that the law judge erred in determning that this trunnion



rendered the aircraft unairworthy and that respondent
intentionally falsified the | ogbook entry certifying that the
aircraft was airworthy. Respondent also argues that the |aw
judge erred in placing upon him®“sole responsibility” to | og
mai nt enance (specifically, installation of the machinist-
fabricated trunnion) performed by Fabbro, an A& mechanic, in
connection with the inspection of hEZOSVVE] The Adm ni strat or

urges us to uphold the law judge's initial decision.

8 Respondent al so argues, essentially, that he nade a good-faith,
prof essi onal judgnent that, notw thstanding the conditions cited
by the Adm nistrator (see footnote 5, supra), the aircraft were
airworthy, and that the |aw judge erred because the

Adm ni strator did not prove that the aircraft were unairworthy.
Upon consi deration of respondent’s argunments, however, including
those pertaining to the requirenents and applicability of the
provi sions of Part 21 referenced by the | aw judge, we find no
basis to disturb either the |l aw judge’s credi bility-based
resolution of conflicting testinony or his assessnent of the
expert testinony and evidence. See, e.g., Adm nistrator v.
Smth, 5 NTSB 1560, 1563 (1987), and cases cited there
(resolution of credibility issues, unless nade in an arbitrary
or capricious manner, is within the exclusive province of the

| aw judge); see also Hearing Transcript at 300-460 (testinmony of
FAA inspector Dodge). Respondent al so argues, in the
alternative, that even if there were regulatory transgressions
commtted in the course of his inspection, they wouldn’t warrant
revocation of all of his certificates. W need not reach this

i ssue, however, for respondent’s violation of FAR section
43.12(a)(1) is anmple basis for revocation of all of his FAA
certificates. See, e.g., Admnistrator v. Nunes, et. al., NISB
Order No. EA-4567 at 13-14 (1997) (“FAR 8§ 43.12(a)(1) ‘is
concerned with insuring the truthful ness or accuracy of witten
i nformati on about an aircraft’s maintenance history.’ |If
aircraft records cannot be relied on as accurate, the viability
of the entire aircraft naintenance systemis doubtful.

Mor eover, the necessity for truthful ness and the critical need
for accuracy in these records is reflected clearly in our
precedent, where we have consistently affirmed revocation as the




At the outset, we observe that the relevant date for
eval uating the condition of N5205Win the context of the
Adm nistrator’s allegations is Septenber 29, the date referenced
in respondent’s | oghook entries and airwort hi ness certification.EI
On that date, the evidence is clear, respondent effectively
returned the aircraft to service with the new y-created trunnion
installed on the aircraft, and he indicated to Fabbro that the
aircraft was airworthy.

We address, first, the |law judge’ s determ nations regardi ng
the violations associated with the machinist-fabricated
trunnion. The law judge rationalized that even if the
machi ni st-fabricated trunnion “otherwi se qualified as an owner -
produced part under [FAR] section 21.303(b)(2), it was not an
airworthy part” because (citing FAR sections 21.33(b)(2) and

21.31(b)) "even an owner-produced part nust neet the

requi renents of the aircraft’s type design.”EJ_-I Al t hough we do

only appropriate sanction in simlar circunstances.”) (quoting,
in part, fromAdm nistrator v. Anderson, NTSB Order No. EA-4564
at p. 6, n.7 (1997); see also Admnistrator v. Cody, NTSB O der
No. EA-3714 at 3 (1992) (revocation of airman certificates for
an intentionally fal se statenent nmade upon an application for a
medi cal certificate).

® See, e.g., Administrator v. Rice, 5 NTSB 2285, 2290 (1987)

(“date specified in the entry nust be the date the inspector

concl uded the exam nation of the aircraft” and “this does not
mean that the entry nust be | ogged on that date”).

