PB32-910410

1 TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY
BOARD

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20094

AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT REPORT

MIDAIR COLLISION

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, F111-D,

BUILDING CONTRACTORS, INC., CESSNA TU-2066,
CLOVIS, NEW MEX!CO

FEBRUARY 6, 1980

NTSB-AAR-82-10

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

NATIONAL TECHNICAL
INFORMATION SERVICE

5. ATMENT OF COMMERCE
o g:?ucnm,ov'n. 216




TECHNICAL REPORT DOCJRENTATION PAGE
Y. Report No. Z2.Government Accecsion No. 3.Reciplent's Catalog No.

NTSB-AAR-82-10 PB82-910410
L2 Title and Subtitie Afroraft Accident Repo.t-- 5.Report Date

Midair Collisior,, USAF F-1111), Building ] August 24, 1982
Contractors, Inc., Cessne TU-206G, Clovis, .Performing Organlzation

I___New Mexico, February 8, 1980, Code
7. Author(s) B.Performing Organization
Report No.

9. Performing Organization Name and Address Tﬁ.&g)srskiz Unit No.

National Transportation Safety Board il.Contract or Grant No.
Bureau of Accident Investigation
Washington, D. C. 20594 [ 13.7ype of Report and

Period Covered

EAE

12.Sponsoring Agency Name and Address Aircraft Accident Report

February 6, 1980

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATIGN SAFETY BOARD |
Washington, D. C. 20594 14.Sponsoring Agency Code

15.5uppiementary Notes

\
16 Abstract

'About 1026, on February 6, 1980, a Cessna TU-208G, N7393N, and & United States Alr
Force tactical airerait, a General Dynamics F-111D, collided in midair about 11 nmi northeast
of Cannon Air Force Base. The Cessna had departed Alemeda Airport, Albuquerque, New
Mexico, had made an en route stop at Tucumcari, Ne~ Mexico, and was destined for Clovis,
New Mexico. On the morning of February 8, the General Dynamics F-111D had departed
Cennon Air Force Base, located about 13 miles southwest of the Clovis Municipal Airport, on a
cross country training flight. The F-111D was returning to Cannon Air Porce Base to
complete the mission, The two aircraft collided near 5,800 feet m.s.1. The pilot and passenge:
aboard the Cessnn and boti: crewmembers of the F-111D were killed, The weather waz clear
and the visibility was reported as 30 miles.

The Nstional Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause of this
accident was the failure of both aircraft to request radar traffic advisories, the failure of the
F-111D flightcrew to see and avoid the Cessna TU-206G, and the f{allure of the RAPCON
controlleis to observe the Cessna radar target and to issue traffic advisories to the F~-111D,
Contributing to the accident were the limitations of the see and avoid concept in a terminal
area with low speed/high speed traffie,

(17.Key Words midalr collision; see~-and-avold 18.0istributTon Statement

concept; radar advisory service, terminal area; low This document is available

to the public through the
speed/high speed traffic National Technical Informa-

tion Service, Springfield,
Virginia 22161

[79.Security Classification | 20 Security Classification | 21.No. of Pages | 22.Price
(of this report) (of this page) 40
UNCLASSIFIED UNCLASSIFIED

NTSB Form 1765.2 (Rev. 9/74)




CONTENTS
SY “om L L] » L] [} L ] L] [ ] L] L] L ] ]

L3
[y

FACTUAL INFORMATION
History of Flight . , .
Injuries to Persons . .
Damage to Aireraft . .
Other Damage . . . .
Crew Information. . .
Alrcraft Information . . .
Meteorological Information.
Aids to Navimation . . . .
Communications . . . . .
Aerodrome and Ground Pacllities
Flight Recorders . . . . . . . .
Wreckage and Impact Information .
Medical and Pathological Information
Flrel L] [ ] L] [ ] L] [ ] » L ] | 3 » . [ ] . L ]
Survival Aspeets . . . . . . . . .
Testsand Research . . . . « . . .
Visibility Aspects . . . . . . . . .
Operation of RAPCON Radar Equipment

P-111D Flight Simulation . . . . . .

Additional Information. . . . . . . . . .
P-111D Approach Procedures . . . . « . . ,
Cannon AFB RAPCON Facility and Transponder Codes .
Aeronauticel Charts., . . . « « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ o o
Terminal Area Graphic Notices and Other Aeronautical Charts
of Cannon AFB Arc& . +» + v ¢ ¢ v ¢ « s ¢ ¢ s o o o o« 4
Mid-Air Collision Avoidance Program . . . . « . « . « . .
AfreraftSeparation . . . . « « v ¢« ¢ v 0 0 4 v e b e e
The "See and Avoid" Concept and Collision Avoidance Systems

-

*

-
- - L - L J - - - »
» » L ] L] * - -

- L
- L] L - L ] - - L ] L ] L L ]

-
a - [ ] - - - - - - - » - -

| ]
’
’
L]
L J
’
[ ]
»
]
[ ]
L ]
]
L ]

bbbt bt bk ek bh ek Gk ek Pt bk pet b
pt ik ek ek G QD = OO B SO BS

L} - - - L] [} - L [ ] - L ] - L ] »

- - L ] L L ] » - - L ] L ] L J -> L]

. =
O DY e

L
- » - L] [ L] L [ ] - L] 3 - - [ ] L L ] L J - [ - »

» L L - - » - - L] L] - L] - L ] - L ] - - - L ] -

- L ] &» - - - - - - - L 3 L ] [ ] - - - - » - - - L]
L ] - - » - - L . a2 - . - L] L] » - - L] - - L J L]

B O BO et

* [ - L ] - L] - - - - » - L ] - - [ ] - - [ ] - L L J .
L] - » [ ] - - [ ] - - L - - [ 3 - . - - L] - L] - - - -
[ ] - - - - L J - - L ] - - L] L ] - . - - - - - - - - [ ]

[ ] - - - - - - - . L] [ - - - - - - - ) » - . - -
- L L ] - [ ] - » - » L - - - [ [ ] L ] £

b pouk

O SO0 -] ol o = oI VAN CY B o b sl B o B b b s

» L [ ] .
b b
e

et
o

junh pod ek
NIy QI IIRDD

>

A“ALYSB [ ] L} . [ ] . L ] L] L] - L] ] . * [ ] ] [ ] [} - [ ] [ ] L] L} »

[y
-3

CONCLUSIONS. [ ] [ ] L 3 4 L ] L ] [ 3 L ] [ ] L - E ] ‘ L ] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Findin@ L ] » L ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] L ] L] L ] [ » [ ] * - L ] ] L] »
ProbableCause , + + v o s » s 5 » s »

NN
PO it pt

RECOMMENDATIONS. . . . .. ... .

APPENDIXBEBS . . . . . ¢ s ¢ 0 s ¢ o &

Appendix A—Investigetion and Hearing. . .

Appendix B--Personnel Information . . . .

Appendix C--Wreckage Distribution f‘hart .

Appendix D--CollisionTrack . . . . . . .

Appendix E--Aeronautical Chart, State of New Mexico
Appendix F~-HI-TACAN Runway 21 Approach Chart .
Appendix G--Terminal Area Graphic Notice, Chart
dated February 22,1979 . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 0 .
Appendix H--Radar Alr Traffic Control Service, Chart
datedMay 1980 . . . . . s s . ¢t v b 00 e e e

[
o~

DO B B N
oo

L G 8O
o — N -]

ii

B0 i M R NI b b il . 5 ARS8 T 2y B o5 T i
2 Tt Hom < skis 7 e e e e "y




Appendix I--Terminal Area Graphic Notice, Chart
dated March 9,1981 . . . . . . s e 6 m o« & s
Appendix J~~-Cockpit Visibility Studies. e v e
Appendix K--Summary of Safety Board Midair Collision
Recommendations . . . + ¢ « « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢« 0 o




NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594

AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT REPORT
Adopted: August 24, 1982

MIDAIR COLLISION
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, F111-D,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS INC., CESSNA TU-206G,
CLOVIS, NEW MEXICO
FEBRUARY 6, 1980

SYNOPSIS

About 1026, on February 6, 1980, a Cessna TU-206G, N7393N, and a United
States Air Porce tacticsl aircraft, a General Dynamies F-111D, eollided in midair about
11 nmi northeast of Cannon Alr Porce Base. The Cessna had departad Alemeda Airport,
Albuquerque, New Mexico, had made an en route stop at Tucumcari, New Mexico, and was
destined for Clovis, New Mexico. On the morning of February 6, the General Dynamics
F-111D had departed Cannon Air Force Base, located about 13 miles southwest of the
Clovis Municipal Airport, on a cross country training flight. The P-11iD was returning to
Cannon Air Force Base to complete the mission. The two aircraft collided near 5,800 feet
m.s.l. The pilot and passenger aboard the Cessna and both crewmembers of the F-111D
were killed. The weather was clear and the visibility was reported as 30 miles.

The National Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause
of this accident was the faflure of both afreraft to request radar traffic advisories, the
failure of the F-111D flighterew to see and avoid the Cessna TU-206QG, and the failure of
the RAPCON controliers to observe the Cessna radar target and to issu2 traffic advisories
to the F-111D. Contributing to the aceldent were the limitations of the see and avoid
concept in a terminal area with low speed/high speed traffic.

