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Flle No. 1-0dr5 

NATIONAL T R A X m r n T I O N  SAFTrY mRD 
DFP- OF TRANSPORTATION 

A I R C R A I T  ACCIDESJT I(EP0-V 

Adopted: January 14, 1970 - 
- 

NEW mms, m ~ s r w l  
W M  20, 1969 

SYNCPSIS 

N1420, u. Douglas X-3, was being operated by Mr. William Jackson 

porting sgortsmen t o  Belize, 3'itist liondwas. The ai.rcr=X crashed 
of Travel A.asoqi.ietes, Memphis, Tennessee, fo r  the purpose of trans- 

and burned on New Orleans International A i r p a r t  follcwirg an Instrument 
Landing System ( I I S )  approach to Runway 10. %e crash occurred a t  
0655 c.8.t. 1/ on t.lr.rch 20, 19%. Of the 27 Xrsons on board, 11 

a i r c r a f t  came t o  r e s t  a t  the intersection of Rmways 5 and 10. W i t h  
survived. Tiie crev of three was ammg those f a t a u  injured. The 

-the-exception of t:ie r ight w i q  and empenn~p, the a i rc ra f t  was 
destroyed by i-ct and fire. 

m e  a i rc ra f t  3eparted ~ m h i s ,  Tennessee, a t  043:' s )  :Ind flew on an 

pilot-in-commant? an3 coFilot h i re3  for the f l ight  wer? U l e n  R. Tentwson 
instrument f l igh t  plan t o  tl,e Few Orleans 1nternation:;l Akport. The 

Marion L. Hayes, a p i lo t  em?lqed by Avion, Inc. 
an& William H. StovzU, Jr., respectively. Also in the cockpit vas 

Prior t o  cmencinr:  the ZS amroach t o  F317.m~ 10, the weather 
conditions were reported ! 0 l C k 2 D .  mese c c r d k  .lons included a 
Ramray Visual Rmge (W3) of Less than hC0 f e e t  %cause of fog and 
smcke. This cordition existed before, a t ,  &a3 C t e r  the time of the 
accident. 

Probable Cause 

The safety mard deternines the probable cause of t h i s  accident 
t o  be the controlled descent. OF tile aircraft into known belaw minima 
weat.her conditions aod the fa i lu re  of the crew t o  discontinue the 
lan6ing attempt upon reaching the  decision height. Contributing to 
the  cause are existing regulaticns which pedt an approach t o  be 
in i t i a ted  i n  conditiocs v e i l  below minina, lack of c l a r i t y  i n  the 
regdat ions  in describing olissed-approach prc-ceWss while following 

1/ Fkcept as  noted, all times herein are centra l  standard, based - on the 24-hcur clock. 
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visual cues t o  the m y ,  misinterpretation by the crew of the 
information receive9 f rom the approach controller (in t h i s  case, 
the legal i ty  of landing i n  low v i s ib i l i t y  conditicns), impropr 
crew ac t io l  at the time of i n i t t a l  runway contact, and poor crew 
jU&!mnt par t ia l ly  induced by fatigue, and the lack of magagement 
require5 for such an operation. 

I 

1. INVESTIGATIO1~ 

1.1 History of liliat -. ' i  

m42D had been ferried from Houston, Texas, t o  Memphis, Tennessee, 1 

by an Avion, Inc., p i lo t ,  Marion ?,eo H&yes. Hayes was the only perscn 
I 

seen dicembarking from the aircraft when it arrive? a t  the Robbins 
I 

Airborne ramp a t  Menphis. Nl42D left Hcuuton a t  Gpproximately 1d55, I 
March 15, 1969. 

i n  the a i rc re f t  with Allen R. Wnnyson, a p i lo t  residing i n  Memphis, 
The same evenifig at approximately 191.0, Hayes departed the ramp 

who had bee3 hired by Mr. William Jackson t o  f ly m 4 2 ~  t o  I)elizc., 
British Honduras. The tower tape disclosed tkat  only one takeoff 
and one landing were performed by Nl42D. This short f l igh t  ended 
when the aircraft returnecl t o  the Xobbinq Airborne ramp at approximately 
1925. After arrival, the a i rc ra f t  was serviced. The fuel  tanks were fllreii' 
by addfng 461 gallons of 100-octene miat ion fuel, making a t o t a l  f i e1  
load of 6CO gallons. Two gallons af o i l  com:Jleted the servicing which 
was paid for by a credi t  card signed by Ralpr: E. Deters, one of the 
passengers f a t a l u  injured i n  the crash. 

i 
i 

The f l i gh t  l e f t  the ramp at approximately 0430, March 20, 1969, 
and took off on an instrument flight rule  (IFR) flight plan t o  the 
New Orleans I n t e r n a t i o x l  Airport, New Orleans, Louisiana. The f l igh t  
was cleared via Victor Airway 9 t o  cruise a t  9,000 feet .  The estimated 
time en route f i l ed  was 2 hours and 10 minutes, with an estimated 
fuel  end1.wance of 6 hours. The es:imated time of depxture  was &OO. 
The fl ight plan stated that 25 persons were aboard. 

A t  approximately &37, Memphis Tower contacted Memphis A i r  Route 
Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) and informed them that  Nlk2D was 'I.. . off 
a t  thirty-six" "...half a mile south end. of the runwsy." Memphis ARTCC 
reported radar contact, and a t  &37:35, Nl42D called MemDhis ARTCC who 
replied saying that  r& c3ntact-waii established. m42i1, upon being 
queried, said t t a t  the  a j rc ra f t  was not transponder equipped. 

Mississippi) on air/ground frequency and requested current New Orleans 
A t  approximately 0535, M42D called Jackson Radio (Jackson, 

. .  

i 

I 

. ,  I 
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Inte:mnatioa3l Airport weather, which was given as  follows: "Moisant 

b i l i t y  one-sixteenth mlle, smoke, fog, rmway visual  range 1200 feet  
llOG G.m.t. (0500 c.s.t.) observation, sky par t i a l ly  obscured, v i s i-  

variable 140a feet, fog obscuring nine-tenths of the sky." Nl42D 
then requestc.d the forecast for New Orleans for the folloving couple 

valid from 1100 t o  2300 G.m.t. ( O W  t o  l ~ m  c.s.t.): '"oisant, sky 
of hc,urs. The following forecast WBJ  given t o  the f l ight  and was 

un t i l  1500 G.1u.t. ( W O O  c.s.t.) then becoming clear,  v i s i b i l i t y  
par t ia l ly  obscured, v i s ib i l i ty  1/16 mile i n  ground fog and smoke, 

2 ni les  In ground fog and smoke." Nl42D acknowledged and was asked 
i f  it had the current advisory for New Orleans t o  which the f l i gh t  
replied, "affirmative." The Jackson Flight service Station gave Nl42D 
an nltimeter sett ing of 30.00. 

control of Nl42D was trausferred t o  Houston ARTCC from Meaphis ARTCC. 
According t o  the transcript  of the radio communications, a t  0608 

A t  06W$ when approximately 3 miles north of the McComb VOR 2/, E42D 

Moiomt *?as below minimums. N142D replied that  it understood and said 
contacted Houston ARTCC. A t  0610, Houston m c  informed Nlr2D tha t  

that  it had been told tha t  the fog was going t o  burn off by the time 
of its arr ival  i n  approxlmately 1 hour. Nl42D asked what was the 
closest other airport  then open. Houston 1,FiTCC said "Baton Rouge was 
report+ sky partially obscured, measured c e i l l q  LOO overcast, 1-1/2 

that  there was good weather a t  Natchez." N142D said, "It may improve 

ARTCC said, "(unintelligible) it looks l ike  it was holding at one and 
as forecasted, and I'll nake that  decision at  New Orleans." Houston 

a half miles." Nl42D replied, "Roger, I'll j u s t  hold u n t i l  the mn 
got up a l i t t l e  and start improving; we'll  f l y  on over and take a look, 
over. I' 

-mile's,-~~fog, tops 2,400; WComb radio advises tha t  a p i lo t  reported 

delta i f  you're going t o  hold north of New Orleans, do you want t o  stay 
a t  nine thousand and hold or do you want t o  come on down?" N142D said, 

t o  come down and make one pass at the field and then proceed back and 
"Well (unintell igible) we are going t o  come over and hold; we'd l ike  

hold. Over. " 

A t  approximtely 0619, Houston ARTCC said, "Douglas 0r.e fow? two 

.I 

3,000 feet. Nl42D reported, "...out of nine fo r  three." A t  069, the 
flight was given the new Orleans altimeter se t t ing of 30.06. A t  the 

t o  New Orleans approach control. The oonversntion between the con- 
same time, control of the aF-craft was transferred f rom Houston ARTCC 

t rol lers ,  according t o  the t r m s c r i p t  of the Moisant Tower tapes, was 

A t  approximately 0642, N l b D  was cleared tc  descend and maintain 

21 Mcc - 
which is 72 nautical miles south of Jackson, Mlssiseippi, VOR and 76 
nautical miles north of the New Orleans VOR. 

omb, Mississippi, very high frequency omnidirectional radio range, 
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88  follows: 

HOU AR1ccC: I got e. Iy: three here, says he wants t o  come i n  
and take a look at it. It's November one four 
two delta. Dc three  s lant  delta. He's over 
W s o n  at--descending t o  three thousand primary 
target your control. 

USY AR/DR: Is that  f ive northwest of Oyster?j/ 

Houmcc: uh, !mat's c o m e t .  

YS AR/DR: R& contact. P.G. 

€IOU A K E C :  B. D. 
(The Initials are used by c m t r o l l e r s  i n  signing off during 
the transfer of control of a i rc ra f t .  ) 

"...out of three poict four for three thousand." (3,400 feet  for 3,OW 
feet. ) %e following are the corversations between the  a i rc ra f t  and 
New Orleans appro.xh and local  controllers as contained in the t zmscr ip t s  
made of tde tape recordings of radio transmissions: ~~ .- . 

A t  0635, Nl42D contacted N w  Orleans approach control and reported, 

0635:33 

I 
i I 

! 
! 

! 

I 

, I  

I 

I 

i 
i 
i 

I 

: 

i 

i 

I 

N l 4 2 D  UH APPROACH ONE FOLT Two DELTA WHAT 'D YOU SAY YOU E 4 D  ON 
m €VR? 