10 The Iaw judge further found that respondent also violated FAR
section 43.12(a)(1) “by making a mai ntenance entry in the
| ogbook ... that omtted any reference to the replacenent of the



not question the |law judge' s eval uation of respondent’s
affirmati ve defense that he thought the machinist-created
trunnion was a | egitinmate owner-produced part, or the |aw

E]me nonet hel ess

judge’s credibility findings agai nst respondent,
must evaluate this analysis in light of the |law judge’ s

concl usion that respondent, who knew the machini st-fabricated
trunnion was installed as of Septenber 29, intentionally falsely
certified that the aircraft was airworthy on that date. The
required elenments of an intentional falsification charge are a
fal se representation, in reference to a material fact, with
know edge of its falsity. \Were circunstantial evidence is
relied upon to denonstrate know edge of falsity, it nust be so

conpel ling that no other determ nation is reasonably possible.

Hart v. MLucas, 535 F.2d 516, 519 (9'" Cir. 1976); Admi nistrator

v. Hart, 2 NTSB 24, 26 (1977). W think the circunstanti al
evi dence supports the | aw judge’s concl usion that respondent
knew t he newl y-created trunni on was unairworthy, and, therefore,

that his certification that N5205Wwas ai rworthy was know ngly

original stabilator trimtrunnion[.]” W agree, for
respondent’ s sel ective description of the naintenance perforned
clearly coincides with his efforts to conceal the fact that

anot her trunnion was installed. Conpare Adm nistrator v.
Alvarez, et. al., 5 NISB 1906, 1907 (1987) (failure to nmake any
entry is not a violation of 43.12(a)(1) notw thstanding the fact
that the entry was required).

11 See, e.g., Smith, supra.

10



false. As the | aw judge observed after nmaking credibility
determ nati ons agai nst respondent, respondent lied to FAA
i nspectors about the installation of the machinist-fabricated
trunni on, no | ogbook entry referenced the machini st-fabricated
trunni on, and respondent subsequently arranged to have Fabbro
renove the machinist-fabricated trunnion and reinstall the
original trunnion (again, wthout any | ogbook entries) before
maki ng t he backdat ed | ogbook mai ntenance entries and
airworthiness certification. As for the other elenents of an
intentional falsification charge, the Adm nistrator’s expert’s
testi nony about the requirenments of Part 21, and, in particular
the applicability of the requirenent that parts conformto type
design specifications -— including “informati on on di nensi ons,
mat eri al s, and processes necessary to define the structural
strength of the product” --— established that the nachini st-
fabricated trunnion was not an airworthy part. And, obviously,
the installation of any unairworthy part is material to an
ai rworthiness certification, just as it is material to those who
must rely upon the accuracy of maintenance records to ensure
safety of flight.

The evidence also clearly supports the | aw judge’s
determ nation that the Adm nistrator proved violations of FAR
sections 43.5(a), 43.9(a)(1), 43.13(b), and 43.15(a)(1)

associated with the trunnion. The record indicates that

11



respondent was integral to the inspection-related decision to
repl ace the original trunnion with another that he arranged to
have fabricated by the |local nachinist, and the installation of
the machinist-fabricated trunnion was perforned in the course of
mai nt enance related to his inspection and with his ful

know edge and consent. Under these circunstances, and

regardl ess of any record-keeping responsibilities abdicated by
Fabbro (the A&P nmechanic who actually installed the part), we do
not hesitate to conclude that respondent (who conpleted all of

t he mai nt enance descriptions related to the inspection) is

cul pable for the charged aspects of both the inproper inspection
and the associ ated inspection-rel ated mai ntenance. See al so

Adm nistrator v. Scott, NISB Order No. EA-4030 at 7 (1993)

(“inspections are a form of mai ntenance which are subject to the
performance rules in section 43.13") (citation omtted).
In sum we discern no error by the |law judge and we affirm

hi s deci sion upholding the Adm nistrator’s Order of Revocation.

12



ACCCORDI N&Y, |IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. Respondent’ s appeal is deni ed;
2. The law judge’ s initial decision is affirned; and
3. The Adm nistrator’s Order of Revocation is affirned.

