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 FLYING LESSONS for  

October 6, 2022 
FLYING LESSONS uses recent mishap reports to consider what might have contributed to accidents, so you can make 
better decisions if you face similar circumstances.  In most cases design characteristics of a specific airplane have little 
direct bearing on the possible causes of aircraft accidents—but knowing how your airplane’s systems respond can make 
the difference in your success as the scenario unfolds. So apply these FLYING LESSONS to the specific airplane you fly.  
Verify all technical information before applying it to your aircraft or operation, with manufacturers’ data and 
recommendations taking precedence.  You are pilot in command, and are ultimately responsible for the decisions 
you make.      

FLYING LESSONS is an independent product of MASTERY FLIGHT TRAINING, INC. www.mastery-flight-training.com  

Pursue Mastery of Flight™ 

This week’s LESSONS: 
This event does not yet appear in the NTSB preliminary reports and there is no official 
confirmation of its circumstances yet. But it is posted on Kathryn’s Report:  

A Piper PA-46-310P Malibu, registration N43605, was destroyed after an apparent encounter with adverse 
weather conditions and a subsequent inflight breakup near Williams, Arizona. The student pilot and one 
passenger sustained fatal injuries. The personal flight departed from Albuquerque-Double Eagle II Airport 
(KAEG), New Mexico, with an unknown destination. 

Review of the student pilot's records show that he was issued a student pilot license in 2020. The pilot 
purchased a Cessna 182 in 2021 and the accident aircraft was purchased in 2022. The student pilot had 5 
previous DWI arrests and 2 parole/probation violations. The pilot had no medical certificate. The passenger 
was his wife and was not pilot rated. 

Review of the flight 
data [FlightAware and 
ADS-B] show that the 
pilot most likely flew 
into a thunderstorm cell 
and attempted a 180 
[degree] turn. Control 
was lost afterwards. 

The airplane came to 
rest on its left side in an 
open field, both wings, 
vertical and horizontal stabilizers broke off inflight and were found a mile or so from the main wreckage. The 
fuselage was found separate to the parts mentioned. 

See:  
http://www.kathrynsreport.com/2022/09/fatal-accident-occurred-september-13.html  
https://flightaware.com/live/flight/N43605/history/20220913/1630Z/KAEG/L%2035.48454%20-112.72417 
https://globe.adsbexchange.com/?icao=a53bde&lat=35.484&lon=-112.721&zoom=11.0&showTrace=2022-09-13&leg=2&trackLabels 

None of the statements in that account are yet verified but come from local news reports 
included on that website posting. When the facts become more widely reported in aviation circles 
I expect there will be a lot of internet chatter.  

Let’s get a jump on that discussion, with a twist: what LESSONS do you draw from this 
event as we know it so far? What can you learn given your current experience and 
responsibilities—pilot-in-command, flight instructor, spouse, aircraft owner, business owner, 
employer, co-worker, whatever applies to you? Let us know at mastery.flight.training@cox.net. 
We’ll learn from each other when I publish your insights next week. 

 
Comments? Suggestions? Insights? Let us know at mastery.flight.training@cox.net.  
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My friends and sponsors at Pilot Workshops extend this offer to all FLYING LESSONS readers in all aircraft types: 

 
 
See https://pilotworkshop.com/products/ifr-mastery-abs/?disc=20&campaign=abs&typeclub=abs  

 

Debrief: Readers write about recent FLYING LESSONS: 

Frequent Debriefer John Townsley wrote about last week’s LESSONS, in which I commented on 
a quote from NTSB Vice Chairman Bruce Landsberg from his recent presentation to the 
American Bonanza Society. John comments: 

I think the Hon NTSB member is splitting hairs in his unhelpful definitions of accident and crash.  His binary 
treatment of mishaps  ignores the existence of an acceptable risk continuum that is highly individual[ized].  

What EXACTLY does he suggest an "acceptable" vs "unacceptable" risk might be?  Surely it's not another 
'one size fits all' bureaucratic product?  How would he suggest considering the non-constant effects of ranges 
of conditions like health, fatigue, stress, nutrition & hydration, circadian rhythm, proficiency, experience, 
age, and training?  Or the black box unseeable stuff like the guts of an engine, failure of other systems, 
meaningful (another amorphous term) experience and (anther fuzzy term) adequate training?  If there is a 
'bottom line' in Bruce's logic, then other than engine failure or system failure from an unknown and 
unknowable cause I can think of no other way to arrive at the ridiculously low "10 %" figure for accidents.  

I didn’t take Bruce’s comments that way at all, John, but I might be able to see how you could. 
Here’s what I think he was saying, backed up with his further comments during his presentation 
that I did not have space to cover fully in last week’s LESSONS.  

We know there are situations, or scenarios, that result in accidents again and again—we are 
erring unerringly. Fuel mismanagement. Attempted visual flight in instrument meteorological 
conditions. Controlled Flight into Terrain. The list goes on.    

These are the sorts of things Member Landsberg considers to be “crashes.” They are not 
“accidents” by his personal definition because an accident by NTSB definition is the result of an 
unforeseen event. NTSB investigative reports are by law inadmissible in court cases, so unless 
some other agency (or we flight instructors) act in some way to eliminate these types of actions 
among pilots we don’t really learn anything that we don’t already know. No one has to tell us 
these things are going to happen if we don’t follow best operating practices (the terms 
“acceptable” or “unacceptable” risk did not appear in my narrative last week).  