1. FACTUAL INFORMAVTION
1.1 History of the Flight

On February 6, 1980, a Cessna TU-206G, N7393N, departed Albuquerque, New
Mexico, on a business trip to Clovis, New Mexico. Tho aircraft, owned by Building
Contractors, Incorpirated, of Albuquerque, was piloted by the company president, who
was accompanied by a business associate. The pilot made an en route stop at the
Tucumeari (TCC), New Mexico airport, and before departing for Clovis he filed a visual
flight rules (VFR) plan under the provisions of 14 CFR 91. At that time, the pilot was
given a weather briefing and information on the Jet traffic in the vicinity of Clovis, New
Mexico. The plan, which was filed with the loeal flight service station (TCC-FSS),
proposed a cruising altitude of 7,500 feet m.s.l. 1/ and a true airspeed of 125 knots. ‘The
lan also indicated that the Cessna was equipped with an emergency loeator transmitter
?ELT) and a transponder without an altitude encoder. The transponder was set to beacon
code 1200. The en route weather was clear and the visibility was reported as 30 miles,

1/ All altitudes hereln are mean sea level (m.s.l.), unless otherwise Indicated.
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The Cessna departed TCC for the Clovis Muriciral Airport ut
1607 m.s.t. 2/ There is no flight servier. station or tower facility al the Clovis Alrport,
Air to ground radio ecommunicat ! and landing advisories are

the time of the accident, the TCC F
transmission from the Cessna, which apparently was attempting to establish radio contact
with the FSS. The TCC FSS operator attempted to contact the Cessna, but there was no
response, The FSS recelved no further radio transmissions from the Cessna, and rione of
the Clovis fixed base operators received transmissions from the Cessna on the day of the
accident,

Cannon Air Force Basu (AFB) is located about 13 miles southwest of the Clovis
Municipal Airport at an elevation of 4,295 feet, During regular hours of operation,
concentrations of high performance military jet aircraft
routine basis. | .

i 3 who request the
service when arriving, departing, or transiting the Clovis area. The RAPCON facility is
equipped with an AN/TPX-42 type radar equipment which enables the controllers to
monitor, control, and advise flights in the controller's area of responsibility.

On the same morning that the Cessna was en route to Clovis, a United States
Alr Force tactical aireraft, radio call sign "Leggs 45," departed Cannon AFB at 0923 on a
€ross country iraining flight, This aircraft, a General Dynamies P-111D (F~111D), serial
number 68-119, was assigned to the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing at Cannon AFB. A flight
combat team, an aircraft commander and a weapons systems officer (WSO), manned the
aircraft. The mission was planned to terminate at Cannon AFB,

Approximately 1006, when the F-111D was returning to Cannon AFB,
Albuquerque Air Route Traffic Control Center (ABQ ARTCC) transferred control
responsibilities of the aircraft to the Cannon RAPCON approach controller, The flight

by ABQ ARTCC to descend and maintain 18,000 feet and to proceed
directly to the Curry Intersection, which is the 10-mile dista.ce measuring equipment
(DME) airborne fix on the 028” radial of the Cannon TACAN, -~ ultra high-frequency
tactical air navigation aid,
When the F-111D was at a
approach controller radar

. This approach
approach, simulsted or otherwise, to a programmed
aircraft's radar sereen, Accordingly, the F~111D was cleared to hold northwest of the
Curry Intersection and about 1010, the flight was cleared to descend to 14,000 feet.

Shortly thereafter, the pilot of the P-111D advised the RAPCON approach
controller that he would make a low approach to the runway, followed by a missed
approach. He would then execute a cireling maneuver to land on the same runway,
approach controller issued missed approach instrueti
to 13,000 feet, Abvut 1017,
to descend to 12,000 feet. At 1019, the FP-111D was cleared for a HI-TACAN runway 21
approach, which authorized the pllot to descend to 5,800 feet, and was told to expect

3/ Al tImes hereln are mountain standard time, based on the 24-hour clock.
3/ A terminal area traffic advisory service,
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for runway 21. Approximately 1024, air traffic contrcl of the F-111D was transferred to
the RAPCON arrival radar controller who was a trainee performing under the supervision
of a fully rated controller. The transfer occurred while the F~-111D was on the inbound
approach track about 23 miles DME from the landing runway. Radio communications
between the aireraft and the arrival coatroller were established routinely. The arrival
radar controllers observed both primary and secondary radar returns of the F-111D on the
radar scope.

Approximately 1026, the flight was flying inbound 12 miles northeast of the
airport when the controller cleared the F-111D for the AILA approach on i1unway 21,
Almost simultaneous with the issuance of this clearance, the secondary (beacon)
transponder return of the F-111D disappeared from the controller's radar scope and the
controllei heard the sounds of an ELT on the tower watch frequency. The fully rated
controller observed the primary radar return of the F-111D on the scope for about
another mile until it also disappeared. At this time, another aircraft in the Cannon
landiri\g pattern notified the RAPCON controllers that & crash had occurred northeast of
the airport.

The F-111D and the Cessna TU-206G had collided in midair. The occupants of
both aircraft were killed. None of the RAPCON controllers had visually detected the
Cessna or had observed on the radarscope the transponder signal of the aircraft. The
Cessna pilot had not made radio contact with the controllers.

Safety Board investigators interviewed three ground witnesses who had seen
the midair collision. All three witnesses stated that the skies were clear and that
visibility was good at the time of the accident. One witness stated that the small aircraft
exploded on collision and that the large aircraft continued to fly straight ahead with the
wings level, The witness further stated that within seconds after the collision, he saw an
explosion in the P-111D and that the aireraft gradually started downward until it
disappeared from his view behind a hill. :

A second witness stated that he believed both aireraft were flying straight and
level before the collision. Upon in-flight impact, he saw the Cessna explode and, within
seconds, he saw fire and an explosion in the tail area of the F-111D. He stated that he
lost sight of the tactical aircraft before it struck the ground. A third witness stated that
he believed that the Cessna may have been descending slightly before the collision. He
recalled that several seconds after the collision a major explosion occurred in the F-111D.
He stated that after the two aireraft had separated large pieces of debris started falling
to the ground. He observed a ball of fire on the F-111D s&s it descended on & straight
course for about 1 3/4 miles from where the in-flight impact occurred. According to this
witness, the fighter aireraft then rolled to the left, the nose pitched down abruptly, and as
the afrcraft banked steeply the crew escape capsule 4/ separated from the aircraft, The
capsule parachute opened as the escape capsule hit the ground, The witness stated that
the alreraft rolled completely over and that the inverted nose raised vertically untll the
aircraft appeared to hang motionless as the tail swayed back and ferth. The tail then
descended and struck the ground. According to the witness, secondary explosions followed
the initial ground explosion.

The accident occurred about 1026, during the hours of daylight, approximately
11 nmi northeast of Cannon AFB.

4/ A cockpit module which serves as an emergency ejection device, When separated from
the alrcraft in flight, it is lowered by parachute.
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Injuries to Persons

Injuries Crew Passengers Others
Fatal 3 1 0
Nonfatal 0 0
None 0 0 0

Damage to Aireraft

Both alreraft were destroyed by the midair collision and the suteequent impsct

Other Demage

None

1.5 Crew Information

The crews of both aircraft were qualified for their respective flights. (See
&ppendix B.)

1.6 Aircraft Information

The Cessna TU-206G was certified and maintained in acccerdance with existing
Federal Aviation Regulations. The F-111D was maintained in accordance with applicable
United States Air Porce regulations. The weight and center of gravity for both afrcraft
were within prescribed limits.

A review of the maintenance history of both aireraft did not disclose any
discrepancies or malfunctions which were relevant to this aceident,

There were no pilot reports from elther aircraft suggesting any mechanical
difficulties before the collision.

The Cessna was painted white with blue and red teim. The F-111D was painted
in camouflsge colors. '

1.7 Meteorological Information

The 1030 Cannon AFB surface weather observation was as follows: sky--
estimated 8,000 broken, estimated 25,000 broken; visibility--30  miles;
temperature--56° F; dew point--28° F; altimeter setting--30.09 inHg; winds from 230° at
13 knots,

1.8 Alds to Navigstion

Not applicable.
1.9 Communications

A review of the ARTCC taped communications with the Cessna and the
RAPCON taped communications with the P-111D revealed no communication difficultics

between the ground base and the respective alreraft. The (?llot of the Cessna did not
establish radio contact with Cannon RAPCON cr Clovis UNICOM, nor was he required to.




Aerodrome and Ground Facilities

Not applicable.
1.11 Flight Recorders

Neither the Cessna nor the FP-111D were equipped with recorders and none
were required,

1.12 Wreckage and Impact Information

The total wreckage scatter was confined to a 10,083-foot~long,
2,160-foot-wide area with most of the separated parts scattered onto farm land.

The fuselage, empennage, engine, and other components of the Cessna were
located in an area approximately 1,620 feet downstrearn of the location of the first
ground fire. (See appendix C.)

The entire Ccssna fuselage showed massive compression damage diagonally
from the left front to the right rear. The right side of the cabin was displaced
approximately 3 feet to the right and aft. The fuselage firewall, both front door posts,
the instrument panel and pilot controls were displaced to the right and rear. Major
instruments, avionies, and control components had separated and had fallen free. The top
engine cowling, cabin doors, and the top fuselage section, which includes the wing
carry-through structure, were separated from the aircraft.

All seats were deformed rearward and from left to right as viewed looking
forward, None of the seat structures exhibited any evidence of downward comprescion,
The support structures of the two most forward seats were separated into several pieces.
All secatbelts and shoulder harnesses were intact except for the left outboard pilot
seatbelt which was cut during rescue operations.

Both wing fuel cell bladders were fragmented and pieces of various sizes were
recovered. Although both the left and right wings were fragmented, a major portion of
the wing structure was recovered, including the leading edge and front spar of the left
wing. The leading edge exhibited a deep indented fold with black scuff marks within the
fold area. The right bomb rack falring of the F-111D was recovered within the leading
edge fold, The front spar was deformed and bowed and was marked by multi-colored
paint which matched the colors of the camouflage painted F-111D.

All flight control surfaces were accounted for. The left and right flap and
alleron surfaces were separated from their respective wings. These surfaces sustained
various degrees of breakup damage. The elevators and rudder were found attached to the
horizontal and vertical stabilizers,

The engine was separated from the aircraft. The aft crankcase closure end
exhibited a deep gouge mark with thread imprints within the gouged area. The gouge and
thread imprints were measured along a line 80° to 82° left of the aircraft's longitudinal
axis. All engine cylinders were attached to the engine crankease but all the large cooling
fins on top of the cylinders were broken off. The upper surface of the Nos. 8, 4, and
2 cylinders on the left side had deep diagonal gouge marks across the cooling fins, Each
of these marks was measuved along a line about 80° left of the aircraft's longitudinal axis,
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The F-111D impacted the ground about 9,480 feet from the Cessna wreckege
site. It was relatively intact prior to ground impact. Several oarls ‘eparated from the
aircraft during the in-flight collision and were found along the wreekage path. These
parts showed evidence of fire damage as a result of the explosion during in-flight impact.
At the time of collision, the aircraft's spoilers, flaps, slats,  nd landing gear were in the
retracted position; the inlet spike system was in the full op:n position; and the speed
brake was fn the full extended position.