Is/ Oyster Intersection Ss 26 nautical  miles north of the New Orleans 

a d  cieparture radar which x . s  bel22 controlled from one position. 
(MY) VOR. MSY AR//DR refers  to the New Orleans (or Moisant) aprroach 

The same was t rue of local  and ground control (MSY Elm). 

i 

j 
I 
! 

i 
4 

! 

i 

: 

i 



MSY AR/DR I CAN CLE4R YOU FOR AN APPROACH UH 'YES UII YOU CAN W E  THE 
L O W  APPROACH IF YOli'D LIKE 

0638:15 

m 4 2 ~  UH ROGER WELT, I F  UH WE CAN GEl! CONTACT WITH THE (ROUND UfI 
WILL~EBELEGALTOLANDIFTHATSCXHUNDREDFECP? 

MSY AR/DR FOUA TWO CELTA ACCORDING TO l V 3  APPROACII PI,ATES IF YOU GFI! 
THE RUNGIAY OR APPROACH LIGHTS DX SIGFI! UH C O W . T I O N  ON 'I"P 

ATORY IF  YOU CAN SEE l?fE RUTWAY OR .WPROACH LIGHTS AFFIRMATIVE 
SHOULD SAY 1s THAT UH THl? APPROACH PLATE I S  IF SELF EXPLAN- 

APPROACH CONTROL D0UGJ.M ONE FOUR TWO DELW WULD YOU GIVE 
US A VECTOR rT7 AN ILS? * 
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NO S=R 

MSY AR/DR lQtl3 TWO D Z T A  NEGATiVE DESCEND U D  VAINTAIN TWO THOUSAND 

3 



MSY AR/DR D3 YOU HAVE YOUR APPROACE PIATE WITli YOU? 
! 

0649:24 ROGER 

Nl&D ROGER 

0650:C 
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0655:46 

F E Y  W/GC FOLR TWO DJLLTA TOWER 

NSY Z/GC WlTGLAS FOUR TWO DELTA M0I:SNT TO'dEB 

seat .lwing the takeoff and climbout from emphis. Hayes stayed there 

back into  the pssenger cabin, had cofYee, end tslked with members of 
un t i l  the a i rc ra f t  leveled off a t  cruising alt i tude,  a f te r  which he came 

the tour and William Jackson. While %?.yes was in the ptssenger cabin, 
Stovall left  tine cockpit, came into t h s  passenger cabin, and went t o  
the rest room in the rear of the cabin. At. t h i s  time, Hayes was not 

a1 seat called a "jump seat.," which was located i n  the passageway t o  
seen in t.he passenges cabin. The cockpit was equipped with an addition- 

the cockpit jus t  t o  the rear  of the two p i lo t s '  seats. 

Eccording t o  one of the survivors, Hayes occupied the r ight  (copilot) 

W i n g  the f i rm1  approach t o  Ne%- *leans, some of the survivors 
remember passing over a swamp and observed trees,  logs in the water, 
a house on stilts, an oil refinery, a red bridge, a levee, and a white 
s t r ipe  on the runway. 

The survivors described the i n i t i a l  ground contact as vexy hard 

being applied was heard, Szveral eeconds padsed before the secmd 
and said tha t  the a i rc ra f t  bounced, a f te r  which the sound of pmer 

gr'ound impact, during which some thought tha t  the l e f t  wing stmck 
something. One survivor I t x r i b r d  <ne second impact by saving that  
the a i rcraf t  t i l t e d  t o  the left an8 s tar ted t o  cartwheel. After the 
aircraft came t o  res t ,  ]lire iras sean.by the survivors. 

1.2 Injuries t o  Persons 

Injries C r e w  Passengers Others - - 
Nonfatal 
Fats1 3 13 

0 
0 

ll 0 
lion.? 0 0 0 

1.3 DBmage t o  Aircraft 

aircraft was destroyed by ground impact and f i re .  

1.4 Other DBmage 

With the exception of tine right wing and empennage, the ent i re  

None 
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1.5 Crew 'InZomtion 

Tennyson and I i a y e s  possessed current air transport p i l o t  

possessed a c s r e n t  comercial p i l o t  ce r t i f i ca te  with multiengine 
cert if icates and born were type rated in a Douglas X-3.  Stovall 

medical cer t i f icates .  Tennyson did not meet the recency of experience 
and instrument ratings. All zhree pi lo ts  possessed current FAA 

requirements of Part 61, Section 61.47 of the Federal Aviation Re@- 
lations ( FAR. ). - 5/ (See Appendix A for deta i ls .  ) 

Stovall entered the store abcrx 3 p.m., Murch 19, 1969, and purchased 
toothpaste, razor b l d e a ,  :ad OLE can of beer. They said that. S t w a l l  
was happy an3 excited tha t  he -,xis going on the hunting t r ip .  He said 
that he had t o  get up a t  3 a.m. Stovall did not appear t o  have been 
drinking, according t o  the witnesses. 

According t o  two persons working i n  a grocery more i n  Meuqnis, 

mately 0203, .Wch 20, 1769. Stovall said t o  the  witness that he was 
going t o  Bri t i sh  Honduras in a W-3 a t  &3O and asked to be picked up 
at a200 and '&ken t o  the airport. The witness arrived at  Stovall 's 
home about OZI.0, and they l e f t  imudiately for the airport ,  arriving 

proceeded t o  the a l rc ra f t  t o  look it over. A t  about 0300, they went 
at  the Robbds Airborne +ffice a t  about 0 2 2 5 .  Stovall and the witness 

to  the FAA Flight Service Sliation where the weather was checked. The 
witness s ta ted that  the briefer said that the weather a t  New Orleans 
was, ..... OE .. l i t t l e  fog, but OK." A t  about 0330, a man who identi- 

Tennyson and the other man departed s a y i n g  that  .they were going t o  
fled himse1.f as Al Tennyson arrive$ with a man wearing a gray sui t .  

check the weather and f i le  a f l i gh t  plan. The man in  the gray su i t  

he did not. The man In the gray su l t  then said that  he would occupy 
asked Stovall if he had ~.ny flight t ine  i n  a E - 3 .  Stovall Said that 

the right seat and tha t  Stovall should occupy the "jump seat" and watch. 
Tennyson said that  the man in .[.he gray s u i t  was the man f ros  whom the 
aircraft  had been leased and that he would get off  the a i rc ra f t  a t  
New Orleans and go t o  Houston, Texas. Tennyson s&id m t h s r  that  
Stovall would occupy the r ight  seat  f r 3 m  New Orleans on. According 
t o  the witness, he, Tennyson, and Stovall went to  the a i rc ra f t  t o  be 

Tennyson said that  he woluld p t  tne heavy baggage i n  front and the  
swe  that  they had ice  a d .  water on boar?. and to lead the aircraft.  

l ight  luggage i n  the rear. A t  approximately 0355, the witness said 
gocdby and went home. 

Another witness received a telephone c a l l  from Stovall a t  approxi- 

F.A.R. 61.47 Reccnt Flight Experience, s ta tes  in part as follows: 

carryint? passengers unless vl th in  the preceaing 90 dayn he has made 
(a) General. No person m y  ac t  as p i l o t  i n  conrmand of an a i rc ra f t  

a t  l e a s t  f ive takeoffs and f ive  landings t o  a fUl sto;J i n  an a i r -  
craf t  of the stlme category, class, and type. This section does not 
apply t o  operations requiring an a i r l i ne  transport pil.ot cer t i f icate ,  
or  t o  operations conducted mder P a r t  135. 

. .  
1 

-&.-..-.'A. ............................................... ........ .,', ............ .. ,,  . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . .  . .  
i 
! 
i 
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1.6 Aircraft Information - 
accordance with ex3.ot.ing rep lx t ions .  The weight and center of 
grnvity location cculd not b: :letermined accurately since there 
was no load manifest and thoor: responsible for the loading perishnd 
i n  the crash. However, using the basic information found i n  the 
Operations Manual for the airr;.aft, 600 gallons of 100-octane fuel  

per man and 50 pounis of baggqd per man, and 1,800 pounds fuel 
(the ramp fuel  load a t  Memph'.c ), arbitrary weights of 160 pounds 

burnoff, the airoraf't would hwe weiaed 27,554 pounds a t  takeoff 
from Xmphis ar.3 25,754 pour& a t  the time of the accident. The 
maximum allowable takeoff we.ig!lt r t  sea level, according t o  the 
operatiom Manual, was 26,200 p0U.h. The maximum allowable land- 
ing we,iglrt was 25,346 pounds. Detailed welght information may be 
found ii: Appendix B. 

1.7 Metcorological Lrformation 

The aircraft  was certific2.ted properly and maintained i n  

A t  0320, the Memphis Flight Service Station was contacted by 
telephone by a person who identif ied hims$:Y a?. 'Cennyson, Fequesting 
thc New Orleans weather and the forecast ! :r a1)oGt 0600. Accordkg 

provided the information, the follm-ing we3 EPen the pi lot :  
t o  a statement prepared by the Air Traffic s?on4;rol Specialist who 

New Orleans weather for 0300 G.m:k. (O?OO c.5.t.) - Clear, 
v i s ib i l i ty  three in ground fog and'woke; t t q e r s t u r e  five 
three dew point five zero; surface wln8. me eight zero 
degrees a t  six knots; tower visihiUr..y :'our !nilcs i n  smoke. 
Xew Orleans terminal forecast - clear .;l!.;;il llr00 G.m.t. 
(0800 c.s.t.),however i n  vie.w of e:cist:jq i.1e-d Orleans 
weather the area forecast was checkei md following given 
from area forecast: Cold front moving into northwest 
Iouisiana near daybreaK and pound fog forming over land 
in clear area ahead of front w i t h  v i s i b i l i t i e s  one t o  
three miles i n  grouni  fog and locally belaw one mile 
after 1000 G.m.t. (&00 c.s.t.1. Vis ib i l i t i e s  improving 
t o  seven miles or bet ter  by 1500 G.m.t. ( W O O  c.s.t.). 

An IFR flight plan for m42D was f i l ed  by telephone. W t h e r  
weather was received en rcute, a6 described i n  P a r t  1.1, History of 
Flight. 

The official surface weather observa2ions fron Mo.'.sant Field 

were : 
and Lake Front Airport a t  aplwoximately t:ie time of the accident 

3ZEZTity 1/16 mile, fog, smoke, tenperature 53", dew point 
Moisant: 0657-9artlal obscuration, estimated 100 feet  broken, 

f 
t 

5 
i .  



