










41 -- AS YE SOW, SO SHALL YE REAP--- 

The pilot of the above h e a P of scrap metal, -which before the 
crash was a serviceable Harvard, violated flying orders . He i s now 
convalescing from serious injuries . Two pilots pre-arranged to carry 
out unauthorized flying in Harvards . At about 5000 feet the two pilots 
engaged in a dog fight which gradually lowered to an estimated 50 to 
100 feet above ground level . One pilot made a n overhead pass at the 
other and made a descending left turn to about 50 feet above the ground 
and then climbed away . The s e c o n d pilot followed the first down in 
the turn and then one of two thin g s happened (a) he encountered the 
slipstream of the first Harvard and lost control or (b) he levelled off 
too close to the ground and the aircraft mushed . The Harvard struck 
the ground and was totally destroyed. The pilot was seriously injured . 
The ripe wheat about the wreckage bears mute testimony to the pass-
age in the Bible------''AS YE SOW, SO SHALL YE RE " AP . 
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42 -- ANYTHING CAN HAPPEN IN FLYING 
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Two advanced student pilots were authorized to practise mutual 
instrument flying. The control tender cleared them for an ITO on the 
narrow runway . At the same time the tender cleared a Dakota for take -
off o n the wide runway . During the ITO the Texan developed a swing 
to the right . The pilot under the hood overcorrected and the aircraft 
swung to the left . The safety p i 1 o t took control when the Texan was 
heading across the grass on a 90 degree c o 11 i s i o n course with the 
Dakota . The safety pilot used hard left brake to groundlooP the Texan 
through 180 d e g r e e s to the left. The starboard wing of the Texan 
collided with the starboard wing of the Dakota . The Dakota pilot was 
unable to avoid the collision a s he had nearly reached take-off speed 
at the time of collision . The cause of this accidenthas been assessed 
as "Pilot Error" against the safety pilot of the Texan . He did not take 
control soon enough to prevent a groundlooP and subsequent collision 
with the Dakota taking off on a parallel runway. 

As a r e s u lt of this accident the CO informed Flying Control 
that onlythe wide runways were to be used for ITOs . Also, when Par-
allel runways a r e in use, simultaneous take -offs be prohibited when 
one aircraft is making an ITO . 
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A LIFE IS AT STAKE 

One recommendation that occui's frequently in boards of in-

quiryshould be actionedimmediately. This hypothetical case is quite 

common. An aircraft has crash landed somewhere near the airfield . 

The crash truck and ambulance roar a c r o s s the airfield in the dir-

ection of the prang, only t o screech to a stop at a LOCKED GATE of 

the boundary fence . Life-saving minutes are lost while the crash 

t r u c k crew either batter down the gate or everybody does a 180 and 

drives miles out o f their way back to the main gate and a r o u n d the 

perimeter of the airfield . 

M e n have died as a result of this unnecessary waste of time . 

The solution is simple . Keys to all boundary fence gates s h o u 1 d be 

issued and kept in the ambulance and the crash t r u c k at a 11 times . 
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43 -- WATER IN THE FUEL 

A Communications 
Flight Expeditor took-
off with one pilot, a 
navigator, and four 
passengers . Five min-
utes after take-off at 
approximately 1500 
feet the port engine 
failed . Thirty seconds 
later the starboard en-
gine failed . The pilot 
had very little time t o 
prepare f o r a forced 
landing in hilly terrain. 
The p i 1 o t stalled the 
Expeditor into a pan-
cake landing on the top 
of a hill . The aircraft 
bounced and the star-
board engine struck a 
tree . All passenger 
seats were broken 
loose on impact, The 
occupants were all in- 
jured, three of them seriously . The aircraft was extensively dam -
aged . The cause of the d o u b 1 e engine failure was determined to be 
water in the fuel . An investigation is now under way to determine 
the source of the w ate r found in the fuel . It has been recommended 
that all RCAF refuelling tenders have water strippers installed . 
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44 -- POOR LOOKOUT 