The right wing bomb rack unit, which was installed on the wing outboard pylon,
had separated from the aircraft and was found along the wreckage path. The right bomb
rack fairing was separated from the bomb rack and was found in the area of the Cessna
wreckage. The right outboard side of the bomb rack body displayed heavy white scuff and
scratch marks from the forward end running aft for 11 feet. Blue paint and serateh marks
were noted on the rear aerodynamic fairing and rear bomb r2lease mechanism, The inner
barrel of the bomb rack unit contained numerous pieces of aireraft structure which were
identified as being parts of the Cessna. These pleces consitted of wing stringers, wing
spar and cap, wing access inspection plates, and a piece of the wing tank refueling cap.

Both engines separated from the fuselage attachment structures and sustained
various degrees of damage as a result of ground impact. Although no evidence indieated
thai the left engine had incurred in-flight damege; the right engine evidenced collision
damage and extensive fereign object injection. The right enginu alternator assembly had
separated from the constant speed drive and was not recovered. The constant speed drive
unit sustained heavy impact damage--deep gouge marks, a large hole in the housing, and
one displaced alternator stud. The engine gear box had a wide gouge mark which ran
about 22° relative to the engine centerline. Impact damage to the accessory gear box
allowed depletion of both hydraulic systems, which would have led to loss of flight
control. The right engine hydraulic oil cooler was found in the nrea of the main Cessna
wreckage area.

The crew ejection module impacted the ground nos: down on its left side.
After the initial ground impact, the rodule bounced approximately 30 feet and came to
rest in an inverted position. The forward portion of the module sustained severe
structural damage and the lower forward section separated from the main body at initial
ground impact, The left windscreen was broken from the frame and both windsereens and
canopy transparencies were shattered. Both canopies remainer attached to the module.
There was no evidence of fire or soot on the erew module.

The stabilization parachute, aft piteh flaps, forward chain straps, and the
recovery parachute deployed properly. All three reefing line cutters had fired and the
repositioning release retractor had functioned. The module struck the ground just before
the repositioning bridles were to deploy. :

Both ejection handles were found; the pilot's ejection handle was in the fired
position and the WSO's handle was in the stowed pusition. The position of the pilot's
ejection handle indicates that he initiated the ejection process. The rocket motor was
found to have functioned properly. The diaphram of the secondary nozzle had been
severed, indicating that the input to the air Pressure actuated selector dictated that the

system operato in the high speed ejection mode. The high speed mode operates at speeds
of 300 knots or greater,

An altitude of about 2,000 feet is required for a successful module ejection.
Evidence indicates that module ejection occurred at an altitude of about 1,300 feet above
ground level (a.g.1.).
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The positions, the tape, and digital displays of the various instruments within
the module are retained as of the moment of module seperation. The following
instrument readings from the module were recorded:

TACAN Bearing 2075 range 12.5 miles

Course Headings 210

Vertical Velocity 1,850 fpm rate of descent
Altitude 5,650 feet [terrain 4,300 feet]
Airspeed 300 knots

Airspeed Select Window 149 knots

Standby Attitude Indicator - 95°right wing down 32° nose down
Wing Sweep 26°

Engine Instrument
Engine Left Right

TIT 1,128°C 348°C
Fuel Flow 42,900 PPH 330 PPH

1.13 Medical and Pathologieal Information

Autopsies and toxicological 2xaminations of the pilot of the Cessna and the
crew of the P-111D did not disclose any preexisting physiological problems that could
have affected their performancs,

1.14 Fire

Witnesses saw an explosion at the time of collision and a fireball on the
F-111D as it descend-d for about 1 /4 railes before impacting the ground. When the
F-111D struck the ground, there was an initial impact explosi>n followed by numerous
small explosions,

1.15 frarvival Aspects

This accident was nonsurvivable for the occupants of the Cessna TU-206G,
The crew of the F-111D survived the in-flight collision, However, the crew sscaps
module was not relcased from th: aircraft until the alrcraft reached a right bank of 95°
and a nosedown attitude of 32° In this attitude, at an sltitude of about 1,300 feat a.g.\.,
there: was insufficient time for the parachutes to ceploy and properly orient the module
for a successful landing. The crew of the P~111D died es a result of the module’s impact
with the ground.

1.16 Tests and Reacarch

1.16.1 Visibility Aspects

In conjunction with the FAA National Aviation Pacilities Experimental Ceraer
(NAFEC), now the the FAA Tazchnical Center (FAATC), the Sarety Board conducted a
visibility study to dotermine if sircraft structures fn cockpit areas of either alicraft
would have restricted or preventea the flighterew of either aireraft frem observirg the
other, Ground tracks and headings for both alreraft were established from data supplied
from the FAA Air Route Traffic Controi Center Track Analysis Program. Alreraft
attitudes were based on manufsacturers data using heading, aircraft configuration, and
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airspeed. The collision geometry and slant range between the two aircraft for the
105-second period before the collision have been calculated and plotted on binccular
photographs, (See appendix D.) It is to be noted that the accuracy of & photo depiction of

visibllity is inherently limited because of the basic assumptions necessary in its
construction,

A review of the data disclcsed the sltitudes and rates of descent ol the
F-111D, a level flight path for the Cessna, the ground speeds of both aircraft, and the
projected collision point. The collision time was estimated to be 1026:34 and the in-light
impact was estimated to have cecurred at an altitude of about 5,800 feet. Immediately
before flight impact, the Cessne was on a magnetle heading of 111.5° and the military
alrcraft was on a magnetic heading of 21¢% Impact ground airspeeds were 128 knots for
the Cessna and 380 knots for the F-111D, For the last 105 seconds, the average rate of
closure was 625 ft/see, or about 370 \nots. ~

A dual lens (binocular) camera was used to record a panoramic view of the
design eye-reference point of each crewmember or occupant station in both aireraft.
(See appendix J.) The binocular photographs present the position of esch target alrcraft
in 15-second intervals as viewed from the fixed eye-reference point. Naturally, any
movement from this position would alter the vision envelope and the position of any
cockpit obstructions relative to the other alrcraft. The photos revealed that during the
last 105 seconde, the F-1111 was nevar in the vislon envelope of the Cessna pilot.
However, the P-111D was within the vision envelope of the Cessna pessenger in the right
seat at a point 55° left of his eye-relerence point during the last 45 seconds, The F-111D
pllot's vision of the Cessna was obstructed some 80 seconds before impaat. Before this
time period, the Cessna would have been in his vision envelope at a point 30° to the right
of his eye-reference point. However, from 90 seconds until in-flight impact, the Cessna
was within the WSO's monocular vision . nvelope. The complete vision envelope was
obatructed by the left canopy lateral post.

1.16.2 Operation of RAPCON Radei Equipment

On Pebruery 11, 1881, a Safety HSoard investigator visited Cannon AFB to
observe the operation of tixx RAPCON redar equipment and the control procedures
apolicable to military and elvil alreraft flying in the Clovis area. According to the chief
controlier, facility radar operation and control procedures during the visit were the same
as those in effect at the time of the acc.dent. Primary and secondary radar returns did
not show any evidence to indicate that they were less than satisfactory for control use.
Additionally, the transponder code depletion on the radar display was wirer.arkable,
Many YFR code 1200 returns of aireraft operating in the Clovis and Portales Alrport areas
were observed. The VFR code 1200 flights that established radio contact with the
RAPCON were arriving/departing Clovis Municipal Airport via the NW sector (270°
~ 3809, These flights were provided radar services and traffic advisories.

1.16.3  F-111D Flight Simulation

On February 12, 1082, & F-111D stmulator was used to demonstrate to the
Safety Board investigator a TACAN/AILA runway 21 approsch to Cannon AFB., The
demonstration was conducted by erewmen assigned to the accident afreraft's tactical unit,

The simulated flight profile, inoluding airspeeds, altitudes, and descent points, was used i
the analysis of this accident,.




117 Additional Information
1.17.1 F-111D Approach Procedures

Following & HI-TACAN runway 21 approach, 5/ the F-111D was cleared by the
RAPCON aporoach controller to complete an AILA, The initial portion of the approach
requires the aircraft to be at or above 12,000 feet at the 24-mile DME fix (Bardo) and to
descend and eross the 10-mile DME fix at 5,800 feet. This altitude is maintained to the
6.5-mile DME fix, where the final descent is made to the runway or missed approach
point. If applicuble, the ATLA approach transition is made at the final fix., This type of
approach provides the F-111D pilot the capability, with the assistance of the WSO, to fly
a low visibility approach, either simulated or actual, to a larding site which has been
entered on the aircraft's radarscope. The WSO, who occup’es the right cockpit seat,
programs the touchdown point coordinates and glide slope angie into the radar computer.
Throughout the approach, the WSO's attention is directed to the cockpit equipment as he
rmoniiors the precision of the aircraft’s course and descent path. This flight guidance
information is displayed on the pilot's head-up display (HUD), which is Jocated in line with
his forward windshield, Various other functions related to the approach procedures are
completed by both crewmembers. Glide slope angle, heading selection, "Before Landing"
and "Landing Pattern" checklists, altitude calibration, and aireraft position update ere
complated before the aircraft reaches the final descent fix. Upon glide slope intercept,
the glide slope angle is confirmed by the WSO for the final descent,

The F-111D is exemp* from the provisions of 14 CER 91.70 which restrict
indicated airspeed to 250 knots when operating an aircraft below 10,000 feet.
Accordingly, the recommended procedure for the F-111D during this type of approach is
to establish an airspesd of 300 knots during the descent from Bardo and to reduce the
indicated airspeed to 140 knots for glide slope intercept and descen!. The descent is
fiown with the speed brakes extenced, and a rate of descent of about 3,500 feet per
minute is required. An altitude of 5,800 feet is reached about the 15-mile DME point,
where the spe¢ed brake Is retracted and level flight is maintained by & small amount of
additional thrust. At the 10-mile DME fix, the landing gear is extended and the landing
flaps are set vor the final descent.