-ll- 

1,000 feet  minus, fog cbscuring 8/10 of the sky, surface 
! Z 0 ,  wind calm, altimeter sett ing 39.08 inches, % m a y  10 E T 3  

vis ibi l i ty  no.-th 1/8 mile. 

Lake Front (about I2 miles east  of Moisant): 0655--Ciear, 
2 4 2  miles ..risibility, g r o v ~ , ~ . ~ ~ e ~  l9Cl", 8 knot?, 
3O.Og, few c irrun. 

1.8 Aids to  ITaviE;!.tion _- 
although Category II operations were prc. , i t  ..tea because of the 
inadequacy of the centerline .lights. Other navigatioml aids were 
operative. I ~ s ~ u c ~  as the New Orlears International Xirport and 
the E S  are designed for Category 11, the ground components are the  
localizer, approach l ights,  hlgh-intensity naway l i g h t s  ( E m ) ,  
touchdown zone l ights ,  center.line l igh t s  and markings, and RVR 
equipment for the touchdown zcne. 

The ILS for Rurrday io is designed ? - x  :ategory I1 appraaches, s/ 

alt i tude over the outer marker igbound i s  1,800 feet  above mea;; sea 
The lozalirer  course i s  C99", and the pubiished glide slcpe 

miSlle and inner markers are 209 feet  and 103 feet  m.s.l., respectively. 
level (m.s.1.). The glide slope Is such tha t  the a l t i tudes  mer  the 

Ki;h fill. ILS operating, the decision height (DH) 7/ is 200 feet  above 
the ground or 202 feet  m.s.l., and the visual  requTrements are 1/:: mile 
vis ibi l i ty  or 1,800 feet  RVR. In oraer for a p i l o t  to  descend klow 

- 61 Catetory 11: An approach system requiring special autho;-Iztil:'ior; 
and special airborne and grcund. equipment which w i l l  erab1.e 
an a i rcraf t  t o  descend to  a lower DH and lard  with lower v i s i-  
l i l i t y .  N142D was not equimed for Category I1 approaches. 

7,' Lecision Height (DH): The height expessed in feet  above mean 

FiW (precisicn approach radar) instrument approach, t o  e i ther  
sea level where the dccisiork must be made during an ILS or a 

continue the approech or execute a missed approach. 

- 
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the authorized LXl or MU, 8/ ccmpliance with F.A.R. 91.117 9 
is neceisary. 

- 

FAA and found t o  be owrating within the establishe3 tolerances. 
Followinq the accident, the ILS was f l igh t  checked by the 

1.9 Cmunications - 
There were no rept.rted difficulties in communicatiGna. 

1.10 Aerodrome and Ground Fgcll i t ies 

Louisiana, is 1ocate:t a t  la t i tude 3 ' ~ " o o ~  N. and longitude 90"15' w., 
DeW Orleans Intermtional  AFrport (Moisant Meld), New Orlems, 

u t  a published eleva:;:.on of 3 feet  m.s.1.  There a r s  three hard- 
surfaced rumrays: 1>;28, 1/19, md 5/23. Runway 10 is 9,227 fee t  
long and 150 feet  w i t i t  and is designed for Category I1 op?rations, 
and centerlice lighix are insta1.led. The approach to  Runvay 10 is 
over level terrain. The runway employs a high-intensity l ighting 

approach l igh t i re  system (HIAIB), U. S. Standard ( A )  w i t h  sequenced 
systen (KTIIL), m d  the approach lighting system is the high-intensity 

flashing (strobe) lights. ' a s  approach and runway l igh t  intensity 
is controlled from the tower and ranges from step 1 (lowest) t o  step 5 

Minimum k s z e n t  m.titude (I-): m e  lowest al t i tude,  expressed 
in feet  above mean sea l eve l  to  which descent is  authorized on 

duzing a circle-to-land maneuvering i n  execution of a stmdard 
final approach, wl;a.re no electronic glide slope is  provided, or 

instrument approach. 
F.A.R. 91.117 Limitations on use of instmment approach Irocedures 

I other than Category 11). 
a )  General. Unless otherwise authorized by the Admi:.lf;trator, 

each person operating an a i rc ra f t  using an approach y : . r  dure 
prescribed in Part 97 of t h i s  chapter shall cosply 1321 the 

use of Categorf 11 approach procedures. 
Rquirements of t h i s  section. This section does not irply t o  the 

(b) Descent below M U  or DH. No person m y  operate an a i rc ra f t  
below the prescribed minimum descent a l t i tude or cor..,irme an 
approach below the decision height unless - 

(1) The a i r c r s f t  is in a position from which t i  orma1 
approach t o  the runway of intended landing '::SI be 
made; and 

!2) !&e approach threThold of that  runway, or a 'poach  
lights or other markings identif iable w25h :?e 
amroac:l end of t h a t  runway. are  clearly si.!ible .~ 
to-the pi lot .  

If. uucn ar r iva l  at  the missed a m o a c h  ooint or decisitw heiaht. ~ , -  -- - - I  

or a t  any time thereafter, any of the above requirements m e  not met, 
the pi lot  shall imediate ly  execute the appropriate missed approach 
proce&ure. 
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(highest). The l ights  were on step 5 a t  the time of the accident. 

m e  intersection of Runway 5 and Runway 10 is 6,300 feet *om the threshoid of Runway 10. '-%e control tower and terminal 
buildings are i n  t h e  southeast corner of the a i rpor t  with the 
control tower i x a t e d  approximately 1,800 feet from the in ter -  
sectiofi of Fw~w&ys 10 and 5. The fire s ta t ion  i s  approximstely 
1,000 feet  south of Runway 10 and approximat,ely 4,400 feet from 
the threshold. 

1.11 Flight Recorders 

No f l ight  recorder or cockpit voice recvrder was instal led 
in X142D, nor were they required, by FAA regdationa.  

1.12 Wreckage 

a. Runway h b k s  

The first indication of grand contact. -*as found on Runway -0 

.marks, 18 feet  8 inches apart, centerline zo cen:erline, were evid,?nt. 
at  a point 1,19@ f ee t  bt.yond the runway approach on2. TWO t i re  scuff 

These marks proceeded toward the r ight  side of Ebmxnjr 10 at au anG. II 
of approximat,eiy 25". (See Attachment No. 1, Runwsy Mrks and 
Wreckage Distribution Chart for detai ls .)  

The secon5 indicat im of e-ound contact was found 3,100 feet 
beyond the i n i t i a l  ground contact marks and 87 feet 9 inches r ight  of 
the right edge of Runway 10. These second marks, consisting of t i re  
scuff 'narks and propeller slash marks, were found on a taxiway. They 
began at  a point 10 feet 5 inches from the eas t  edge of the north-sw.!th 
oriented taxiway and continued off  the taxiway and onto :he ground ir. 
an eastward direction parallel t o  Fanway 10. The scuff and propeller 
slash marks proceeded for a distance of 173 feet 9 inches, a t  whid.1 
point the tire and propeller slash marks ended. However, a shoxp?..i 
defined groove, 2 inches wide and 1 inch deep, continued i n  the ground 
beyond the r ight  landing gear track t o  a point 259 fee t  11 inches f'rom 
the start of the marks on the taxiway. 

The next indication of ground impact was scrape and scuff 
marks on Rumray 1C near the junction of Runways 5 and 10. These marks 
terminated under the main wrecl-age, xhich had come t o  r e s t  on the north 
side of the junction., A ;.?a @.ass-like substance was imbedded i n  one 
of the scrape marI6. This nator2'nl was similar t o  the broken red cover 
from ;he .left wil;f,ip Ugh+,.  

b. Aircraft Stracture 

cargo door was destroyea by fire. 
m e  aircrafl; funcli~ge structure from the cockpit t o  the rear  
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%e wing secticns came t o  r e s t  i n  an upright position on 

e general heading of 55"  magnetic. The empennage came t o  r e s t  i n  
m inverted position in front of the wing section, with the forward 
end on a general headits of 235" magnetic. 

The r igh t  wing was complete and included the aileron, trim 
tab, and r i n g  Tlap. The w i n &  was undamaged outboard of  the wing 
attach pint and a l l  attschnents were intact .  The right f i e l  tank 
contained f ie l .  The right f lap was up. 

The l e f t  wing was extensively damaged by ground impact 
and fire. The l e f t  f l az  was retracted.. 

The empennage was complete. A l l  control surface attach- 
ments on the empennage were intact  and the controls were free to  
move. A l l  control cables were free and operable between the control 

Ndder tab measured 1 inch thrcw t o  the right (aircraft nose l e f t ) .  
surfaces and severed ends. The control surfaces were undamaged. The 

The elevator trim tabs were f o d d  to  be 1-1/2 inches up (a i rc ra f t  
nosedown). 

were in the wreckage mea. There was no evidence of r . ~  in- fl ight 
separation of the aircraft. structure or i ts components. 

The major airframe structure r.:d al l  flight control surfaces 

C. Cockpit Area ,and Instruments 

&%aged. A l i  instruments, except the  p i l o t ' s  airspeed an& suction 
The cockpit area and all instruments and :-Rdlos were f i r e  

gauges, were recovered. All instrument p n e l s  had separated from 
theL- mounts and were found sepra te ly .  

The captain's and first off icer ' s  barometric altimeters were 

Wisant Field a t  ~ 6 5 7 .  New Ocleans approach c0ntr.A transmitted an 
found and both res& 30.05. (Reported barometric p-essure was 30.08 at  

altimeter sett ing of 30.00 t o  E1421~ a t  0635. ) 

The elevator trim wheel was broken, and the indicator was positioned 
et 1" aircraf t  nosedown. 

The flap and landing gear handles were found in the W posi-cion. 

The following radio units were teken t o  Trans-%xes Aimays 
Avionics Shop, Houstcn, Texas, fo r  further inspc t ion  i n  81, attempt to  

precluded freqJency determination from exten:?.l source.n. 
determine the frequency t o  which each unit %as tuned. Fire daaage 

Wardown inspection revealed the fo1lowil.g: 

VHF navigation receiver, R540/NW-14C, S/N unreadable 
was tuned t o  1.Ogr.g MHz. 
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YHF navigation rece?:.er, R540/&Q-l4C, SfN 6249, was 
tuned to log.9 MHz. (The ILS Xcaliz,!: frequency a t  
New Orieans i s  log.9 MHz.) 

\THF hnnsa i t t e r ,  17L-4, S/N, was tcned to  119.9 MHz ( the 
XeW Orleans or Moisant towe? frequency). 