The captain of an Expeditor was parking his aircraft under the 
direction of a groundcrew marshaller . As he swung the aircraft into 
the p a r k i n g line the right rudder was penetrated by the handle of a 
battery cart . Neither the pilot, co-pilot nor marshaller saw the bat-
tery cart which had been carelessly left on the tarmac by the linecrew .. 
The cause of this accident has been assessed as "Pilot Error" . Even 
though the pilot was .taxiing under a marshaller's guidance, CAP 100 , 
Section II, Chapter 2, paragraph 23, states, "he (a captain) is t o be 
entirely responsible for the s a f e ty of the aircraft and its occupants 
while the aircraft is in the air, on land or water, etc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I's 
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45 -- ANOTHER TAXI ACCIDENT 
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The co-pilot of this Dakota was occupying the left hand seat. 
After completing the tarmac c h e c k the co-pilot released the brakes 
without e n s u r i n g the taxi area was clear . He tested the brakes as 
soon as the aircraft began rolling but he applied more starboard brake 
than port . This swung the Dakota to the right causing the port ti p of 
t h e tailplane to strike a parked vehicle . Negligence and insufficient 
lookout claimed another victim . 

46 -- CIRCULAR PROP TIPS 

The co-pilot was in c on t r o 1 of the Dakota . On the final ap-
proach for landing the captain o f the aircraft observed they were too 
low and were in danger of striking a boundary fence . Instead of assum -
ing positive control of the Dakota when he realized they were in dan-
ger, the captain eased back on the control column . The aircraft bal-
looned and touched down hard . The D a k o t a bounced and the captain 
checked forward on the controls . The second bounce was more severe 
so the co-pilot applied boost . The captain checked forward again and 
the propeller tips struck the runway. The cause o f this accident has 
been a s s e s s e d as "Pilot Error" charged against the captain of the 
aircraft . Only one pilot should be in control of an aircraft on landing . 
In this particular accident the captain did not inform the co-pilot that 
he was taking control nor that he would be assisting him with the land-
ing . Furthermore, on two occasions the captain misjudged the height 
of the aircraft above ground and applied forward corrective action 
when such was unnecessary . 
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47 -- ROUGH WATER MOORING 

The p i 1 o t moored his Canso in rough water . He lowered the 
undercarriage by use of the hand-pump to prevent possible d a m age 
to the hull in the r o u gh water . However, he did not fully extend the 
undercarriage . The partial weight o f the aircraft on the unlocked 
landing g e a r caused the V strut pin to shear . The primary cause of 
this accident was "Materiel" because the V strut pin showed signs of 
gradual long term failure . The secondary c a u s e was "Pilot Error" 
because the pilot hastened the failure of the V strut pin by neglecting 
to fully extend the undercarriage . 

48 -- GUSTY DOCKING 

The pilot was docking his Canso under gusty wind conditions . 
As he was making a mercy flight he was docking as fast as possible . 
The pilot approached the d o c k crosswind instead of upwind . He was 
taxiing a t a faster than normal speed and just as he was about to re-
ceive assistance from the docking crew the C an s o weather-cocked . 
The nose struck the corner of the dock, causing a minor break in the 
hull skin about six inches above the water line . The cause of this ac-
cident has been assessed as "Pilot Error" . 
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:~ Mitchell pilot filed an IFR 
flight plan . E n r o u t e at 
night he revised his flight 
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49 -- FATAL ERROR , . 

' ' tination a s a closer air- 

" 

field than his former des-
tination . The pilot report-
ed over his revised des-
tination and received 
clearance for a standard 
r a n g e approach . On his 
first attempt at landing the 
pilot made an overshoot 
and was cleared for an-
other SRA with the alter-
native of remaining Visual 

i f he wished . The aircraft was next seen heading across the field on 
what was assumed to be a runway procedure . The Mitchell crashed 
a few minutes later about two miles from the aerodrome while ap-
parently turning to the left onto the final approach leg . The eight oc-
cupants were killed and the aircraft almost completely destroyed. 