According to USAF directive, 6/ -the pllot must obtain approval for an AILA
approuch from the controlling agency (RAPCON) before commencing an approach. The
alrecrew is directed to request separation from other traffic if separation service is
available. It is also recommended that the aircraft commender adjust crew duties as
required for safety. The aircraft commander is also required to establish and brief the
WSO on flight parameters which will be maintained during the critical phases of flight.
When the established perameters are exceeded, the crewmember not flying is to advise
the other crewmember of the deviation. During flight in visual flight conditions, crewmen
are directed to insure that they are never <c¢oupled with cockpit duties simultaneously.
The divective states that the "see and avoid" policy is mandatory and the aircraft's flight
gath shauld be visually cleared by at least one crewmember at all times.

Following the accident, ABQ ARTCC provided a track analysis of the VFR
code 1200 beacon signals frem NT7393N and the assigned code 0245 beacon signals
transmitted from Leggs 45, the flight identification of the F-111D, Beacon signals from
both aircraft were recorded by the computer at ABQ ART'CC until the point of collision.

57 Appendix ¥, HI-TACAN runway 21 Cannon AFB, High Altitude Instrument Approach
Procedures, Southwest United States, DOD Flight Information Publicstion (Terminal),
effective Movamber 29, 1979, .

8/ Ref; 3-14 and 3-17, TACR/USAPER 55-111, January 1980.
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1.17.2 Cannon AFB RAPCON Facility and Transponder Codes

The F-111D was equipped with a multi-chunnel transponder ard an associated
automatic altitude reporting feature (Mode C). The Cessna 206 was equipped with a
multi-channel transponder, without the Mode C capability.

Air Traffie Control service in the Cannon APB area is provided by a radar
approach control center (RAPCON), whizh is located on the sirport. The facilily is
equipped with an AN/FPN-47 radar antenna and radar information is displayed on an
AN/TPX-42 radar console. The unit has several selective features, including a moving
target indicator (MTI), bracket video, fast time or standard time constar:, selected
altitudes, and either circular or linear polarization selection. Ten selected transponder
code assignments can be entered for secondary target identification or, alternatively, all
transponder codes can be selected for disp'ay. Transponder code 1200 is the beacon code
used normally by transponder equipped aircraft during VFR flight. Display of the code
1200 transponder beacon normally would be eliminated only if thie selective feature of the
first option had been programmed for 10 code assignments and VFR code 1200 had not
been entered into the selection console. However, the Cannon RAPCON facility chief
stated during the investigation that, because of an Air Force regulat’on, the radar control
panel must be set up regularly to reccive YFR code 1200. The RAPCON controllers, who
were on duty at the time of the accident, stated that the radar console was selerted to
receive the VFR code when the collision occurred.

Eight controllers were on duty in the RAPCON facility at the time of the
accident. A watch supervisor (crew chief), an approach/departure controlier, and two
arrival cor*rollers were involved in the surveillance of the F-111D during that aircraft's
approach. One of the arrival controllers was monitoring the wraining of the other arrival
controller. The other controllers were a3signed to duties not related to the accident. The
controllers were qualified in accordance with United States Air Force and Federal
Aviation Administration stardards.

Following the collision, the navigation cids and the RAPCON radar equipment
were flight checked to determine their operationsl capability and accurzey. The accident
site was overflown in several directions at altitudes between 5,800 feet and 7,500 feet,
Primary and secondary beacon returns were observed to be satisfactory in all cases. The
flight inspection report stated thiat since the initial flight check numerous targets,
ineluding a Cessna 206, have flown through the accident area with satisfactory beacon
identification. There were ns observed cases in which aireraft generated strength one
(weak) or zero returns,

1.17.3 Aeronautical Charts

The chart most commonly used for piloting by General Aviation pilots is the
Sectional Aeronautical Chart, published in accordance with specifieatinis agreed upon by
the Department of Defense, the Federal Aviation Administraticn, and the Department of
Commerce. The title page of the chart advises users to consult appropriate {OTAMS and
Flight Information Publications for supplemental data and current information. The 24th
edition of the ALBUQUERQUE (ABQ) Sectional Chart, dated November 29, 1979, was
current at the time of the accident. This chart depicted the Cannon AFB control zone as
generally encompessing a 5-statute-mile radius of the airbase., The control zone was
extended 8 statute miles to the northwest and southwest to accommoedate
approach/departure paths to runway 21, The chart deplets terrain and ground features,
airport traffic services, and airspace Information as well as radio aids to navigation and
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communications. Radio frequencies are listed for the tower or approach control and for
the automated terminal information service (ATIS). It was not determinec .uring the
investigation if the Cessna pilot was familiar with the ABQ Sectional Aeronautical Chart.
A chart of this type was not fournd in the Cessna wreckage following the acclident.

The State of New Mexico publishes the New Mexico Acronautical
Chart. 7/ The features are illustrated on this chart in a manner similar to the Pedeval
Sectional Chart series. It deplets the Cannon APB control zone and controll i airspace
within & 19-nmi radius; however, radio frequencies for the Cannon Tower are included but
not for the RAPCON, A copy of the New Mexico Aeronautical Chart was found in the
Cessna wreckage.

1.17.4 Terminal Area Graphic Notices and Other Aeronautical Charts
of the Cannon AFB Areas

The terminal area graphic notice for CLOVIS Cannon AFB, New Mexico,
current at the time of the accident, was published in the January 1980 issue of "Graphic
Notices and Supplemental Data,” a FAA Flight Information publication 8/ issued
quarterly.

On this particular chart, dated February 22, 1979, the northern portion of the
Cannon AFB controlled airspace was designated as a cautionary area between the
altitudes of 5,800 feet and 6,300 feet. The remaining southern portion was noted as a
cautionary area between the altitudes of 5,800 feet and 7,000 feet. Recommended VFR
corridors for entry/exit to the civilian airports, Clovis and Portales, were depicted to the
east and south of the cautionary area. A geometric outline appears in the northeast
quadrant of the cautionary area. This trapezoidal-like outline originates north of the
cautionary area where there is a numerical symbol on the chart intended to denote that
the maximum altitude in that airspace is 5,300 feet m.s.l. The symbol is illustrated as a
straight line over numerals (5300). Neither the outline nor the symbol is explained in the
accompanying legend. It is not known if the Cessna pilot was familiar with the FAA
publication "Graphic Notices and Supplemental Data."

Similar graphics were not explained on a revised chart completed on May 15,
1980, and distributed by the Air Force locally after May 22, 1980, for local users. (See
appendix H.) National distribution of the revised chart was made in the January 1981
issue of "Graphie Notices and Supplemental Data." The chart was revised again on
March 9, 1981, and pu’ lished by the FAA in the April, 1981 issue of "Graphic Notices and
Supplemental Data.," (See app~ndix I.)

1.17.5 Mid-Air Collision Avoidance Program

In April 1879, a Mid-Air Collision Avoidance Program (MACA) was started at
Cannon AFB to inform persons associated with flight in the Cannon controlled airspace of
the problems existing because of the concentration of military traffic at Cannon AFB, in
ciose proximity to Clovis Municipal and Portales Municipal Airports and, further, to
disseminate to all concerned the local ATC procedures. FAA Air Traffic representatives
participated in the program during visits to the fixed base operators at the civilian
afrports. In May 1980, the USAF issued a pamphlet entitled "Radar Air Traffiec Control
Services, Cannon AFB, NM," which strongly urged all pilots operating VFR and arriving,
departing, or transiting the Cannon control areas to contact the Cannon

7/ Appendix E, New Mexico Aeronautieal Chart, published for the State of New Mexico.

8/ Sece Appendix G, Terminal Area Graphic Notice (Term 17). January 1980 issue Graphic
Notices and Supplemental Lata.
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RAPCON for radar flight tracking and associated services. The pamphlet advised pilots
to use the ATIS tc receive local information, which included an advisory to contacet the
Cannon RAPCON faclility. The terminal area graphic notice chart dated February 22,
1979, was included in the pamphlet distributed to the fixed base operators at Clovis
Munieipal Airport.

Thereafter, a revised terminal area chart was developed by Cannon AFB
personnel for inclusion in the pamphiet. The revision provided more detailed information
concerning arrival and departure routes, The transient VFR route through the original
northwest corridor vas moved farther east in the Cannon control zone. The chart was
revised on May 15, 1980, for inclusion in the forthcoming "Graphic Notices and
Supplemnental Data,” A further revision on Mareh 5, 1981, moved the northern
recommended VFR route farther east, which placed it outside the Bardo initial approach
fix for landings on runway 21 at Cannon AFB.

An attachment to the pamphlet entitled "Pilot/Controller Responsibilities™ and
outlining the duties of air and ground crews in the air traffic control system of the
terminal area was also prepared. The written material was based upon the responsibilities
contained in the Federal Aviation Regulations, the Air Traffie Control Handbook 7110.85,
and supplemental directives and included references to the Airman's Information Manual
(AIM), Notices to Airmen, Advisory Clrculars, and aeronautical charts.

This pamphlet and other information provided by the Cannon AFB MACA
program had been made available to the flighterew of the F-111D and to the RAPCON
controllers who were on duty at the time of this accident.

1.17.6 Aircraft Separation

Pilot Responsibilities--The right-of-way rules of 14 CFR 91.67 state that
when weather conditions permit, regardless of whether an operation i{s conduated under
Instrument Plight Rules (IFR) or Visual Flight Rules (VFR), vigilance shall be maintaiiied
by each person operating an aireraft so as to sez and avoid other aireraft. The rules also
provided that when the rules give another aireraft the right-of-way, a pilot shall give way
to that aircraft and may not pass over, under, or ahead of it, unless well clear. Section (e)
of these rules, entitled "Overtaking," states that "Each aircraft thet is being overtaken
has the right-of-way and each pilot of the overtaking aircraft shall alter course to the
right to pass well clear,” Section (f), entitled "Landing," states, in part, that "Afireraft,
while on final approach to land, or while landing, have the right-of-way over other
afreraft in flight or operating on the surface.”