VHF Trnns::eivcr, 618F-1C: LRss;nge precluded deteraination 
of frequency. 

ADF Receiver was tuned to  Bind 2013-410. The remaining 
d.-ta wds obliterated. 

d. Powerplants and Fropellers 

30th ?wines were recovered. The left had separated 
from %::.!e a l rc ra f t  and was found nearby. The r ight  was attached t o  

Both engi;~es were inspected externally and internally and revealed 
tk Wit.:' section by control cables only and erhibiteLi f i r e  damage. 

no evidence of preexisting discrepancies or malfbctions. No evidence 
of in-flight f i r e  wa$ found. All engine o i l  and fuel  filters were 
free of ioreign aa te r i s l s .  

The propellers were disassembled to determine the pro- 

mark generally found on the blade spider shim plates. A l l  shim 
peller blade anglis at impacl;, by neasuremenf; OP the angle of t t e  

plates on both propellers were found'to be  st^ wzked, and the fo l-  
lowing blade angles were determined by t h i s  ~t-tinc& 

Position Blade No. Ansle 

Left 1 18. 
.-- 

2 18 I) 
3 18 - 

Right 1 19 
2 19 
3 19 

low pltLl stop 1t.p was a t  ths: low pitch stop. 
The lef t  propeller dome pitch markings were a t  le", and the  

*he l c w  :.ditch stop lug was 11" away f r o m  the low pitch stop. 
. .The right propeller dome pitch markings were a t  29", and 

All blades of the left propeller were bent OF twisted 

of th:. right propeller were tent  or twisted toward the f l a t  sidz, 
i n  vu'.ylng degrees toward thc f l a t  side of the blade. Two blades 

and on,:: blade was bent  towsrd the cambered side approx3nately 180". 
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1.13 Fire - 

*e occurred a f t e r  ground impact. Although the a i r c r a f t  
crashed on the cirport, t h i s  fact  was not known for approxhately 
5 minutes. The firefighting equipment did not arrive for ec 
additional 5 minutes. The events which are  related to  these 
circumstamces fol lo- :  

No communications were rece!.vcd from N142D after the  i-ords, 

tower called the aircraft  several times afterward, but 
"Four two delta, got the strobe li&ts i n  sight." The 

received no answer. Departure ra&r was contected by the  
tower t o  see if any targets were observed. None of the 
targets seen was iden t i f i e i  as Nl42D. A t  abou: 0700, the 
tower was called on tower frequency by a technlcian o n  
the airport  who had been near a radar fac i l i ty  located 
approximately 900 fee t  north of the intersection of 
RUnwa3610 and 5. The technician had. driven toward tke 
tower and requestea permission t o  cross the active Rm- 
way (10). He saw the aircraft burning and asked the tower 

the first the tower knew that  N42D had crashed. (Tne 
if the emergency vehicles were on the a i rcraf t .  This was 

tower i s  approxiuately 1,800 feet  from the int- arsection 
of Ruarays 5 and 10.)  upon receivine the i n f o m t i c n ,  
the controller in the tower l i f t e d  the receiver on the  
emergency telephore. This action Eauses the alarm t o  
ring i n  the f i r e  s ta t ion located about 2,950 feet frm 
the scene. The f i r e  s ta t ion personnel responded and 
departed i n  le53 than a minute, but the i r  travel t o  tiie 
crash s i t e  was hampered by reduced v i s i b i l i t y  caused by 
the fog. The emergency equipment arrived a t  the burn- 
a i rc ra f t  a:; approximately 0702 m d  extinguished the f i r e .  

1.14 Survival Aspects - 
rows of double seats on the r ight  side and 6 rows of douLle seats 

Nl42D passenger cabin was arranged for 26 people wi31 seven 

o?: the l e f t  side. Window ex i t s  were on each side a t  row 6 .  One 

a t  the time of the accident. Three survivors were from row 2, two 
seat in row 1 and another in row 7 were the only unoccupied seats 

survivsrs were from row 3, and two survivors were f rom each sf 

right side of the cabin. The 16 victims, including the cre-krs, 
rows 5, 6, and 7. Nine of the 11 survivors were seated on the 

were severaly burne3. 

(Kenner, Louisiana), located 5 blocks from the slrport but 1.6 
A t  0709, the Kenner Fire Department Central Mre Station 

Parish.Sherlff 's office requesting an ambulance. A t  MlO, the 
miles from the airport  entrance, received a c a l l  from the JeYerson 

Moisant tower also called for an ambulance. The Kenner Flre 
Department was advised that f i r e  equipmeat was not needed. me 
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Kenner ambulance radio log  indicated arrival a t  the scene a t  
0714. The ambulance first  deprwted for the nearest hospital, 
9.9 miles from the scene at 0724, ana arrived at 0736. Hospital 
admitting records show time s tamp ranging from 07141 t o  0803. 

The consultaat patho2ogist of the National Transportation 
Safety %ard examine3 ::le 1,odies o f  t ? e  16 occupsnta f a t a l l y  
injured. =tai led e:xt ?psL.r, were perPonned on the  three crew- 
QemberS. A 8wmu-y 01 the pathol.o~:ist's findinga follows: 

showed uinimal t 3  moderate injuries due t o  decelerative 
forces. 

All victirnn, both passengers and czew, generally 

Severe bmr  were the most comon feature i n  a l l  
vlctios. 

I n  50th passengers and crew, where fractures .cere 
notsd, tk extremities were primarily involved, with 
loirer ones predominating. 

victims excc:?t for one crewmember* 
Obviads head injury was dis t inct ively  absent in al?. 

traumatic i n l u i e s  but. exhibited severe burns. 
The copilot (etovall)  was re la t ively  free of najor 

severe enow& t o  be fatal. 

hemoglobin saturations below 10 percent in'seven cases, including 
Results of the carbon monoxide t es t s  reveal?d carbow- 

the threb crewmeubers; four cases were i n  the 10 t o  19 perCer.t 

percent r q e ;  and one case was in the 40 t o  43 percent range. 
range; two cases each were in the 20 t o  29 percent and 30 t o  39 

The other pi lo ts  had thoracic in jur ies  which were 

Results of t e s t s  for l a c t i c  acid concentration were un- 
remarkable, hnd no e t h y l  alcohol was fomd. No h g s  were found 
except some Chlortrimeton (chlorphcniramine) i n  the specimens 
fron pi lot  Hayes. Chlortrimeton i s  a antihistamine connonly 
found in non-p-escription cold remedies. 

1.15 Tests and Research 

Bone 
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1.16 Other Information - 

Iktermimtion of the seating arrangement of the p i lo t s  vas 
considered highly important. Therefore, arrangements were made 

tapes covering the transmissions made from N142D. The tapes 
for an associate of M3rion Leo Hayes t o  l i s t en  t o  a copy of the 

March 19, 1969; the local flisht a t  Memphis on the evening of 
include the departure from Hc-.. .ston and arrival a t  Nemphis on 

March 20; and the approach at New Orlems on Varch 20, 1969. It 
March 19; the departure from Memphis during the early morning of 

is the opinion O f  the witness that  Hayes nade the transmissions 
to Houston tower and the Ekmphis spproach control, tower, and 

He believes that  part O f  the  transrnissiG2r.s made on the short f l ight  
local controller om the f l igh t  from Houston to  Meqhis on March 19. 

on the evening of March 19 were m&e by Hayes. It is the Witness' 

Memphis on Vmch 20, 1969, and a l l  of the trensmissions made to  
opinion that a l l  of the transmissions made during the departure from 

New Orleans approach control and tower were made by Hayes. While 
the "jump seat" stat ion haa a heedset, no microphone jack was 
installed. 

i 
i 

The docwntatior. of the removal of bodies from the wreckage 
revealed tha t  the body of Hayes was t o  the ri&t (when viewed facing 
foward i n  the aircrafi;) of the bodies of the other two pi lots .  i 

t 

Wing the investigation, it became apparent a t  an early stage 
tha t  the problem of determining who was the operator of the a i rc ra f t  
m i g h t  be complex. Avion, k c . ,  the r e g i s t e r d  owner, had removed the 
a i rc ra f t  from its operating specifications and executed a dry lease 
agreement ( lease of the a i r c r a f t  only), which was signed by 

i 
i 

Mr. Willinn Jackson, the orgenizer of the t r ip ,  cad Mr. John Hammett 
of Avion, Inc. On the basis of t h i s  lease, it does not appesr that  t: 
t h i s  was an operation being conducted by Avion, Inc. under i t s  
cer t i f icate .  The evidznce also indicates that  the  spartsmen pas- 
sengers were not the operators so it was not a club operation. It 
must, therefore, be concluded that Mr. Jackson was the operator, 
although he did not have authority t o  conduct an operation "for 
hi re  or compensation" nor was he the holder of a conlmercial operator's 
cer t i f icate  or an a i r  ,:arrier operating cz-tificate. 

; 

1 
4 

while Eb'. Jackson should have been propzrly cer t i f icc ted under 
Part I21 and if so Certificated conducted the fli@t under the 

holder at  the time of t h i s  flight, so tLe operational requirements 
a p l i c a b l e  prcvision of that  regulation, he was not a cer t i f icate  

of part I21 were not spplicable. "FIus, the operation was being con- 
ducted under Part  91 of the Federal Aviation Re@;uLstions. 
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2. lwALysIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 Analysis -_ 
Hempnis AHTCC t o  Houston I IRTCC. A t  t h l s  point, the crew inquired 
about the weather and st.ated t ha t  they would, ..... take a look." 

The f l igh t  was uneventful un t i l  m42D was handed off from 

The investigation of the a i rc ra f t  structures, components, 

IUalfkIction, or other abaormalitics which could be related t o  the 
systems and powerplants revealed no indication of in- fl ight fai lure,  

cause of the accident. 