The subsequent investigations proved there was no indication 
of fire or structural failure prior to the c rash . Although this accident 
is still under consideration the cause has tentatively been assessed as 
"Pilot Error" . Thecrewmanmadeanincorrect fuel entry in the L .14, 
showing the aircraft as having 120 gallons more than it actually car-
ried . The port tanks contained 49 gallons less thanthe starboard tanks . 
Thepilot grossly under-estimatedhisfuel consumption and was there-
fore compelled to revise his flight plan and land at the nearest aero-
drome for the purpose of refuelling . It is believed the pilot lost con-
trol of his aircraft for one, or a combination of the following reasons ; 
(a) failure of the port e n g i n e through fuel starvation ; (b) the pilot 
encountered cloud at 400 feet while turning to port and while attempt-
ing to remain below the cloud he allowed the port wing to strike trees . 
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50 -- FATAL ERROR 

The Lancaster with a 
crew of seven was returning 
t o base after a seven hour 
search mission . The capt-
ain flew IFR t o the search 
area. His position reports 
during the return journey 
indicated he was flying 
VFR . The weather forecast 
for the pilot's b a s e at the 
time of his returnwas given 
as a ceiling of 700- 800 feet 
with the cloud base touching 
the tops o f the hills . This 
weather data was proved 
accurate by witnesses . The 
aircraftwas observed near 
base flying very low in and 
out of the base of the cloud, 
The Lancaster crashed and 
burned in a wooded area at 
a height of approximately 
700 feet. Six of the crew were killed and the remaining crew member 
was seriously injured . It would appear from the investigation that the 
captain was attempting to reach b a s e while remaining VFR and thus 
avoid the necessity of f i 1 i n g an IFR flight plan enroute and the sub-
sequent radio range let down at base . The cause of this accident has 
be e n assessed as "Pilot Error'", because the captain of the aircraft 
violated CAP 100 para 542 and attempted to maintain VFR flight during 
IFR conditions, 

51 -- FATAL NAVIGATION ERROR 

The Lancaster was o n a night training flight . The crew con-
sisted of captain and co-pilot, two navigators, three r a d i o officers 
and three crewmen, They were briefed to fly VFR at a height of 1500 -
2000 feet on a coast crawl proceeding south along a coastline . For 

reasons unknown the captain disobeyed his orders and climbed to 
4000 feet . Again, f o r unknown reasons the navigator permitted the 
aircraft to drift some 40 miles o f f track to the port. The Lancaster 
drifted over mountainous territory with the pilot flying in cloud . The 
aircraft f le w into a 4100 foot mountain while flying at an estimated 
s P e e d of 175 knots . The ten occupants were instantly killed and the 
Lancaster disintegrated . This accident i s still unde r investigation 
but a provisional assessment resulting from available evidence as to 
the cause of the crash indicates both pilot and navigational error . The 
pilot disobeyed his briefing orders in not remaining VFR and in climb-
ing beyond the prescribed height . The first navigator appears to have 
been laxinhis duties in permitting the aircraft to drift so far off track. 
Possibly all navigational aids were not used b e c a u s e the crew ap-
parently did not realize they were over land . 
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PHYSICAL FATIGUE 

Many aircraft accidents occur i n which aircrew fatigue plays 

an indirect o r even a direct role . The pilot or members of his crew 

maynot have obtained adequate rest before the flight. The af ter-effects 

of alcohol may have r e a r e d its ugly head . The board of inquiry in-

vestigating a recent RCAF fatal accident could not determine that the 

pilot had eaten for m any hours before his last flight . The effects of 

fatigue a r e of course difficult to assess . Lapses of memory, inco-

ordination, and dulled reactions are some of the factors which may 

lead to human error . The r e s u 1 t s of these factors may b e seen in 

wheels-up landings, taxi accidents, and even stall-spin crashes . The 

cause of m any accidents is assessed as "Pilot Error", but possibly 

the error w a s committed by the pilot before he entered the aircraft . 

To think sharp and fly s h a r p make sure you have eliminated fatigue 

before you fly . 

GOOD SHOW 
Our congratulations are extended to 

33425 FIO H .C . Miller 

who safely landed his Dakota despite 
structural failure over mountainous 
terrain under IFR conditions . 