The Airman's Information Manual (AIM) is designed to provide airmen, eivilian
xnd military, with basic flight information and basic information regarding ATC
proccdures for operating in the U.S National Airspace Syctym M AS), In the preamble, the
AIM states that:

It is a pllot's inherent responsibility that he be alert at all times for and
in anticipation of all circumstances, situations, and conditions which
affect the safe operation of his alrcraft. For example, a pilot should
expect to find air traffic at any time or place. At or near both eivil or
military airports and in the vieinity of training areas, a pilot should
expect concentrated air traffic aithough he should realize coneentrations
are not limitad to these places.
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In 1968, the Safety Board published the study "Midair Collisions in U.8. Civil
Aviation," which contained a number of recommendations tc prevent midair collisions. In
addition to addressing pilots and other elements of the aviation cominunity, the study
contained recommendations to the FAA. (See appendix K.} In 1970, as pari of a FAA
program to reduce the potential for midair and near midair collisions, the FAA published
Advisory Circular (AC) No. 30-48. This circular is still issued and is available to pilots
and others, AC No. 90-48 states that the "See and Avold" concept requires that vigilance
shall be maintained by each p "son operating an aircraft so as to see and avoid other
alreraft when weather conditiuas permit, It also advises that pilots must always keep in
mind their responsibility for continuously maintaining a vigilant lookout regardless of the
type of aircraft being flown or whether operating on an IFR flight plan or under a YFR
flight plan. It admonishes pilots to "Remember tiat most MAC (midair collision) and
reported NMAC (near midair collision) incidents occurred during good YFR weather
conditions and during the hours of daylight." The ecircular warns pilots that the view of
the surrounding airspace is restricted oy the inherent cockpit design and flight attitude of
the aireraft. It directs attention to the performance capabilities of many aireraft, in both
speed and rates of descent or climb, which result in high closure rates and limited time
for detection, decision, and evasive action. ~"he AC recommends that the pilot
systematically sweep his eyes over the entire visible area and increase his visual field by
head movements. 9/ It states that pilots should also be familiar with, and ure caution in,
those operational environments where pilots may expect to find a high volume of traffic.
These cautionary areas include airport traffic patterns, instrument approach areas, and
areas of high dencitv jet arrival and departure routings, especially in the vicinity of
military baszs and major terminals, The publication emphasizes the use of
communications equipment and air traffic radar advisory services, It states:

One of the major factors found, during the FAA NMAC study as
contributing to the likelihood of an NMAC incident, was the mix of
known arriving and departing aircraft with UNKNOWN traffic in
terminal areas with an operating control tower, The known aircraft
were in radio contact with some funetion of the tower (local, approach,
or departure control) and other aircraft were not in two-way radio
contact and unknown to the tower at the time of the NMAC, This
precluded the tower from issuing traffic advisory information to either
aircraft. Although pilots must adhere to the necessary communications
requirements when operating VFR, they are also urged to take advantage
of the air traffic advisory services available to VFR aircraft.

Pilots are urged to use the AIM for information dealing with services available
to pilots, including information regarding VFR radar advisory services and, further, to
develop a working knowledge of those {acilities providing traffic advisory services and the
area in which such services are available. Notably, according to FAA Advisory Circular
90-48, pilots are advised to use currently effective aeronautical charts for the area in
which they intend to operate and to understand the seronautical legend and chart symbols
related to airspace informution depieted on aeronautical charts.

Controller Resconsibilitia--Basie Air Traffic procedures as applled to the
National Afrspace Systert iﬁxﬁi are set forth In Afr Traffie Control Handbook 7110.85, a
publication of the Federal Aviation Administration. The procedures contained in this
publication apply to mfitary and ecivilian ATC faclilities, unless changes are justified by
unusual loeal circumstances and approved by appropriate authorities. Acecordingly, the

87 A scan pattern is acvomplished by a series of head and eye movements designed to
cover the region in airspact where aircraft may app?ar.
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procedures promulgated in this Handbook, as supplemented by military procedures, were
applicable to the Cannon RAPCON controllers on duty at the time of the aceident. As
part of the USAF Mid-Air Collision Avoidance Program, a pemphlet containing an
attachment entitled "Pilot/Controller Responsibilities” was also available to the RAPCON
controllers. This attachment summarized information from FAA publications 10/ and also
included local information,

According to the publications, air traffic controllers are responsible to give
tirst priority to the separation of alrcraft in the IPR environment and to the issuance of
radar ssfety advisories. Second priority is to provide other services that are required but
do not involve the separation of aircraft, Third priority is to provide additional services
to the extent possible. The AT system provides that the pilot-in-command is directly

as to the safe operation of the aircraft, but in
many arees the responsibilities assigned to the pilot and the controller are intentionally
overlapping to provide a degree of redundancy. The system is designed, according to the
FAA criteria, so that should either the pilot or the controller fail to carry out his assigned
responsibility in any manner, the overlapping of responsibility (or redundancy) should
compensate for failures that may affect safety. In order to maintain a safe and efficient
air traffic system, it is necessary that both pilots and controllers fulfill their
responsibilities to the fullest extent.

The discussion of pilot and controller responsibility contained in the AIM

advises controllers to issue an Aireraft Conflict Advisory immediately to an aireraft
aware of an afreraft not under his control that is at an altitude

believed to place the aireraft in unsafe proximity to each other. The pilot is warned that

this radar service is not a substitute for pilot adherence to sefe operating practices as he
must be aware that safety advisories are not always available and that many iactors
affect the ability of the controller to be awsre of a situation in which unsafe proximity to
another aireraft is developing.

paiticipation is primaril L
airports, pilots of alreraft transiting the area and in rader contact and communication
with approach control will be given traffic information. Since on initial radio contact the
approach controller will assume that Stage I radar service is requested, 11/ pilots who
request the service should give thelr position, altitude, transponder code, destination, and
route of flight,

Additional services--The requirement for AT controllers to provide additional
services, including traffic advisories for aireraft separation, is referenced in the FAA Afr
Traffic Handbook 7110.65. The handbook States that the primary purpose of the AT
sSystem is to prevent a collision tetween aireraft operating in the system and te organize
and expedite the flow of traffic. In addition to the primary funetion to IFR users of the
system, there Is a capability, with certain limitations, to provide additional services. In

10/ ATC Handbook 7110.85 and Airman's Information Manual Part 1.
il/ A deseription of full service is contalned in the AIM, Basic Flight information and
ATC Procedures.
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this case, the pertinent limitations include coutroller workload and higher priority duties.
The provision of additional services is not optional on the part of the controller, but
rather is required when the work situation permits.

1.17.7 The "S8ee and Avoid” Concept and Coilision Avoidance Systems

On March 9, 1867, near Urbana, QOhio, a midalr coliision occurred between a
McDonnell Douglas DC-9 and a Beecheraft Baron. 12/ In its investigative report, the
Safety Board stated that the "sea and avoid” concept was not a practical solution to the
problems of high speed closure rates which, on certain occasions, confront the crews of
modern aircraft. The Board found that environmental conditions and the high speed of the
DC-9 limited visual detection capabilities in the air treffic control system which did not
separate controlied and urcontrolled traf{ic. The accident report went on to state "...the
Board is of the opinion that the development of a practical Collision Avoidance System
(CAS), suitable for use on the majority of aircraft, would provide a great coatribution to
flight safety."

During the course of the investigation of another midair collision, which
involved an air carrier and a general aviation aireraft on August 4, 1968, 13/ the Safety
Board was informed of the activities of the Collision Advisory Group (COPAG), which was
comprised of representatives of Government agencies and civil aviation associations &nd
directed primarily toward the development of airborne systems designed to prevent midair
collisions. As a result of the COPAQ studies, the Safety Board concluded that Collision
Avoldance Systems (CAS) or Pilot Warning Instruments (PWI) would provide a substaiitial
contributior. o collision avoidance and, therefore, supported their devs: ment,

On September 9, 1970, near Fairland, Indiana, another madair collision
occurred belween an air carrier and genergl aviation aircraft. 14/ In its report, the
Safety Board stated that "...the operating characteristics of present and future jet
aircraft appear to preclude speed restrictions to a level at which "see and avoid can be
relied upon, particularly where high descent rates are involved. Of more than passing
interest is the fact that in nearly all of fhe midair collisions, whethe: between military
and civil aircraft or between general aviation and girline aireraft, at ieast one of the
aireraft was changing sititude.” In this report, the Safety Board noted that one common
premise underlying analysis of collision probability is the existence of some minimum
"warning time", admittedly variously estimated by different sources. After reviewing
several physiologicel studies, the Board concluded that 15 seconds is the absolute
minimum time for detection, evaluation, and evasive action if a collision is to be avoided.
The Board further concluded "...that the 'see and avold® concept of collision avoldance,
which has been demonstrably deficient in the past, is now totally unacceptable in
providing separation between aircraft during descent into terminal areas where high- and
low-speed traffic is intermixed under IFR and VFR control." The Board further stated
that "...recognition of the vast scope and far-reaching effects of this conclusion prompted
the Board to conduct a public hearing on the Midair Collision Problem." 15/

T2/ Alrcralt Accident Report—Trans World Alrlines, Ine., Dougles DC-9, Tann Company
Beecheraft Baron B-55, In-Flight Collision, .iear Urbana, Ohio, March 8, 1967.

13/ Alircraft Accident Report--North Central Airlines, Inc., Convair 580, N46345 and
ﬁ'b;:e Airmotive, Inc,, Cessna 150 Midair Collision Near Milwaukee, Wisconsin, August 4,
1968.

14/ Alrcraft Accident Report—Allegheny Airlines, Ine.,, DC-9 N988VJ and Forth
Corporation Piper PA 28, N7374J, Pairfield, Indiana, September 9, 1969.

15/ Report of Proceedings of the National Transportation Sufety Board into the Midair
Collision Problem, November 4 through 10, 1969.
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In its report following the public hearing, the Safety Board stated that it
appears under certain eircumstances the rate of closure of very high-speed aircraft is
such that the total time in which an aircraft may be visible to a pilot of another aireraft
Is so short that the pilots cannot be expected to insure separation between aircraft,
irrerpective of the weather conditions in which they are flying. The Safety Board also
noted that the inadequacy of the "see and avoid" concept had received recognition in the
10 years between 1980 and 1970, and studies were conducted to determine the feasibility
of devices in the cockpil to warn the pilots of potentially conflicting traffic. One such
study 16/ concluded that the chances of collision avoidance would be higher if the pilot
were aware that potentially conflicting traffic was present snd knew approximately where
to look for it. At the conclusion of the publie hearing, the Safety Board recommended
that the Federal Aviation Administration support the expediticus development of low-cost -
Collision Avoidance Systems for all civil aireraft. 17,

In the midair collision report, which occurred between a military tactical
aircraft and an air carrier at Duarte, California, on June 8, 1971, 18/ the Safety Board
reiterated the position taken many times that for certain operational conditions, the "see
and avoid" concept is a valid but limited one, and the development of collision avoidance
systems must be vigorously pursued. Following the collision between an air varrier and a
general aviation aircraft at San Diego, California, on September 25, 1978, 19/ the Safety
Board stated that some levels of "see and avoid" will remain a valid concept for collision
avoldanee whenever an aircraft is flown in visual conditions and will be a part of any
collision avoidance system. However, the concept appears to place a disproportionate
burden o the flightcrews of high performance aircraft. This is especially true where the
concepit is used for collision avoidancz in a mixture of high-speed and low-speed traffic in
a terminal area.