The causal mea, therefore, primarily involves the actions 
and judgment of tbe crew in attempting an approach and landing i n  

and also the action of the New Orleans controllers i n  advising N l b D  
the known adverse weather conditions which existed on the airport;  

regard, a detailed review a t  the applicabie portions of F.A.R. Part  91 
that a landing was permissible if the lights could be seen. In  t h i s  

the controllers being misled by ambiguity. 
i S  pertinent i n  order t o  consider the possibil i ty of the crew and/or 

and the final transmission from m42D in?.icate t ha t  the ILS approach 
was performed sat is factor i ly  insofar as  general adherence t o  center- 
l ine  alignment and glide path control were concerned. The f i r s t  
ground contact was t o  the r ight  of centerline and 1,198 fee t  frm 
the threshold--a reasonable position for landing, considering the 

beyond the i n i t i a l  contact point. Undoubtedly, the a i rc ra f t  did not 
extremely poor vis ibi l i ty .  The second ground contact was 3,100 fee t  

bounce the ent i re  distance, but was flown. The lapding gear was 
extented when the a i rc ra f t  touched down i n i t i a l l y  since there were 
no propeller marks at t h i s  point. Ihe landing gear was retracted 
when the a i rc ra f t  contacted the ground the second time because the 
propeller marks on the ground began immediately, and dist,inctly 
revealed that  both propellers were str iking the grmnd. The uniformity 
of the two se t s  of propeller slash marks establishes that  the a i r c r a f t  
was i n  a f a i r l y  wings-level a t t i tude when the ground was contacted 
the second time. 

The runway marks, the ooservations of ths  surviving passengers, 

The aircraft  was a t  leas t  400 pounds overweight at  the time 
of the accident.. Even so, with both parerplants cperating, the 
pi lo t  should have been able t o  execute a successful missed approach 
even after the i n i t i a l  touchdown, since a X-3 is not a d i f f i cu l t  
a i rc ra f t  with which t o  execute a missed o.pproach, provided the prcper 
technique is used. That he fai led in  h i s  attempt could have been 
the resul t  of the flaps being prematurely raised. The E - 3  two-engine 
go-around procedure ca l l s  fo r  the flaps t o  be se t  a t  the 114 down 

- - .......... 
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Nosition. If the flaps me FULIY raised, the tendency is for the 
aircraft t o  s e t t l e  unless corrective action i s  accomplished by 
raising the nose so 3s t o  increase the angle of attack sufficiently 
t o  coapensate for the loss of lift producecl by the flap retraction. 
If, hoxever, the airspeed is too lw, the increase in a x l e  of 
a t tack  may not correct the  si tuation even with maximum power, and 
the a i rc ra f t  w i l l  set t le .  Since the aircraft was overweight, it 
is highly probable that  sufficient airspeed was not being maintained 
for the weight. If such were the case snd if the flaps were pre- 
maturely retrcte3. (they were found in the fu l l y  retracted position), 
the a i r c r a i t  could very well  have se t t l ed  and struck the ground in 
the level  attitude reflected by the marks found a t  the point of 
second ground contact. While the act iv i t io ;  of the crew i n  the i 
cockpit Cannot be definitely known, the Board believes, nevertheless, 
that  the loss of f l ight  control a f t e r  the first touchdown and bounce 
was the result of improper crew action in the cockpit, resulting 

! 

in a premature flap re t ract ion and a subsequent sett l ing,  which 
was not arrested in time t o  avoid s t r ik ing the ground. 

! 

1 

i 
Inasmuch as weather plays a prime role  in the events leading J 

t o  the accident, the adequacy of the weather information given the 
crew i s  important. There is  no doubt t ha t  the crew was well informed 
of the weather. Not only did they receive more than an ample briefing 
prior t o  departure from Memphis, but they were also well informed 
of weather developaents 8s th- flight proceeded toward New Orleans. i 
When Houston ARTM: was contacted by Mk2D, the discussion of the 
weather was a dominant part of the  conversation. !&e f l igh t  asked 
about other airports that were open and received information about 
Eaton Rouge and Natchea, both of which were reporting bet ter  weather I 
than New Orleans. n e  transcript  of the communicatioas reveals that, i 
the initial intention was t o  hold u n t i l  the sun rose a l i t t l e  higher 
and the weather started t o  improve. Ihe crew then stated that  they i 
w o u l d  f ly over and take a look. A short time later ,  after  a frequency 

9,000 feet  and hold north of New Orleans, or come down. M42D replied, 
change, Houston ARTCC asked the crew if t h e i r  desire was t o  stay at 

"... we'd l i ke  t o  cow2 down and make one pass at  the f i e l d  and then i 
proceed back and hold . . . .I' Although the  weather was b e l w  the 
minima for the landing, the crew o f  M42D nevertheless elected t o  

Vis ibi l i ty  was decreasing, and the crew was aware of this.  Passing 
make an approach (or as  the  crew called it, a pass) at the airport. 

Jackson, Mississippi, the AYR was 1,200 f ee t  variable 1,400 feet. i 
As soon as the fl ight -as handed off t o  New Orleans approech control, 
it was informed that the INR was l e s s  than 600 feet .  The ATIS ' I  
(Automatic ~erminal Inroraation Service) was repa-ting AYR l e ss  than 
1,ooO feet, but There i s  no VaY of determining whether M42D had 
tuned to  the ATIS frequent at  any time during the f l ight .  The 

I 
1 

1 
1 

3 
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crew of the a i rc ra f t  stated to New Orlea3s approach control tha t  

replied that  other a i rc ra f t  had reported the same thine; but that  
they could see the ground where the;. were. hpproach control 

approach control also said t h a t  the weather had been getting 
the horizontal v i s i b i l i t y  was l ess  than 630 feet. 2iew Orleans 

progressively worse since 2 o'clock i n  tke  morning. In view 
of t i e  weather information prirzided Nlh2D and the actual weather 
encountered, the approach should not have been commenced. 

significant. Houston ARTCC gave +he New Orleans a l t i a e t e r  sett ing 
The variety of altimeter sett ings available t o  I?l&D is 

as 30.06. Shortly thereafter, New Orleans ATIS was broadcasting 
3O.dt .  A t  about the s ~ m e  time, New Orleazs approach control 
reported t o  N142D t.hat the a l t h e t e r  s e t t ' a  was 30.00. The correct 
altimeter sett ing was 30.08. However, exanination of the  instruments 
found i n  the wreckage revealed a sett ing of 30.05 on both the 
captain's and cspilot 's  altimeters. m e  difference between the  
sett ings on the a i rc ra f t ' s  altimeters and the  correct se t t ing is 
.O3 inches or approximately 30 feet. This is not considered t o  
have been involved with the cause of the accident because the 
difference is so slight and because the difference is i n  the safe 
direction; tha t  is, the a i rc ra f t  would have been t.i&er than the 
altimeters indicated. 

the pi lo ts  cf the E - 3  before the  t r i p  s w r t e d  in that they elected 
The lack of good judgolent v a s  mnifes'ad in the actions of 

t o  make the flight with a copilot coqle te2y without experience i n  
a E - 3  and a pilot-in-command with no rece-t experience in a E - 3 .  
The only pi lo t  on board qualified t c  make the  flight was Hayes, and 
he was not acting as  pilot-in-cc-. In t h i s  regard, it is believed 
that during the approach and crash, Hayes acupied the  r ight  or 

man hired as copilot, occupied the "jump seat.' This bel ief  is 
copilot's seat and Tennyson the l e f t ,  or p i lo t ' s  seat. S twal l ,  the 

proved i n  several ways. m e  voice on the radio during the approach 
was identjfied as  that of Hayes. There was no nicrophone at the 
"jump seat" stat ion so it i s  improbable that radio comamications 
were being effected from that  position. 7pe location of the bodies 

suggest that  the cockpit seats vere occupie5 as described. Before 
in the wreckage and the type of injuries suffered by the crew strongly 

takeoff, Hayes was heard making the  statement t o  the effect  t ha t  he 
would f l y  i n  the r ight  seat  t o  New Grleans hnd Stovall should occupy 
the "jump seat" and wstcb. 

Each of the crew must have s lept  oaly a very few hours before 
departure from Wmphis. lhere is  evidence t h a t  Stovall was i n  a 
grocery store at 9 p.m. the evening before me accihent. He waa 
auake at  approximately 2 a.m. the morning o r  the accident. Tee;myson 
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and Hayes flew the evening before the accident until aaroximately 
7:26 p.m. Certainly the crew would have been a t  a higher level  
of competency had they acquized more rest. 

+.hat was on the e-re of the flight to  New Orleans. Crew coordina- 
Hayes and Tennyson had flown together once previously and 

t ion  would not have been on a par with that of a crew who had flam 
tcgether frequently. 

I 
. i  

1 
been attempted, consideration must be given t o  the possibil i ty 
that a clearance t o  land may have been inferred by the words 
spoken by T i  Orleans approach controller relat ive t o  the legal i ty  
GI lawiing v i t h  600 fee t  RVR. The questions asked by N142D show 
a definite a s i r e  t o  land. Tne flight f i rs t  asks if  it would be I 

legal t o  aaie a psss and look a t  It, aMi then asks i f  they would 1 

be able t o  land wi th  600 feet  RVR if they could get contact wlth 
m e  grouna. (It is noteworthy that  Nl42D constantly refers  t o  '4  

i 

600 feet as i f  it were the actual v i s ib i l i ty .  The RVR was in  i 
fact less  tsan 600 f ee t  and m42~ was so informed. ) m e  control- 

'3 

ler answered N l Q D  by saying, 'I... if  you can see the runway or i 
1 '  

spproach list a f f i m t i v e  you can land." N l e D  then asked if f 
any a l rc ra f i  had landed ( t o  which the answer was nc) and whether 
the high-&tensity l igh t s  were working ( t o  which the answer was y e s ) .  
A little 1s-zer, af ter  affirming that they had an approach plate, 
Kl&D was to ld  t o  t u r n  t o  a heading of 130' and was asked, ' I . .  .what 
are your ~%!ntions?" Nl42D ans-iered, ". . . We'll make a l u d  pass 
md see if  ye can pick up the lights." The f ina l  transmission 
A-an the aFrcraft was, "Four two delta, got the strobe l ights  in  
sight." The implied intent of the xew tboughout these communica- 
tions was directed toward landing the a i rc ra f t  reg.3rdless of the i 
Visibility. The constant reference t o  the l ights  t:trongly suggests .{ 

Apparently, the in tent  of th2 controller was not to  authorize a 
that if they were successfla in seeing them, they Vould land. i 

landing w i ' h  the weather conditions below minima, and one would 
expect a i r  transport p i lo ts  not t o  have attempted a landing. 

Althmgh th= Board belie-res tha t  a landing should not have . i  
I 

; 

! 