Onthe 2? Jun 53, F OMiller was authorized to flyIFRfrom Vancouver 
to KimberleY . His Dakota was fully loaded with nineteen passengers 
on board . Enroute over the m o u n t a i n s , the pilot heard a muffled 
explosion in the vicinity of the starboard engine . The starboard man-
ifold pressure dropped to 20 inches and the fuel pressure indicators 
on both engines dropped to zero . Emergency power w a s applied and 
the booster P u rn P s put on both engines . The fuel pressure returned 
and F/0 Miller began to climb for altitude in the event of engine fail-
ure . His instruments beg a n to fluctuate unreliably. The hydraulic 
pressure dropped rapidly and hydraulic fluid fumes along with gaso-
line fumes were filling the aircraft . F /O Miller ordered no smoking 
and all excess electrical equipment turned off . The flight became 
visual at 14, 000 feet between the Crescent Valley radio range station 
and Nelson, B .C . The P i 1 o t cancelled IFR and proceeded to make a 
visual let d o w n through broken cloud to the Castlegar airstrip . The 
undercarriage was lowered by the emergency method and a success-
ful landing was made on the airstrip despite loss of brakes . 

Examination on the ground revealed the Rebecca transmitting antennae 

hadbrokenat its base andhad falleninto the starboard propeller . The 
propeller threw the antennae into the fuselage in the area of the fusel-
age tunnel . The steel antennae rod broke the fuel pressure lines, 
hydraulic lines, vacuum lines and electrical cables contained in the 
tunnel . All the hydraulic fluid had escaped and approximately 160 
g a 11 o n s of fuel had vented into the atmosphere . During the descent 
the gasoline fumes became so severe the crew and passengers were 
in danger of asphyxiation . 

F /O Miller i s to be c o m mended for his display of ability and good 
airmanshiP. His skill in overcoming a series of dangerous factors is 
certainly worthy of praise . 



We also congratulate 

32527 F/O R.A . Coneen 

who made a successful single engine 
let down and landing in a Dakota des-
pite adverse weather conditions . 

On the afternoon of 15 May 53, F10 Coneen w a s flying a Dakota IFR 
f r o m Greenwood, N.S ., to Chatham, N.B . H e was cleared to fly at 
4, 000 feet along Amber 3 - Amber 8 to Moncton, N.B ., and direct to 
Chatham, N.B . Approximately five minutes south of Moncton at 4, 000 
feet the port engine suddenly lost power. Excessive vibration, back 
firing, and smoke f r om around the gills made immediate feathering 
necessary. (The cause of the engine failure was due to the improper 
fit by maintenance personnel, of the n um b e r two cylinder push rod 
into the socket of the tappet) . F/0 Coneen contacted Moncton ATC and 
requested an emergency single engine letdown on Moncton . He did not 
become visual until the final approach as the ceiling at Moncton was 
only 600 feet . F /O Coneen is commended for his ability and airman-
ship in successfully completing a single engine let down and landing 
with a ceiling of only 600 feet. 

Congratulations to 

85325 FIG F . Carton 

who made a wheels-up forced landing 
in a Harvard o v e r rough topography 
with minimum damage to the aircraft . 

On 5 May 53, FIG Carson was practising aerobatics over unfamiliar 
terrain some distance from his home station . D u r i n g the exercise 
smoke and oil started to pour out of the engine cowlings . FIG Carson 
made a "Fire in the Air" check but he left the fuel and switches "on" 
in the event he could use power to reach a field. Oil completely cov-
ered his windshield . F /C Carson "S" turned into a field . As he near-
ed -the g r o u n d he noticed the ground ahead w a s rising as though he 
were approaching a hill . His forward visibility was nil because of the 
oil on the windscreen and the smoke . F /C Carson lowered f u 11 flap 
and cut in his engine with a little power . He cleared the hill with this 
extra lift . He landed wheels up in an a d j a c e n t field . The Harvard 
was only slightly damaged. Technical examination determined a heavy 
oil leak through the propeller seals . FIG Carson displayed excellent 
airmanship, when, with only 30 hours solo flying, he executed a very 
successful forced landing on i r r e g u 1 a r topography, under adverse 
conditions . 
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