BLAKEY, Chai rnman, CARMODY, Vice Chairnman, and HAMVERSCHM DT,
GOGALlI A, and BLACK, Menbers of the Board, concurred in the above
opi nion and order.
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Appendi x A

FAR sections 43.5, 43.9, 43.12, 43.13, 43.15, and Appendix D to
Part 43, 14 C.F. R Part 43, provide, in relevant part, as
fol |l ows:

Sec. 43.5 -- Approval for return to service after
mai nt enance, preventive mai ntenance, rebuilding, or
al teration.

No person may approve for return to service any aircraft,
airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, or appliance, that
has under gone mai nt enance, preventive nmai nt enance,

rebuil ding, or alteration unless --

(a) The maintenance record entry required by 8 43.9 or §
43.11, as appropriate, has been nade;

* * * * *

Sec. 43.9 -- Content, form and disposition of maintenance,
preventive mai ntenance, rebuilding, and alteration records
(except inspections performed in accordance with part 91,
part 123, part 125, 8§ 135.411(a)(1l), and 8 135.419 of this
chapter).

(a) Maintenance record entries. Except as provided in
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section, each person
who maintains, perforns preventive maintenance,
rebuilds, or alters an aircraft, airframe, aircraft
engi ne, propeller, appliance, or conponent part shal
make an entry in the maintenance record of that
equi pnent containing the follow ng information:

(1) A description (or reference to data acceptable to the
Adm ni strator) of work perforned.

(2) The date of conpletion of the work perforned.
(3) The nane of the person performng the work if other
than the person specified in paragraph (a)(4) of this

secti on.

(4) If the work perfornmed on the aircraft, airfrane,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, or conponent

14



Sec.

part has been perforned satisfactorily, the signature,
certificate nunber, and kind of certificate held by

t he person approving the work. The signature
constitutes the approval for return to service only
for the work perforned. In addition to the entry
required by this paragraph, major repairs and nmaj or
alterations shall be entered on a form and the form
di sposed of, in the manner prescribed in appendi x B,
by the person perform ng the work.

43.12 -- Mai ntenance records: Falsification,

reproduction, or alteration.

(a)
(1)

(2)

(3)

Sec.

(a)

No person may make or cause to be made:

Any fraudulent or intentionally false entry in any
record or report that is required to be nade, kept, or
used to show conpliance with any requirenent under
this part;

Any reproduction, for fraudul ent purpose, of any
record or report under this part; or

Any alteration, for fraudul ent purpose, of any record
or report under this part.

43. 13 Performance rul es (general).

Each person perform ng mai nt enance, alteration, or
preventive mai ntenance on an aircraft, engine,
propel l er, or appliance shall use the nethods,

techni ques, and practices prescribed in the current
manuf acturer's mai nt enance manual or Instructions for
Conti nued Airworthiness prepared by its manufacturer,
or other methods, techniques, and practices acceptable
to the Administrator, except as noted in § 43.16. He
shal |l use the tools, equipnent, and test apparatus
necessary to assure conpletion of the work in
accordance wth accepted industry practices. If
speci al equi pnent or test apparatus is recommended by
t he manuf acturer involved, he nust use that equi pnent

15



(b)

Sec.

(a)

(1)

or apparatus or its equivalent acceptable to the
Admi ni strator.

Each person maintaining or altering, or performng
preventive nmai ntenance, shall do that work in such a
manner and use materials of such a quality, that the
condition of the aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propel l er, or appliance worked on will be at | east
equal to its original or properly altered condition
(wth regard to aerodynam ¢ function, structura
strength, resistance to vibration and deterioration,
and other qualities affecting airworthiness).

* * * * *

43.15 -- Additional performance rules for inspections.

Ceneral . Each person perform ng an inspection required
by Part 91, 123, 125, or 135 of this chapter, shall --—

Performthe inspection so as to determ ne whether the
aircraft, or portion(s) thereof under inspection,
nmeets all applicable airworthiness requirenments; []

* * * * *

Appendix D to Part 43 -- Scope and Detail of Itens (as
Applicable to the Particular Aircraft) To Be Included in
Annual and 100- Hour I nspections

(a)

(b)

(1)

(2)

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour

i nspection shall, before that inspection, renove or
open all necessary inspection plates, access doors,
fairing, and cowing. He shall thoroughly clean the
aircraft and aircraft engine.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour
i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) the
foll owi ng conponents of the fuselage and hull group:

Fabric and skin -- for deterioration, distortion,
ot her evidence of failure, and defective or insecure
attachnment of fittings.