1 
! 
{ 
. .  

and none given, the  possibil i ty ar ises  tha t  the i n i t i a l  impact 
with the t e r ra in  was not a landing, but rather the resu l t  oP delay- 
ing too 10% before executing a nissed approach and thereby inad- 
-er+ently contacthg the ground. The severity of the  i n i t i a l  
impact t e n 3  t o  support t h i s  theory s b c e  such a contact could 
easily occa in the poor v i s i b i l i t y  which would hamper at t i tude 
control of the aircraft  if the pi lot  were flying solely by ground 
reference. However, arguments against t h i s  possibil i ty m e  the 

to strf3e the ground harder in a laading attempt than if he were 
fact that *&e p i lo t  lacked recent experience and would be more apt 

On the  other hand, since no landing clearance vas requested 



, . ... . . . .  ~. ~ 

c 

- 23 - 
more proficient i n  the aircraft, and the fxt that  the altimeters 
i n  the a i rcraf t  were probably reading la-er than the actual  a l t i tude  
Of the aircraft,  which would tend t o  cause the p i l o t  t o  execcte a 
missed approach sooner. It is believed, however, tha t  the evidence 

Was t o  land if they succeeded i n  seeing the approach or pumiay l ights .  
indicates that  the intent of the crew befwe commencing the qproach 

The Terminal A i r  Traffic Control Handbook (7110.8) describes the 
procedures for below minima conditions. Tne information i s  found ir. 
Chapter 4, section 11, paragraph 535, the applicable parts of which 
follow: 

weather ccnditions me below the m i n i m a  for the 
When an available o f f i c i a l  weather report Indicates 

particular approach being executed or t o  bc executed: 

runway v i s i b i l i t y  report, as appropriete, constitute 
(NOTE: m e  Weather Bureau report, RVR reading, and/or 

the o f f ic ia l  weather report.) 

a. Issue the weather report t o  each arriving IFR aircraf t .  

b. Inform other than military a i r c r a f t  o r  scheduled a i r  
carr ier  a i rc ra f t  that  the reported weather is below 
published -ninima and: 

(1) Request tine p i lo t  t o  s ta te  h i s  :intentions: 

Phraseologr: 

WEATRER (weather report). THIS IS BELO; i'[TBTISHED 
"A FOR (type of appmach) APPROACH. A W I 9 E  DTEWIONS. 

(2) Afker receipt  of the p i lo t ' s  Intentions, take the 
following actio!m: 

appropriate, according to  the p i l o t ' s  s ta ted .intentions 
(a)  Issue apprc,ach clearance or other clearr.nces, 9s 

and the t ra r f i c  situation. 

conditions wi'ch the phrase, "if you have landin.  miniwia." 
(b) Qualify each landing clearance issued under these 

Phraseology: 

CLERRED TO LAND IF YOU IANDING MINIMA. 
Terminal A i r  Traffic Controi Hm&book even though the  phraseology 

Clearly, the controller complied with the provisions of the 
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was not, i n  every instance, that  prescribed j.n the :lardbook. The 
phrase, "if you have landing m i n i m , "  was not spoken because no 
landing clearmce was given. It is believed, however, thhht the 
COntrOUer would have been wise t o  have ended his discussion with 
that  phrase when he was replying t o  the query of N1b2D as  to the 
legal i ty  of landing with 600 fee t  RYR. This may have precluded any 
misinter$retation. There is no reason, however, t o  believe tha t  

landing minima," if &142D had reqyested a landing clearance. 
the controlier would not have uttered the pkrase, "if you havs 

Since m42D was operating under Part  91 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations, the conditions under which hn approach and landing 
Can be made are contained in section 91.116 (attached). The regula- 
t ions governily the approach procedures are  those permittea under 
Part  97 of the F.A.R.'s and, i n  t N s  instance, consist of the ILS 
approach for New Orleaus, Runway 1.0, as  port.rayed on the  applicable 
Jeppsen or Coast and Geodetic approach plate. F.A.R. 91.117 pre- 

or IBI. The doubt on the part of the crew of N142~, and the hesita- 
scribes the conditions under which a p i l o t  may descend below KA 

t ion  of the New Orleans apprcacb contrs l ler  i n  answering the questions 
of the crew re la t ive  t o  the conditions w d e r  which a landing could 
be made, highlight t h e  poss ibi l i ty  tha-. the regulations, particularly 

that misinterpretation by p i lo t s  is quite feasible. It is possible 
section 9l.U.7 (attached), m y  be lacking in c l a r i t y  t o  the degree 

that a p i lo t  may believe t h a t  he could land regardless of the v i s i-  
bil ity,  provided the conditions of section 9l.llT(b) are met. The 
conditions necessary t o  operate an airc:-aft below MDA or DH are: 

. (1) The a i rc ra f t  is i n  a position from which a no& 
approach t o  the runway of intencie3. landing can be made; 
ana 

l igh t s  or other markings idenCiflable with the approach 
(2) The approach threshold of that runway, or approach 

end of that  m a y ,  are clearly vis ible  t o  the pi lo t .  

a r r iva l  a t  the MDA or DH, or any time thereafter, any of the two 
The p i l o t  is  required t o  execute a missed approach if, upon 

requirements are not met. Nothing in the  two conditions refers 
t o  vis ibi l i ty .  Therefore, i f  a p i lo t  reached the CW and saw the 
approach lights (as  did Nl.42~) and he were also  in  a position fran 
which he co-uld make a normal apprsach t o  the runway by following 

missed-approach procedure, even though the  v i s i b i l i t y  were l e s s  
the approach Mghts, he would appsrently not have t o  execute a 

than the prescribed RVR since all conditions of 91.117(b) would 
have been met. The intent  of 91.117(b) is certainly not t o  permit 
landings when the deather conditions are such that the minima are 
less than those described i n  the appropriate publications. The 

... . 
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wording is  such, hcr:ever, that  some p i lo t s  soul2 be misled. 

and land mder IFR conditions, differs frou a similar operation 
Section 91.116; in sett ing forth hob- CI pi lo t  may take off 

under Part  121 of ?kt? %'der81 Aviaticr, RegCations. The difference 

port is below michw ?or the particular tyFc of apprcach deslred. 
i s  that  under Part L-!l, an apprcach cannot fe started if the a i r -  

above minim ant  lhen gorn beloTd minim while the airzraft  i s  on 
However, i t  an sgprcsch is in i t ia te2 while %he a i v r t  is a t  or 

approach, the alrcrait.  may continue to  the  .w;W or DH, whichever 
is applicable, ant may continue t o  a l a n d i y  if the conditions 
upon ar r iva l  at  :4IA or tEi are  a t  or ahwe t%e prescribed minima. 
maer section 91.114, the res t r ic t io2 is 03 the landing and not 
on the approach. Thus a pi lo t  m y  request and receive clearance 
t o  make an approach even %bough the weather a t  the ti= is  below 
the oinims prescribed. Therefore, the act icx of N142D was per- 

response was legal  i n  giving an approach clcamnce. Ead the 
fectly legsi  i n  requesting an apTroach and -3e controller 's  

provisions of Part 91 been similar to  Part 2 1  i n  t h i s  regard, 
til420 could not have ini t ia ted the approaci and the controller  
could not have cleared the f l igh t  to  make i z ,  an3 the accident 
would not  have occurred. It is quite possisle for an a i r c r a f t  
with a lcad of passengers t o  be forhid2en to make an approach 
while the same ai rcraf t  with the same passex-ers and tho same 
pi lots  can he y.mnitted t o  make an a-roach i n  the sane conditions, 

different part c>f the Federal Aviation Re@LEtions. 
simply by arranging for the a i rc ra f t  to  be -rated under a 

if  the fog exio-ting a t  the time had not FreclIided observation of 
The Board helieves that  more passengers !auld have survived 

the accident, thereby making it impossible -a effect  a time?y 
notification of the firefighting/rescue equ ipen t  and persannel. 
It is knam that  at  l eas t  one victim survived impact and was conscious, 

extricate himself from the wreckage. 
but even wi th  assistance from fellow paosengers, he v a s  u a b l e  t o  

Injuries because af dece1era:ive forces were not predominant. 
The most common fzLal injury was severe hu--5. Where fractures 

vhich though normally not fa ta l ,  i n  t h i s  c8se L-apped the victims 
occurred, they were apparently the resul t  of structural  collapse, 

who were then exposed t o  f i r e .  

f a ta l i t i e s  suggests that  there WBS no susta-ed period of woke 
Larer levels of carbon monoxide saturation i n  11 of the 16 

inhalation and asphyxiation. Instead, deatiz was caused by exposure 
t o  heat. 
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Survivability i n  t h i s  accident was primarily a f'unction of 

location wi*&in the a i r c r a f t  'Inasmuch as structural  breakup or 
collapse following impact t r a p d  most of those who dicl not survive. 

t o  the fac t  tha t  the numerous deficiencies, unsafe practices, 
Mnallj., the I.oard would l i k e  t o  invi te  particular attention 

an9 violations of regtilatiofis, which appear t o  have been involved 

organized i n  the manner indicated by the f ac t s  i n  th i s  case. Trip 
i n  th i s  operat ioqare  a l l  too typical of operations tha t  are 

organizers who are often unfaEiliar with f l igh t  operating pro- 
cedures and the  regulations, lease a i r c r a f t  of which they have 
l i t t l e  or no knowledge, and employ p i lo t s  who may or may not be 

with large a i rcraf t .  it is not unusual tha t  such operations are 
competent fo r  the purpose of conducting commercial operations 

characterized by safety problems such as those found t c  be present 
i n  th i s  operation. The quali ty of management required :a- a safe 
operation appears t o  have been absent and was a significant factor 

chases transportation, irrespective of the nature of the operation, 
i n  th i s  acrident. The Emarc believes that a passenger who pur- 

t o  a conrmerclal operation. 
is ent i t led  t o  t n e  protectio." of safety regulations appr-riatc 

2.2 Conclusions 

powerplants, propellers, or other systems, and the a i r c ra f t  *ias 
properly cert if icated.  

1. There was no failure or malfunction of the a i rcraf t ,  

2. The crew was properly cer t i f ica ted  for  the f l ight ,  
but the pilot-in-command hired for the f l i g h t  was not qualified 

Aviation Regulations. The Avion p i lo t  was q2alified fc r  tke f l ight  
under the provisions of section 61.47 Of Fart 61 of the Federal 

but was not part of the crew hired. The copilot, while to ta l ly  

existing regulations, GO act as copilot on the f l ight .  
inexperienced i n  a Douglas E-3, was nevertheless qualified, under 

crashed were as follows: Left seat,  Allen B. Tennyson; ri&t seat, 
Marion Leo Hayes; and the "jump seat," William H. Stovall: Jr. 