In June 1981, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration
announced a National S:andard for airborne collision systems. The Safety Board
commends the FAA for this actior. The designated equipment is described as the "threat-
slert collision avoldance system" (T-CAS). Several models of this system have different
capabilities; however, all models ¢perate without dependence on ground equipment. The
T-CAS offers protection for small general aviation aircraft against similar aircraft if one
aircraft has at least a conventional transponder and the other has the basic T-CAS 1
warning system. If a T-CAS 1-2quipped aircraft is in the vicinity of a T-CAS 2-equipped
aircraft, the latter can determine the separatio: distance, relative bearing, and altitude
separation between the two aircraft, The latter alreraft then transmits these data to the
T-CAS 1 aircraft, where the data can be displayed if ihe gencral aviation aircraft is
equipped with a modified basic system. When there is a potential confliet between two
T-CAS 2-equipped aircraft, each evaluates the threat and determines the optimum
:vasive maneuver. The equipment will be available on a viluntary basis within 3 or

years,

In the Clovis, New Mexico, midair collision, if either the civil aircraft or the
military aircraft, or both, had been equipped with a collision avoidance system, the

T8/ A Study of Requirements for a Pilot Warning Instrument for Visual Airborne Collision
Avoldance - Sperry Gyroscope Company, December, 1963.

17/ See Appendix K of this Report--A Summary of Safety Board Midair Collision
Recommendations.

18/ Aircraft Accident Report--Hughes Air West DC-9, N9345 and U.S, Marine Corps
F-4B, 151458, near Duarte, California, June 6, 1971.

18/ Alrcraft Accident Report--Pacific Southwest Airiines, Inc. B-727, N533PS and Gibbs
Flite Center, N7711Q, San Diego, Culifornia, September 25, 1978,
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pilot(s) would have been aware of the proximity of the other aircraft and if evasive action
had been taken, the midatr collision might not have occurred.

2. ANALYSIS

The circumstances involved in this accident concern a midair collision between
a Cessna TU-206G which was on a VFR flight plan to land at Clovis Municipal Airport and
a QGeneral Dynamie F-111I" a military aireraft, performing a simulated instrument
approach to Cannon AFB under an IFR flight plan. The military aireraft was in radio
contact and under positive control of a RAPCON facility, The civil aircraft was unknown
to the RAPCON controllers and was rnot required to contact the RAPCON controllers.

The pilcts of both aircraft were properly certificated to operate their alreraft.
Except for the arrival controller trainee who was working under supervision, the AT
controllers were fully rated to perform their assigned duties by authority of the United
States Air Force and the Federal Aviation Administration. A detailed examination of the
entire structure of both aireraft indicated that neither aircraft had incurred any in-flight
rmechanical problems or structural failure before the collision.

The collision impact markings and gougings were used to determine the
collision angles of each aireraft. The initial contact of the two aircraft was between the
F-111D's right wing bomb rack and the wing tip of the Cessna's left wing. After the
initial impaet, the Cessna struck the F-111D's bottom right fuselage engine nacelle.
Seratclies and gouge marks, which were imprinted with white and blue paint, were found

on the bottom of the F-111D's right engine. The impact damage indicated that the Cessna
collided with the P-111iD about 22° right of the F-111D's centerline axis. Impaect markings
on the Cessna indicated that the Cessna collided with the F-111D about 82° to the left of
the Cessna's axis centerline. The evidence further indicated that there was no relative
vertical motion between the two aireraft, which also indicates that at the time of impact
hoth alrcraft were in level flight,

The ABQ ATC radar track recording was smoothed to provide the average
gr »urd speed during the last 105-second period before the collision. This information in
combination with the collision angles deatermined from imract markings provided an
average closure rate. Further, as the radar track recording did not provide information
belew 6,400 feet and after the aircraft descended below 6,400 feet, and the collislon
occurred 14 seconds later, the recommended AILA approach profile and the instrument
readings from the crew escape module at the time of module ejection were used io
estimate the altitude and indicated airspeed at the time of collision,

The AILA approach profile prescribes that a F-111D deseend, with the spe.d
brake extended, from the BARDO 24-mile DME fix to cross the 10-mile DME fix at
5,800 feet and 300 KIAS (knots indicated airspeed). As the desired airspeed is reached,
the speed brake Is retracted. The smoothed radar data Indicate that the F-111D
descended at an average rate of about 3,600 feet per minute and an average ground speed
of 380 knots, Applying the wind velocity factor, the aircraft's true air speed was about
395 knots and then applying the density aititude factor, the F~111D indicated airspeed
averaged 340 knots,

The crew escape moduie instruments recorded that at the time of ejection the
airspeed indicated 300 knots, the rate of descent was 1,850 fpm, the right wing was down
95° and the nose was lowered 32° and the left engine fud flow indicated th't the engine
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was in the after burner range. When considered with the radar track ground speed, the
speed brake extension, the high speed mode of the module efection, and the time from the
lust usable radar information to ejection, these recordings in the module indicate that the
indicated airspeed of the F-111D was less than 340 knots and greater than 300 knots at
the time of collision. Furthermore, as the speed brake was still extended at the time of
collision, the collision occurred at 5,800 feet or slightly higher. The indicated airspeed
and ground speed of the Cessna were 125 knots and 128 knots, respectively, The closure
rate between the two aireraft was about 370 knots or 625 feet per second.

Neither pilot had reported any mechanical problem or system malfunction with
his aircraft which mignt have caused a distraction to disrupt his scanning for other
aircraft. There was no evidence that the Cessna pllot had communication difficulties
since shortly before the collision he had made a radio cau to the TCC ”'<ht service
station. Although he was not required to, the Cessna pilot had the capability <c transmit
to the RAPCON controllers and make his position and intentions known. The controllers
stated, however, that the Cessna pilot was never in radio contact with them. The Safety
Board believes that had the Cessna pilot been in radio contact with the RAPCON (facility,
timely traffic advisories or radar vectoring might have prevented the collision.

A State of New Mexico Aeronautical Chart was found in the Cessna wreckage.

This chart displayed the Cannon AFB control zone and the airspace controlled by the

Cannon AT facilities. The features of this chart are illustrated in « manner similar to the

U.S. ABQ Se=tional Aeronautieal Chart. Neither contained notatlons to cauiion pilots of

heavy concentrations of low-altitude jet traffic in the Clovis area, 19 advise thet Cannon

AFB provided Stage Il radar service, or to advise pilots to consult the publication "Graphic
. Notices and Supplemental Data" when flight is planned in the Clovis area. '

Charts siniitar to the Federal Sectional Aeronautical Chart and the State of
New Mexico Aeronautical Chart are the charts most commonly carried by pilots on cross
country flights, Other publications carry notices of AT advisory serviees, terminal ares
IFR routes versus VFR recommended corridors, and advisories of cautionary areas and
altitudes, but are not normally carried aboard aircraft by private pilots, particularly
noninstrument rated pilots. Even though a private pilot is aware of a terminal cautionary
area, without an advisory note on his Aeronautical Chart suggesting that he contact the
controiling AT facility for traffic advisories and recommended routes, he must rely on his
memory for safe piloting in the recommended airspace. Although the pilot of the Cessna
had flown in the Clovis area several times, there was no evidence that he was aware of
recommended flight routes in the Cannon AFB terminal area. The Safety Board believes
that had there been an advisory notation on the aeronautical chart, the Cessna pilot might
have beeii prompted to establish radio contact with the Cannon RAPCON,

The terminel area graphic notice for Clovis-Cannon AFB, New Mexico, dated
February 22, 1979, was published in the January 1980, issue of "Graphic Notices and
Supplemental Data,” a FAA Flight Information publication. (See appendix G.) The same
graphie notice was distributed by the Cannon MACA program to other airport operators,
military and ecivillan, including fixed base operators at Clovis Municipal Airport.
Distribution had also been made to Cannon AFB personnel and the notice had been
uvailable to the pilot of the F-111D and ‘he RAPCON controllers, It is not known if the
terminal area graphic notice had been seen by the pilot of the Cessna. The Safety Board
believes that it is a rule of prudent airmeanship that all pilots acquaint themselves with en
route and airport information along their intended flight path.
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The geometric outline in the northeast sector of the 15-nmi cautionary srea of
the chart, which relates to a VFR corridor but cannct be readily identified as ¢ VFR
corridor, does not appear in the legend although there is an unrelated symbol deseriized in
the iegend as "Recommended VFR corridors". A numerical symbol which appears outside
the cautionary area is intended to indicate that the maximum altitude to be flown in that
area is 5,300 feet. This symbol, which is used on instrument approach charts, is not
described in the legend of the subject graphic notice. The meaning of the geometric
outline and the numerical symbols might net be known to a noninstrument rated pilot.

The collision occurred about 5,800 feet as the Cessna was descending from its
cruising altitude, The Cessna pilot possibly had not seen the published chart, which had
been distributed in the Clovis area, or did not recall the altitudes that he had seen on the
chart, or did not understand the significance of the altitude notations on the chart.
Without a clearly stuted explanation of the symbols used on the subject graphic notice,
the Cessna pilot might have understood that he was flyinf at & safe altitude when he flew
at or below 5,800 feet. This altitude was designated for the segment of the F-111D's
runway 21 AILA approach where the collision occurred.