Systens and conponents -- for inproper installation,
apparent defects, and unsatisfactory operation.

16



(3)

(c)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(d)

(1)

(2)

(3)

Envel ope, gas bags, ballast tanks, and related parts -
— for poor condition.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour
i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) the
foll ow ng conponents of the cabin and cockpit group:

Cenerally -- for uncleanliness and | oose equi pnent
that m ght foul the controls.

Seats and safety belts -- for poor condition and
apparent defects.

W ndows and w ndshields -- for deterioration and
br eakage.
I nstrunents -- for poor condition, nounting, marking,

and (where practicable) inproper operation.

Fl i ght and engine controls -- for inproper
installation and i nproper operation.

Batteries -- for inproper installation and inproper
char ge.
Al systens -- for inproper installation, poor general

condi tion, apparent and obvi ous defects, and
insecurity of attachnent.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100-hour
i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) conponents
of the engine and nacelle group as foll ows:

Engi ne section -- for visual evidence of excessive
oil, fuel, or hydraulic |eaks, and sources of such
| eaks.

Studs and nuts -- for inproper torquing and obvious
def ect s.

I nternal engine -- for cylinder conpression and for

metal particles or foreign matter on screens and sunp
drain plugs. If there is weak cylinder conpression,
for inproper internal condition and inproper internal
t ol er ances.

17



(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(e)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

Engi ne nount -- for cracks, |ooseness of nounting, and
| ooseness of engine to nount.

Fl exi bl e vi bration danpeners -- for poor condition and
deterioration.

Engi ne controls -- for defects, inproper travel, and
i mproper safetying.

Li nes, hoses, and clanps -- for |eaks, inproper
condi tion and | ooseness.

Exhaust stacks -- for cracks, defects, and inproper
attachnent.

Accessories -- for apparent defects in security of
nmount i ng.
Al systenms -- for inproper installation, poor general

condition, defects, and insecure attachnent.
Cowing -- for cracks, and defects.
Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour

i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) the
foll owm ng conponents of the | andi ng gear group:

Al units -- for poor condition and insecurity of
attachnent.

Shock absorbing devices -- for inproper oleo fluid
| evel .

Li nkages, trusses, and nenbers -- for undue or

excessi ve wear fatigue, and distortion.

Retracting and | ocki ng mechanism-- for inproper
oper ati on.

Hydraulic lines -- for |eakage.

El ectrical system-- for chafing and inproper
operation of swtches.

VWheel s -- for cracks, defects, and condition of
beari ngs.
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(8)
(9)
(10)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

(J)

Tires -- for wear and cuts.
Brakes -- for inproper adjustnent.
Fl oats and skis -- for insecure attachnent and obvi ous

or apparent defects.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100-hour

i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) al
conponents of the wing and center section assenbly for
poor general condition, fabric or skin deterioration,
di stortion, evidence of failure, and insecurity of
attachnent.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour

i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) al
conponents and systens that make up the conplete
enpennage assenbly for poor general condition, fabric
or skin deterioration, distortion, evidence of
failure, insecure attachnment, inproper conponent
installation, and inproper conponent operation.

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour
i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) the
fol |l owi ng conponents of the propeller group:

Propel |l er assenbly -- for cracks, nicks, binds, and
oi | | eakage.

Bolts -- for inproper torquing and | ack of safetying.
Anti-icing devices -- for inproper operations and

obvi ous def ects.

Control nmechanisns -- for inproper operation, insecure
nmounting, and restricted travel.

* * * * *

Each person perform ng an annual or 100- hour

i nspection shall inspect (where applicable) each
installed mscellaneous itemthat is not otherw se
covered by this listing for inproper installation and
i nproper operation.
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