3. The cockpit seats occupied by the crew when the a i r c ra f t  

4. RVR on Runway 10 was less than 600 feet, which is 
less than the  minimurn for an ILS approach. 

5. The crew was '?ell Informed of the weather conditions 
before the approach was initiated.. 

6 .  Under existing regulations, clearance t o  make an 
approach was legal. 
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7. Descent below the decision height (DH) was permissible 

under present provisions of F.A.R. 91.117(b). 

8. Tanding clearance was not requested by Nl42D nor 
given by the tower controller. 

9 .  The crew may have interpreted the controller 's words, 

t ive,  you < a n  land," as  a landing clearance. 
"... i f  you have the runway or approach l ights  i n  sight, affirm- 

a gc-around following recovery from a hard landing. 
10. Flight control was l o s t  while the crew was attempting 

an approacn t o  be made when the reported weather is below the pub- 
lished minima, while Part 21 does not allow an approach t o  be 
init iated.  

11. Part  91 of the Federal Aviation Regulations permitd 

accrdent scene more rapidly, the l ives of mure passengers Trcbably 
couid have been saved. 

X?. Had the f i r e  and emergency equipment arrived a t  the 

13. The f i r e  and emergency equipment were delayed by fog 
snd by the time lapse before notification of the accident. 1,'ense 

minutes a f te r  the crash. 
fog prevented the sighting of the accident until approximately 5 

(b)  Probable Cause 

accident t o  be the controlled descent of the a i rc ra f t  in to  known 
The Safety Board determines the probable cause of t h i s  

belcr minim6 weather conditions and the fa i lure  of the crew t o  
discontinue the landing attempt upon reaching the decision height. 
Contributing t o  the cause are existing regulations which permit 
an approach t o  be in i t ia ted in  conditions well below minima, lack 
of c la r i ty  i n  th" regulations i n  describing missed approach pro- 

by the crew of the infomation received from the approach controller 
cedures while following visual cues t o  the runway, misinterp2etztion 

( i n  t h i s  case, the legal i ty  of landing i n  low vi s ib i l i t y  conditions), 
imprspi- crew action a t  the time of init:al runway contact, poor 
crew judgment par t ia l ly  induced by fatigue, md the lack of mnage- 
ment required for such an operation. 

3. RECOMNICNMTIONS 

recommended t o  the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration 
Prior t o  t h i s  accident, on January 10, 1969, the Safety Board 

that  Section 91.117 and Section E1.6bO of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations be amended t o  prohiblt any approach below 200 feet  above 
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f ie ld  level unless the p i lo t  has the runway threshold i n  sight 
and to  require that  he have the same i n  sight during the remainder 
of the approach. (Piednont Hi-227 accident, Charleston, West 
Virginia, 8/10/68.) 

follows: 
The Administrator's reply of January 28, 1969, vas as 

* * * * *  
1. Amend FARs 91.117 and l21.&9. while we do nct 

agree that  regulatory amendments per se will contribute 
directly t o  a solution of t h i s  problem, we recognize that  

practical. Accordingly, we are considering rulemking 
the special VFR yrmrision of FAR l21.@?(b) may be i m -  

action t o  eliminate t h i s  provision. We do not intend 7:)  
amend FAR 91.11.7 as we believe that  requiring pi1ot.s to  
maintain 200' un t i l  they have the runway threshold in 
sight could lead t o  additional high r a t e  of descent 
problems. Foii precision approaches, we have presextly 
approvsd minimums as  low as RVR 18001, DH 200'. A pi lot ,  
when making an approach t o  these minimums, may not hsve 
the runway thresnold i n  s ight  a t  minimums; however, he 
may continbe the approach provided he i s  i n  a position 
from which a normal approack. can be made and the approach 

end of the runway are c l e a l y  visible and remain so 
l ights  o r  other markings identifiable w i t h  the approach 

thereafter during the approach. 

* x * * *  

After t h i s  accident, the Safety Board, on November 26, 1969, 
recommended t o  the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Adminls- 
tration: 

(1) !Chat section 91.116 of the F.A.R. be changed t o  agree 
with the provisions of section 121.653 and the similar 
requirements of Parts I23 and 135 in order that  the 
approach he res t r ic ted as well a s  the landing. 

(2) That ~ e c t i o n  91,117 be amended t o  the effect  tha t  i n  
no event shall. descent below 200 feet  be perforaed 
unless landing minima are present. 

(3 )  m a t  while section 91.116(b) clearly s ta tes  that  a 
landing may not be made unless the v i s i b i l i t y  is a t  
or above the Landing m i n i m  required, nevertheless, 

I 
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in the interests of safety and in order to insure 
proper interpretation, a l l  conditions requiring e. 
missed approach should be contained in section 
91.117(b). Accordingly, an additional condition 

that if landing m i n i m a  cannot be maintained, a 
should be adaed t o  section 91.117(b) t o  the effect 

missed approach must be executed. 

BY 1TD3 NATIONAL TRANSPORmTION SAFETY BOARD: 

/5/ JOHN H. REED 
Chairman 

/S/ OSCAR M. LAUREL 
Member 

/S/ FRANCIS H.  1.lCADAMS 
Member 

/S/ LOUIS M. THAYER 
Member 

/ 8 /  ISABEL A. BURG!:SS 
Member 

January 14, 1970 
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APPENDIX A 

Crew Information - 
G. A. Robinson Land Compmy, Xemphis, Tennessee, since Cecember 
1968. He held A i r  Transport P i l o t  Certiflcate No. 1378427 with 
the following ratings: muglas E - 3 ,  commercial privlleges, 

Administration f i rs t- class  medical exso.ination on April 17, 1968, 
ajrplane sirgle-engine land. He passed a Bdera l  Aviation 

wi th  no limitations. Kis t o t a l  flying hours as of April 17, 1968, 
dere 15,300, with 170 hours flow. i n  the previous 6 months. He 
had flown approximately 1,600 hours in a Douglns E - 3  type a i r -  
c r a r t  and received h i s  E - 3  type ra t ing on May 24, 1967. Except 

was found that  he had flown a E - 3  i n  any crew capacity since 
for one takeoff and one landing on March 19, 1969, no evidence 

flying as a copilot approximately 1 year previous to  the accident. 
Since Cecemkr 1, 1968, when he began working fo r  the G. A. Robinson 
Land Co., -knnyson had flown 140 hours: i n  a Piper "Navajo." Forty- 
five hours were flown i n  &!arch of 1969. 

Allen Romady Tenruison, wed 50, had been employed by the 

pi lot .  He held A i r  Transport P i lo t  Certificate No. $97149 with 
Marion k o  Hayes, aged 50, was eaployed by Avion Inc., a s  a 

the following ratings: Douglas E-3, airplane single-engine land, 
airplane multiengins land, comeroial privileges. He passed a 

January 21, 1969, with the r e s t r i c t i m  that "Holdnr shall  possess 
3kdera.l Aviation Administration f i rs t- class  medical examination 

correcting glasses for near vision while exercising the privileges 
of his  airman cert if icate."  A s  of January 21, 1369, hi; t o t a l  
flying hours were a?proximately 6,000,with TCC hours flm during 
the previous 6 months. He recived a type rcting in a E - 3  on 
June 2, 1961, when he )rcIs a commercial p i lo i .  The records reveal 
that  he had flown over 2,000 hours as a pi lot  i n  the E-? awl met 
the recent experience requirements of F.A.R. 61.47. 

School of Aeronautics, Memphis., Tennessee. He held Comercial 
Pilot  Certif icate No. 1750216 with the followin; ratings: airplane 
single-engine land, f l i g h t  instructor (airplane; and instruments!. 

examination Rbruary 27, 1969. wiih no limitations. As of Rbrua-y 27, 
He passed a Federal Aviation AdministFation ffrst-clsss medical 

previous 6 months. There is no record of his  ever having flown as 
1969, h i s  recora shows 900 t o t a l  haws, with 250 h~urs flown durir.g the 

a pi lot  i n  a Douglas K-3. 

William Harvey Stovall, Jr., aged 26, worked for the Memphis 



Aircraft Information 

The following is  general information of a i rc ra r t  F42D 
from January 1, 19968, through March 19, 1969. 

Aircraft: 
Owner : Avion Airways, Inc ., Kouston, l ens  

Model...............Douglas E-3 
Ser ia l  Number .... ..1946 
N Number.. ......... .m42u 

Operations Certif icate No. sw-?sfc) 
- _ I  I 

Certificate Effective B t e :  1/23/67 
Expiration B t e :  1/23/70 

N&D vas removed from Avion Airways, Inc., operating Certificate 

Aviation idministration. h e  FAA approval vas dated W c h  19, 1969. 
on March 19, 1969, per request of Avion Airways, Ix., t o  the Federal 

on March 19, 1969, N142D vas leased t o  Mr. William Jackson 02 
Travel Associates, Memphis, Tennessee. Appearing on the lease 
agrement (a  WrtiaUy burned copy was found i n  the wreckage) are 
the words, "Mr. B i l l  Jackson or  and West Tenn...." The document 
was SiWed by Mr. John Hanrmett irf Avion, Inc., and B i l l  Jackson. 

acoording t o  the log book was a 40-minute ferry flight on March 19, 
The last operation of the a i rcraf t  by Avion Airways,  Inc., 

1969. i 
I 

! 
Aircraft Time Since Overhaul (TSO) ........... 7584:bG 

purchased fiom Ozark Air Lines and the  TSO on the a i rcraf t  a t  

Avion Airways, Inc., in accordance with Y M  AC-121-1, Chapter 4, 
that  time, accord* t o  Ozark, was 9883:10. On m c h  13, 1969, 

dated December 15, 1962, t i t l ed ,  "Proration," corrected the 
aircraf t  TSO t o  7584:40 to  conform t o  the i r  operation. 

The time of 7584:40 is a prorated time. The aircraft  was 

Next Annual Inspection September 26, 1969 

Next Service Check 
Next Operations Check 7667:20 hours 

Engines : 
7597:lO hours 
n-att & Whitmy s83c-92 

Time Since h r h h u l  
Right mine S/N BP-46469e 

Total Time 
kft w i n e  S/N 
Time Since Overhaul 
Total Time 

23:30 
2873:30 (Estimated) 
CP-356318 
755:iO (Before Prorate: 765:y.P) 
unknown 



AX'ENDM B 
Page 2 
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P r o p l l e r s  : Hamilton Standard 23350-505 
Right Propelle- S/N 7024 
Time Since Overha9 228C:42 (%fore Prorate: 3329:53) 
Total Time Unknown 
kft Propeller S/N 
T i m  Since Overhaul 463 : 15 

126751 

Total Time Unknown 

The maintenance records of ~ 3 . 4 2 ~  indizated that  the aircraft 
was maintained in an airworthy condition i n  accordance wiLh Avion Alrw~~, Inc., mintenance Manual and F.A.R. 1 2 1 . 7 9 .  mere  were 
no maintenance carry-over items and a l l  discrepancies had been 
corrected and apprqsia te  s i y - o f f s  were made by the aechanics 
and inopectors. 