USAF directives raquire that a militory pilot ootain approval for an AILA
approach from tihe AT controlling agency before commencing the approach. The pilot is
also required to request separation from other traffic if the radar service is available.
While the pilot of the F-111D did request epproval for the AILA, he did not request
separation from other treffic. If he had requested trafiic separation, the RAPCON
centrollers may have been on the alert for and scen the radar return of the Cessna and
have issued an advisory. An AILA apprcach in the F-111D is ¢ maneuve: which is
coordinated between the pilot and the WSO. The USAF directive st:ztes that the pilot is
required to establish and brief the WSO on flight par.meters which will be {iowr during
the approach. If the established parameters are exce:ded, the crewmember not flying is
to advise the other crewmember. Flight guidance for the maneuver is provided by cockpit
instrumentation and, therefore, the crewmembers are required to concentrate a
significant amount of their attention inside the cockpit. During flight in visual flight
conditions, crewmen are directed to insure that they are never occupied with cockpit
duties simultaneously. The directive states that the "see and avoid" policy is mandatory
and that the aireraft's flight path should b= visually cleared by at least one ecrewmember
at all times,

The rules of 14 CFR 91,67, which pertained to the flight of the F-111D and
the Cessna, state that when weather conditions permit, rogardless of whether an
operation i3 conducted under Instrument Flight Rules or Visual Plight R:les, vigilance
shall be maintained by each person operating an aireraft so as to see and svoid other
aircraft. The FAA's AIM explains in detail that it is the pilot's inherent responsibility at
all times to anticipate eircumstances, situations, and conditions which :{fect the safe
operation of his alrcraft. This widely distributed publication warns crewmenivers that
when near both civil and military airports and in the vieinity of training creas, they should
expect concentrated air traffic. FAA AC No. 90-48 states that the see and avold concept
requires that vigilance shall be maintained by each person operating an aireraft so ns to
see and avoid other aircraft. It advises that pilots must keep in mind their responsibility
for continuowsly maintaining a vigilant lookout regarcless of the type of aircraft being
flown and regardless of the type of flight plan in effect.

Analysis of the Board visibility study photographs indicate that reasonable
head or body moverients of the Cessna pilot or his passenger would not have placed the
other alrcraft in their respective fields of vision, when distance and iorget size are
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considered. In fact, during the 105 seconds before the collision, or from the time the
P-111D was about 10 miles away from the collision point, the F-111D would have been
above the left wing and completely hidden from the Cessna pilet. During the 90 seconds
before the collision, the Cessna was within the monocular vision of the WSO but the
F-111D pilot's vision was obscured by his cockpit structure. Reasonable head or upper
body moverments by the pilot would not have placed the Cessna within his view; however,
similar reasonable movement by the WSO relative to his windshield would have placed the
Cessna within his full binocular vision, However, to continually maintain the aireraft's
required course ard descent angle for a precision approach, particularly as a qualifying
crewmember, the WSO's attention to the radar's flight guidance information would have
preempted his visual scanning for other aircraft.

Analysis of the collision geometry shows that the F-111D was descending at a
high rate of speed and struck the Cessna feom the left side at approximately an 8)° angle,
As the flight paths converged during the last 10 miles of the F-111D's flight, the Cessna
would have moved from slightly right to directly in front of the P-111D. Despite the
difficulties that would have been encountered by the F-111D flighterew in observing the
Cessna because of the high closure rate and the position of the Cessna relative to the
F-111D cockpit structure, the Safeiy Board concluded that the P-111D flightcrew failed
in their responsibility to see and avoid the Cessna.

The Safety Board recognized that the Cessna pilot also had a responsibility to
see and avoid all relevant traffic in the airspace it was traversing, However, based on its
projected flight path, the acute collision angle, the limitations to the field of vision
imposed by the aireraft structure and the high closure rate of the F-111D, the Safety
Board concluded that the Cessna pilot could not have reasonably been expected to see and
avoid the P-111D,

According to the FAA Handbook 7110.65C, the AT controllers are recuired to
provide traffic advisories, with certain limitations, to alrcraft operating in the IFR
system. This requirement would have applied to the F~111D which was under the positive
control of the RAPCONM, Ia this accident, the restrictive limitations which might have
applied were controller workload or priority duties; however, neither of these limitations
was applicable since the F~-111D was the only aircraft directly under the control of the
arrival controllers and no higher priority duties were evident, The Safety Board concludes
that there was adequate time for the controliers to menitor the controlled airspace and to
issue a traffic advisory io the F-111D had the controllers seen the potentially conflicting
"unknown" traffic,

Following the accident, the Cannon RAPCONR radar equipment was checked
{or operational capability and all components werc found to function satisfactorily. At a
later date, a Safety Boaerd investigator observed the facility equipment to check
particularly for adequate reception of primary targets and code 1200 secondary returns.
The reception of all radar returns was adequate for AT control services. In addition, the
ABQ ARTCC radar antenna received and recorded the code 1200 beacon response of the
Cessna until the time of collision. The Selety Board was not able to identify any
technical reason why the RAPCON facllity would have friled to receive the primery or
secondary radar return of the Ces:na at any time after the aircraft entered the Cennon
APB controlled airspace, the radius of which extends 20 nmi around the militar:- airport.

The Safety Board concludes that the radar and beacon reterns of the Ceisna
were displayed on the RAPCON radar scope. However, the Safety Board was unable to
determ:ne positively why the controllers Gid not observe the radar returr3. It can be
reasonably concluded that their attention was directed elsewhere. This controller
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oversight compromised the safety rargin provided by the shared and overlapping
responsibllities of the pilot and the controller which are intended to prevent collisions in
the see and avoid environment,

3. CONCLUSIONS

Findings

1.

2.

The pilots of both aireraft were properly qualified to operate their
respective aiceraft.

Except for an arrival controller trainee who was perforraing under
supervision, the controllers were fully rated to geriorm tiieir assigned
duties.

The military sireraft, a General Dynamics F-111D, was under positive
air traffic control of the Cannon AFB RAPCON {aoility,

The Cessna piiot d'd not establish radio contact with the Cannon
RAPCON contro! facility nor was he required to.

There was no evidence that either pilot had any mechanical problem,
system malfunction, or communication difficulty with his aireraft before
the: collision.

The pilots of both aireraft were required by cegulations to "see and
avoid" each other.

The relative positions of the collision aireraft with respect 1o eaca other
was such that both pilots were precluded from having an unobstructed
view of the other airceraft during the 90 seconds preceding the aceident.

Before the collision, the Cessna was within the monocular vision of the
F-111D WSO and reasonable movements by the SO relative to the
windshield would have plac¢ed the Cessna within his full binoc dlar vision.

However, the high clcsure rate of the two aircraft and the precise
requirements of the F-111D's AILA approach precluded the WSO from
scanning for other aireraft,

While the pilot of the F-111D did request approval for the AILA
approach, he did not request separation service from other eircraft.

The evidence did not establish whether or not the (Cessna pilot had
consulted appropriate aeronautical charts for his route of flight.

The terminal srea graphic chart for Clovis-Cannon AFB, which was
published Iin the January 1980 issue of "Graphic Notices and
Supplemental Data,” contained symbols not depicte* in the legend a..d
notations not clearly defined on the chart. The Cessna pilot may not
have understood that hu was flying at an unsafe altitude even if he had
consulted the chart.




.- . . 3 . L T L . vargl
wi, - P L e JRREE T W e e e .
-* N . . i T By T " P R T g Ll S B b s Tt
L . - ™ 9 A N " i i et =5 el e ki e
J— v s - L e e o - .
e e AP it iy e crboh o % W o .. seohtd maeman T _
H . o
——_— PP . Ir. -
. = e ; s st ke E
y Mt e e S o g e -
g oM e e e R g BTN s ey e T R RD ] N : . :
i . wat: oy : - y 3 )

oy R i T T SR T T e SRR BT e e B MR TR R A i

-22=-

The contrcliers had adequate time to moniior their contiolled area and
to issue a troffic advisory to the F-111D.

There was no technieal reasons why the primary or secondary returns of
the Cessna would not have been displayed on the controller's radar-

. nopes.,

The radar and beacon returns of the Cessna were displayed but the
controllers failed Lo sce them.

The circumstances of this aceident reflect the limitations of the see and

avold collision avoidance concept, particutarly when there is an intermix
of high and low speed aircraft which sre IFR and VFR, respectively.

3.2 Probable Cause

The Safety Board determines that the probable cause of this accident was the
failure of both aireraft to request radar traffic advisories, the failure of the F-111D
flighterew to see and avold the Cessna TU-206G, and the failure of the RAPCON
controilers to observe the Cessna radar target and to issue traffic advisories to the
F-111D. Contributing to the accident were the limitations of the see and avoid concept
in a terminal area with low speed/high speed traffic.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of its investigation of this accident, the National Transportation
Safety Board recommended:

—to the Federal Aviation Administration:

Simplify and standardize, to the extent feasible, the terminal area
graphic notices, published in the "Graphic Notices and
Supplemental Data," and explain all symbols used In a notice in the
accompanying legend. (Class I, Priority Action) (A-82-112)

Add to all terminal area charts, which are published in "Graphie
Notices and Supplemental Data," a notation encouraging all pilots
intending to operate YFR within the terminal area to contact the
controlling AT facllity and an advisory notation, when applicable,
indicating that radar traffic advisory services arc avallable on
request. (Class II, Priority Action) (A-82-113)

Add to all federal scetional aeronautical charts a prominent
advisory notation pertinent to terminal areas at which radar traffic
advisory vervices are available on request. (Class II, Priority
Action) (A-82-114)

Advise state aviation authorities that they should include on state
aeronautical charts the information contained on federal sectional
aeronautical charts pertinent to safe navigation, particularly in
regard to radar t.affic advisory services In terminal areas where
there are multiple airfields. (Class I, Priority Action) (A-82-115)
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--to the National Association of State Aviation Officals:

Advise state gviation authorities that they should include on state
aeronautical charts the information contained on federal sectional
aeronautical charts pertinent to safe navigation, particularly in
regard to radar traffic advisory services in terminal areas where
there are multiple airfields. (Class II, Priority Action) (A-82-116)

BY THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

/s/ JIM BURNETT
Chalrman

/s/ FRANCIS H. McADAMS
Member

/s/ G.H. PATRICK BURSLEY
Member

/s/ DONALD D, ENGEN
Member

PATRICIA A. GOLDMAN, Vice Chairman, did not participate.