I’ve personally been critical of the NTSB’s incredible expenditure of taxpayer money and 
resources on every reportable accident because in almost all cases we don’t learn anything new 
(I’d agree with Bruce’s 90%). And yet, although NTSB investigates railroad, highway, marine, 
pipeline and hazardous materials accidents in addition to aviation, in all those other modes NTSB 
has discretion whether to make an investigation. Yet NTSB’s Congressional mandate is to 
investigate all aviation accidents (it can and does delegate many to the FAA, but ultimately there 
is an NTSB report). 

Bruce’s point, I believe, is that the true purpose of NTSB investigations is to learn things in the 
aftermath of a mishap that helps us avoid future mishaps. Hence his emphasis on the “10%” 
which are what he calls “accidents,” meaning the result of something that is not run-of-the-mill 
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and quite predictable (for example, a report that begins “at the conclusion of a 5.7-hour flight the 
pilot reported engine failure…” probably tells us what is most likely to have happened). Member 
Landsberg’s explanation of the difference between what he calls an “accident” and a “crash” 
makes me better understand and support the Board’s efforts to learn the circumstances of all 
aircraft crashes, and the Board’s ultimate goals of discovering any new circumstances or trends 
we can use to prevent future tragedies. Thanks for prompting me to clarify that, John. I hope I’ve 
better explained what I think Member Landsberg was saying, and why I took it as a positive 
message. 
See https://mastery-flight-training.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/2022.0929-FLYING-LESSONS.pdf  

Reader Bob Wright, retired as Manager of General and Commercial Aviation at FAA 
headquarters and now an aviation safety researcher and consult, also writes: 

Hi, Tom. Thanks for all your great work.  

I think it's important to recognize the revealing description of accidents and crashes by NTSB Vice-Chairman 
Landsberg. This is the highest-level acknowledgement yet that poor risk management is a root cause of 
most fatal accidents. Despite the Airman Certification Standards (ACS) explicitly recognizing risk 
management as an essential pilot capability, I have seen no evidence that [pilot certificate and ratings] 
candidates are being effectively taught how to identify, assess, and mitigate risk as required by the ACS. I 
believe instructors and examiners are just muddling through that requirement and sticking to their traditional 
maneuver-based curricula, just have they have done since the Civilian Pilot Training Program from the 1939-
1941 era. 

There is now much better FAA guidance out on conducting and teaching risk management. This includes 
Chapter 10 of the Aviation Instructors Handbook and the new edition of the Risk Management Handbook, 
published in June 2022. I was proud to have been on a sub-group of the FAA/industry Airman Certification 
Standards Work Group that produced these handbook revisions. 

I suggest that we revise instructor FIRCs, change curricula, and take other actions that can get the word out to 
the aviation community that effective risk management may be our best way to reduce general aviation 
fatal accidents that are stuck stubbornly at about one fatal accident per 100,000 flight hours. 

I agree—I’m at a loss that, about a decade into the ACS process that includes evaluation on 
Knowledge, Risk Management and [physical flying] Skills with presumably equal weight on 
Practical Tests for virtually all pilot certificates and ratings, that I’ve yet to find someone who can 
cite a situation in which a pilot candidate can answer all Knowledge questions and fly all the 
maneuvers and demonstrate Skills to published standards, but has still failed the checkride 
because of failing to meeting one or more of the Risk Management objectives (and I’ve asked). I 
cannot even find anyone, in or out of the FAA or as a Designated Pilot Examiner (DPE), who can 
describe a hypothetical example of such a situation. In other words, as Bob laments, we do not 
really evaluate risk management even after so much work on creating the very system 
laboriously created to do so (the ACS). Thanks for your insights, Bob. 
See: 
https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/regulations_policies/handbooks_manuals/aviation/aviation_instructors_handbook/12_aih_chapter_10.pdf  
https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/handbooks_manuals/aviation/media/faa-h-8083-2.pdf  

Reader Thomas Jaszewski continues our weeks-long discussion resulting from a series of 
recent midair collisions: 

I will tell you what I think is a reason for mid-air crashes near the airport pattern; the fact that there are so 
few common frequencies so when I monitor traffic on the radio I could be listening to SEVERAL-different 
airports at the same time! If each airport could have its own, more time could be spent giving position 
reports and distinctly listening to the traffic where you actually are. At least in Minnesota it is this way. 

I agree, and it’s not just in Minnesota. Multiple airports using the same Common Traffic Advisory 
Frequency (CTAF), often in close proximity to one another and even with similar-sounding airport 
names, substantially reduces the effectiveness of these advisories at nontowered airports. 
Perhaps even more critical is the number of pilots making using nonstandard terminology or calls 
(“any traffic in the area please advise,” etc.) that ties up the frequency even more. Yet, this alone 
does not solve the problem. Note that many of the recent midairs we’ve discussed took place 
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under positive Air Traffic Control at a tower-controlled airport. We have much work to do. Thank 
you, Thomas. 

Readers, I’ll get to much more of your insights in the Debrief inbox next week. Thank you. 
 
More to say? Let us learn from you, at mastery.flight.training@cox.net.  
 

 

 
See www.nafinet.org.  
 

Share safer skies. Forward FLYING LESSONS to a friend 

 
Please help cover the costs of providing FLYING LESSONS through the secure 

donations button at www.mastery-flight-training.com.  

Or send a check to Mastery Flight Training, Inc. to 247 Tiffany Street, Rose Hill, Kansas USA 67133. 
Thank you, generous supporters.   

 
 

 
 

Pursue Mastery of Flight. 

Thomas P. Turner, M.S. Aviation Safety  
Flight Instructor Hall of Fame Inductee 
2021 Jack Eggspuehler Service Award winner 
2010 National FAA Safety Team Representative of the Year  
2008 FAA Central Region CFI of the Year 
Three-time Master CFI 
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