Weight ard Bslance 

of a load manifest and the demise in the accident of those responsible 
f o r  the loading. 

An accwate determination is  not possible due t o  the lack 

The following weight calculations are based cn the operating 
weight as found i n  the Operations Manual for the a i rcraf t ,  a ramp 

an average passenger weight of 160 pounds, an average baggage might 
fuel  weight of 3,600 pounds (603 gallons 3 6 pounds per gallon), 

of 50 pounds per person, and a fuel  burnoff of 1,800 pounds for 
the flight f r o m  Memphis t o  New Orleans. 

operating Weight 19,154 pounds (2 pilots,  1 female 

Subtracting Flight Attendar.t 
Revised Operating Weight 

- 130 

Additlonal Pi lot  160 
24 Passengers 3.840 

n i g h t  attendant) 

TP= 

&xi and-Takeoff me1 - 270 
Estimated Takeoff Weight V 3 - F  
Estimated Landing Weight 
€!urnoff me1 

M a x i m u m  Landing Weight: 
mimum Allowable Gross w e i y t  for Takeoff: 26,200 pounds (sea level)  

25,346 pounds 
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Investigation - 
I fl 

approximately 8:30 a.m., e.d.t., on March 20, 1969, from 
'Ihe Board received notification of the  accident at 

the Federal Aviation Adjninistration. An investigating team 
was imedlately dispat2hed t o  the scene of the accident. 
Working groups were established for Operations, A i r  Traffic 
Control, Weather, Witnesses, Human Factors, Structures, Power- 
plants, Systems, and Maintename Records. Parties t@ the  
investigation were from the A i r  Carrier. General Aviation, and A i r  

1;. ' e' 

i 
Waffic~Control  functions of the Federai Aviation Adminis- 
tration. The on-scene investigation was completed Xarch 25, 
1969 - 
Hearing 

X0 pubiic hearing was held. 

. .  
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1 
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA7K)N 

Washinaton, DL. 20591 

DCA 69A15 RUNWAY MARKNGS AND 
WRECKAGE DlSTRlWTON CHART 
AVION AIRWAYS, HC,  DC3, N142D 

NEW ORLEANS IN1ERNATK)NAL AIRPORT, U. 
M o ~ h  20,1969 



ATTACHMEiC NO. 2 
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) Unlcjs ground visibility at that ai 
is ut least onm statute mile; m 

INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES 

ermn may operate an aircraft in co 
ninpace under IFR unl- 

i 91.116 Takeoff and landing undw IFI: 

(a) Iw tn rnzen l  approaches to civil air- 
porta. 1:nless otherwrise authorized by the A d -  
ministrator (including ATC), each person c p  
crating an aircraft shall, when an instmmmt 
!eldoun to an airport is n-ry, ~se a stmd. 

f!x that airport in Part 3; of thi i  chapru. 
ard instrument approach procedure prescribed 

aurh*~riud by the Administrator, no pem 
(h) Landing minimum,. U n l s  otherrise 

operhtil:g an aircraft (except a wilitary air- 
craft of the United Smtes) may land that air- 
craft using a standad instrument approrch 

unless the visibility is at or abOTe the landing 
procedure prescribed in Part 3 i  of ~ b i i  chaptv  

dum Used. If thi  landing minimum in a stand- 
minimum prescribed in that Part forthe p m r -  

ard instrument approach p r d u r r  preserihed 

bility, the visibility minimum applies. How- 
in Part 37 is stated in terns of ceiling and r t i -  

ewr, the ceiling minimum shall be added to 
the field elevntion and that r a lw  abserrd 
as the MDA or DII, I L ~  appmprirte to t h s  
procedure being executed. 

less otherwise authorized by the Adminiam- 
(e) Ciuil airport tnh.eoff minimum. rm- 

tor, no person operating an aircraft Mder P ~ r t  

take off from R riril airport under IFR u n l n  
141: C123.1 129, or 1% of this chpter m y  

minimi~ms for IFR takeoff prewrilad for 
weather ronclitions are at or a lare  tk Tent) Y 

minimums are not prescribed in Pxrt 9; 
airport in Part 07 of this chapter. I f  takeofl 

this chapter, for a .particular airport, the fol- 
lorving minimums apply to tnkeoffs Mder IFB 
for aircraft operating under those prts: 

(1) -\ireraft having two engins or I s :  
1 statuto mile visibility. 

(2) hircrnft having mom than two en- 
gines: ],$ statute mile s.isib&ty. 
( d )  .lf;l;fury oirporfa. I'nlas dhenris  

preserihd by the Administrntor, crrh person 
uperaling a civil aircraft under IFR into, or 
out of, a niilitary airport shall comply with 

senbral. 

AlTACIMENT NO. 3 Ich. 7 6 H .  IOI14/U,  



the instrument approach procedures and the 
take08 and lmding minimums prescribed by 
the military authority having jurisdiction on 
th.t airport. 

&S&lity. 
(e) Comparabla valued of RVR and gmnd 

(1) If RVR minimnma for takeoff or 

landing are prescribed in an instrument ap. 
proacb procedure, but RVR is not reported 
for the runway of intended operation, the 
RVR m i n i u m  shall be muverted to ground 
visibility in accordance with the table in 
subparsgraph (2) of this paragraph and 
observed as the applicable visibility mini- 
mum for takeoff or landing on that runway. 



t(2) RVR 
(riclbutd milea). 

Virrl)rzity 

la00 feet % *  

a m  feet % I d a  
Hwx) feet % d e  
4m feet l/s d e  
m fust 
6OoO feet 

1 mile 
1% mile 

Mal f e u  d e  

[(f) Vue of mdm in inatnsmcnC approach 
pwcuiuru. When radar is ap,>roved at certain 
locations for ATC purpaus, it may he naed 
not only for surveillance and precision radar 
appmhes ,  an applicable, but also may be 
used in conjunction with instrument approach 
procedures predicated on other types of ndio 
navigational ai& Radar vectors may he nu- 

the sepenh of an approach pmcedure to the 
thorized to provide course guidance through 

h a 1  approacn 61 .x position. Upon reachi.g 

either complete his instrument approach in 
the fmal appmach fir or position, the pilot will 

accordance with the pmcedum approved for 
the facility, or will continue a surveillanee or 
precision radar appnweh to a l an l ig .  

[(g) Vue of h or medium frepunsv e& 
t a n e m  rudio ranges f m  ADF procedures. 
Low frequency or medium fmauency simul- 
taneous radio ranges may he used as an ADY 
irustrument approach aid if an ADF proced- 
ure for the airport concerned is prescribed by 
the Administrator, or if an npproach is con- 
ducted using the eam9 c o u w  and altitudes for 
the ADF approach as those specified in the 
approved range pmcedure. 

[(h) Zimitatiaa on prvcedum hrm. In  the 
cam of a r initial approach to a final a p  
proach lix or poaition, or a timed approach 
from a holding fir, or where the pmcadure 
specifies "NOPT" or "FINAL", no pilot may 
make m procedure turn unless, when he re- 
ceivea his final approach clearanee, he 80 ad- 
v i m  ATC.1 
CS91.117 Llmilotlons on use of Inshumant 

approach pmcedunt lother than 

[(a) r?@. Unless otherwim authorized 
by the Administrator, each person operating 
an aircraft using an instrument approach p& 

(Q. ZUI. t t l t e l m  

caI.gor). 111. 

*I4sD-'l-l 

. . 

. .  

dum prescribed in Part 97 0: tht chapter 
&dl oomply with the requirements ut thia 
Mction. This aeUi9n doea not apply to the am 
of Catagory I1 approach pmcedurea 

eon may operata an aircraft below the pn- 
[(b) Descent below AiDd or DR.  No per- 

dbed minium dascant altitnde or continue 
an approrch below the decision height unlesb 

C(1) The aircraft is in a position fmm 
which a normal a p p m h  to the runway of 
intended landing can he made; and 

way, or appmach lights or other m d c i i  
E(2) T h e  appmsch threshold of that run- 

identihbls with the approach end of that 

CIf, upon arrival at the missed approach point 
runway, am clcwly visible to the pilot. 

or decision height, or at any time thereafter, 
any of the almve requiremenbs am sot met, the 
pilot shall immdiately exwute tha appropriate 
missed appro& procedura 

[(e) Impemtius or unusnbb compmMllr 
and uiaral ai&. The b~& ground componwb 
of an IL9 am the Localizer, glide slope, nutar 
marker, and middle marker. The approach 
lighis am visual aids normally assoeiated with 
the ILS. In addition, if an ILS approach pro- 
d u m  in Part 07 of this chapter prescribes 6 

visibility minimum of i800 feet or 201M f& 
RVR, high intensily runway lightq touchdown 
eone lights, cmtarline lighting and m a r k q  
and RVR are aids assoeiated with the E.3 

cision radar may be whstituted for the outer or 
for thcsn miniums. Compass locotorer pre- 

middle marker. Su-veillanee radar may be 
substituted for the outer marker. Unlesn 
otherwise speoified by the Administrator, if 
a ground component, visud aid, or RVR ie 
inoperative, or unmble, or not u t i l i ,  the 
straight-in miniiuma prrscribed in any ap- 
pmach pmcsdum in Palt  97 are raised in 
accordanc~ with the following tablw. If the 

ponent is inoperative or not utilized, the k- 
related airborne equipment for a ground eon- 

eraased minimums applicable to the relnted 
ground component ahall be naed. If more 
than one mnponent or aid is inoperative, or 
unusable, or not u t i l i ,  creh minimm in 

one of the components or aids which is inop 
raised to the highest minimum required by any 

erative, or unusable, or not. u t i l i .  
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pt whan necessary for takeoff 
unless otherwise authorized by 

t's reasonable esti- 

mg an sireraft under IFR in level cn1181 
less, or while turning, each perso 

(a z e ~ .  lwwn 