August 24, 1982
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5. APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A
INVESTIGATION AND HEARING

1. Investigation

The Safety Board was notified of the accident about 1415 on February 6,
1980. An investigator from the Safety Board's Denver field office was dispatched to the
scene immediately. Later, Human Factors, Structure, and Air Traffic Control specialists

were assigned to the investigation from the ‘Aashington, D.C. office.

Parties to the investigation included the Federal Aviation Administration, the
United States Air Porce, the General Dynamics Corporation, and the Cessne Aireraft

Company.
2. Hearing

No public hearing was held.
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APPENDIX B
PERSONNEL INFORMATION
Flightcrew of F111D

Captain Roy W. Westerfield, 34, entered the U.S. Air Porce on November 18,
1969. He completed undergraduate pilot flight training on December 12, 1970. He was
rated as a senior pilot and, at the time of the accident, he was serving as an instructor
pllot. He had accumulated a total of 2,505 flight hours, with about 980 hours in the
F-111D. He had served as an instructor pilot in the F--111D for 516 hours. Captain
Westerfield had qualified as an instrument pilot on April 2, 1979, and he had completed
recurrent instrument training on September 19, 1979. His medical qualification, issued
without wailvers, was updated on April 24, 1979.

During the initial instrument qualification flight in April 1979, Captain
Westerfield was criticized by the flight examiner for incorrectly lowering the wing slats
during gear extension while executing a simulated single engine approach and he was also
criticized for rough handling of the aircraft and poor airspeed control during the final
approach. During the recurrency flight for instrument proficiency in September 1879, he
was criticized by the flight examiner for not performing a complete Before Landing
Check during a No Flap/Slat approach and for losing 300 feet of altitude in a VFR
pitchout maneuver. These critical areas were debriefed by the flight exeminers and
neither examiner recommended further corrective actions. The second flight was flown
as a 2-ship mission; the briefing and in-flight instructions were reported as excellent.
During the past 30, 60, and 90 day periods, he had flown approximately 12, 23, and
34 hours, respectively. He had flown the day before the accident.

Second Lieutenant Stephen P. Anderson, 23, entered the U.S. Air Foree on
May 26, 1978. He completed undergraduate navigator training April 25, 1979, He was
rated as & navigator and, at the time of the accident, he was serving as a student weapons
system officer. He had accumulated a total of 126 flight hours, with about 18 hours in the
F-111D. His medical qualification, issued without waivers, was updated Marech 21, 1979,
Since Lieutenant Anderson was in initial student training, his flighterew proficiency in the
F-111D had not been evaluated. During the-past 30, 60 and 90 day periods, he had flown
approximately 7, 15, and 18 hours, respectively. His last flight previous to the accident
was on January 23, 1980,

Cessna 206 Pilot

Homer D. Douglas, 43, held private pllot certificate number 2076056, with
aircraft single engine land privileges. It was issued February 22, 1971. He held a third
class medical certificate, issued without limitations on August 9, 1979, His log book was
destroyed in the accident; however, his medical certificate stated that he had 150 flight
hours on the date of his physical examination. Other records disclosed that he had
received 13.7 hours of dual flight instruction in the Cessna 206 during August 1979, It was
estimated that he had accumulated about 55 solo hours in the Cessna 206 when the
accident occurred. He had flown the route between ABQ to CVN, via TCC, two times
before the accident. One of these flights was on December 8, 1978. The Cannon
RAPCON communication log did not contain a record of radio contact with Mr. Douglas
on that date. Mr. Douglas was the President of Building Contractors, Incorporated,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.
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RAPCON Personnel

Staff sergeant Mark R. Hilleren was the watch supervisor in the RAPCON
facility at the time of the accident. He was fully rated as an approach controller (RAPC)
and fully rated as a radar final approach contrcller (RFC). He had a total of 8 years and
8 months of air traffic control experience, He had 3 years and 6 months experience as a
Cannon AFB radar controller.

Airmen First Class Allison was on duty et the time of the acvident as the
approach/deperture controller. He also held RAPC a. ! RFC ratings. He had 1 year and
3 months total ATC experience; all of his ATC experivnce was at Cannon AFB.

Staff sergeant Rita Jimenez was assigned to the arrival controller position.
At the time of the accident, she was monitoring a trainee at the same position. She held
RAPC and RFC ratings. She had 3 years and 2 months total ATC experience; all of her
ATC experience was at Cannon AFB.

Staff sergeant David Torres was assigned as an arrival controller trainee, He

was not a rated controller. He had 2 years and 8 months total ATC experience; he had
2 weeks experience in the Cannon RAPCGN facility.




-

R TS LTS
. _-OF BURN AREA
' .’%‘:” ELEVATION £34T liL
* X
4
[ ]

B &
\ (L /
" [ ] ™ “’ “’t.‘u Lwe
F111-0 EB " un susvanon e st
/ _ LEBION BURN
Crash St o HPALED FUEL w::‘ :nnr

N
H N
MR | o
Mo azan ay
ey
-
o a? al s
a ¥
by -
LY | ]
)
CANC N
TACAN A FIRCE BASE .
5y
LEGEND: Cossna Impact
CORIPONENT IDENTIFICATION F151.0 ACCIDENT SITE COORDINATES: 1o .
Laede: MO LT [
e FANID & Cessna TU208G Lompitade: 1630 11", 62" ®
T TERCRWTION OESCRIITION
-#'“_q- .
T T - el TRAS T FRELAGE CESEMA 208 ACCIDENT STTE COORDINATLS: N
¥ | forirt STABLATER T | 15k Losiogde: ® 0. 87° - “:,::"k
3 1 LAFT STABH.TER 3 | steaneeg wette Longtede: 100° & 98 ArORT
[ o i 3| PROFLLLEG WS ]
T | P9, ROAPRENT SATS W[ weees sTRUY
4 ] MUmY Sl S ] LAPY FRONT PAR ] e ne W
7 “W Fl mﬁliz " 9 T et 50 TR B 4R e
1 LECY ke S LafY WA Fune
§ ) mENY T [ La7T wma OUTER PasliL Seale: 17 M0
w» | aabta (] m“m‘ML
11 SOAT TAR, 71 ] Caden DOOR Arit)
T | aubDEn 3T | NG FURL BAY
o ] RO TORTAL STANLIERR 77 TLEFT v FRONT SRR
% 1 CRaW CAPRAE 311 vic P FORTION OF RGP
W CAVRAL MIPACT ARSA W LAt Ewa FRONT SPAR _}
» W ] WGNT AaLEWGN
17 ] snetL
[ AFTERDUWIER SECTYON

AFTERBUANESR SECTYON

|
"

T ] TWORT ER0NN GAY PAMEL
351 FORTION OF IRGHT ETRARK
»
% |
= |
WA

POTTOM SECTHON MrONT Hiouw
RACtLLE FRANE_FI TS

ROLELLE FRAME, Fi 178
ONR NOLEAR Vi1 B
TORETANT WL DVE
‘e FILLER BILEY CAP
T [ EHT GRS FYDAMAIC
oI, CONER

] OF NOME X R

[




APPENDIX D
COLLISION TRACK
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APPENDIX E
AERONAUTICAL CHART, STATE OF NEW MEXICO
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APPENDIX F

HI-TACAN RUNWAY 21 APPROACH CHART
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APPENDIX G

TERMINAL AREA GBA_PHIC NOTICE, CHART DATED FEBRUARY 22, 1879
(NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION)
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APPENDIX I

TERMINAL AREA GRAPHIC NOTICR, CHART DATED MARCH 9, 1981
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APPENDIX K
SUMMARY OF SAFETY BOARD MIDAIR COLLISION RECOMMENDATIONS

In July 1969, the National Transportation Safety Board released the report of a
special accident prevention study entitled "Midair Collisions in U.S. Civil Aviation.” That
study of 38 midair collisions, whicl: occurred in calendar year 1968, involved 78 aireraft,
24 of the 38 collisions resulted in 71 fatalities -- all occupants of general aviation
aircraft.

On November 4, 1969, the Safety Board convened a public hearing for the
purpose of inquiring into the cause and prevention of midair collisions. The Board, sitting
en blane, heard the testimony of 26 witnesses, including representatives of the United
States Government, the aviation industry, and members of the publie.

The public hearing and the accident prevention study resulted in conclusions
and from these conclusions, 25 safety recommendations were forwarded to the Federal
Aviation Administration. Also, in 1968, the FAA released a near-midair collision study
which contained 20 recommendations,

Since 1989, the Safety Board has issued 74 recommendations to minimize the
hazards of midair collisions and to emphasize to the aviation community the inherent
dangers of the "see and cvoid" environment. At least 7 of these safety recommendations
apply to this accident.

NTSB A-71-008: Make funds available for the ground equipment which may be
necessary for support of collision avoidance systems (CAS). NTSB status --
Closed--Acceptable Action.

NTSB A-71-012: Amend the pilot training requirements in the Federal
Aviation Regulations to require the addition of scanning techniques to the
training syliabus. NTSB status -- Closed--Acceptable Action.

NTSB A-71-051: Institute a program to provide more publicity to the
existence, function and use of the FAA radar advisory service in those
instances where VFR flight is required through nigh-density traffic area,
consideration should be given to making the request for such service a
mandatory procedure. NTSB status -- Closed--Acceptable Action.

N1SB A-72-157: Develop a total midair collision prevention system approach
to include training, education, procedures, ATC equipment and practices, and
the development of collision avoidance systems and proximity warning
instruments that are cost feasible to the general aviation community, NTSB
status -- Closed--Acceptable Action,

NTSB A-73-028: Establish a requirement for pilots to be trained in the
techniques of time sharing between visual scanning for eirborne targets and
cockpit duties, NTSB status -- Closed--Acceptable Action.

NTSB A-73-032: Expedite the development and issuance of national standards
for systems to provide protection from micair collisions that the Industry can
proceed without further delay to develop and market economically viable
hardware. NTSB status -- Closed--Acceptadle Alternate Action,
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NTSP A-79-074: Prescribe a method to insure that all general aviation pilots
are tested periodically on ATC radar procedures, radar services,
pilot/controller relationships, and ATC clearance as appropriate to their
operations, NTSB status -- Closed--Acceptable Alternate Action.




