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AIRCRAFT: 

Aircraft was an experlmental amateur built ftve place twin let. Construction was composile FRP, 
powered by two modified turbojet engines thal are reported to De lrom CH-46 helicopter. Aircraft 
was low wing "T" tail design with conventional flight controls. cabie and torque Isbe. conventtonal 
elevator with external trim taD trim system. 

The manufacture iisted the aircraft specifications on the web site as. Gross wt. 5200 ibs., smpty 
wt. 2600 Ibs.. Max speed 340 ktas, Siail speed 78 kts. 

PILOTKIPERATOR: 

Mi. Jack Walter Reed. iMr. Reed was the holder of an Airline Transgor! Pilo: certaiiate 
  with airpiane muitiengine privieges. BE-i9@3, CA-272, LR-JET and SA-227. 

 l priviiegess, airplane single enngine land and sea, mul!ienngine sea. glide; and lighter. 
than-air free balloon. 

In addirion Mr. Reed held a valid flight instructor certificale as well an airframe and power plant 
mechanic certificate. Mr. Reed held an appropriate and current first class medical certifica!e Mr. 
Reed listed 6000 hciirs of flying time reposed on his last medlcal applicailon. 

Mr. Reed's accident and enforcement history lists one violation in the accident aircrafi. one 
incident (landing gear problem) in the accident aircraft. and one gear-up incident in another 
aircraft. 

Mr. Reed was a former Aviation Safety inspector, alrcarrier operailons. Mi. Reed was said to be 
an employee of Maverck Jets at the time of !he accident. 

AIRPORTNEATHER: 

The accident occurred on !he Melbourne Airport within the Secure area on airport property. VFR 
weather con5itions prevailed - 3301 1 KT WSM FEW045 05100 A3039. 

ACCiDENT SYNOPISIS: 

Inierviews with various WltneSS reveakd the Wowing events leading up lo and inciuding the 
accident. MI. Reed was reported to have been sick with a flu like ailment :or at :easi a week prior 
to !he accident. Sandy Scofl  6) a pilot who was working on obtaining an LCIA in the 
airplane. to assisi MI. Reed    g repotied that the day prior to th6 accideni Mr. Reed 
was SChedulBd to Ily the aircraft !or testing after modificaiioniand or repair. (The nature oi the 
repair or modification is unknown. Maverick personnel have not been overly co-operative) 
MI. Scot! sta!ed :ha! Mr. Reed appearea so lil that he was ins!ructed io go home. 

On Friday January 24. Mi. Reed came in, in the morning and told Mr. Scott that he fer: much 
better and would !est tiy the aircraft "hen the meintenance was compleied. however he 
requesied that Mr. Scott accompany him on the flight. 

Mr. Scoti reponed that late in the afternoon a poiential customer appeared at Atlantic Jet Center 
and he got involved with customer and heard the engines on the accident aircraft running but 
thought that Mr. Reed was just "running thQm up". He was unaware that the aircrafi had 



ciepaiied i;niil !?e heap$ ;oii;son2 Say  the aircraf: szss having gear prob!em;, and he wen1 oii:side 
at that point 

Eany wl:ness, inckudlng l'ido: ?&!!e:  , Eric Place. same phone, J~ Xuenlc,   
 ). Danny iiariison,  S i d y  Scoif.  6) and prsonar ?:   e 

Melbourne ATCT stated that    he aircraft tly      ow altitude. and ask the 
tower to check the position of the landing gear. 

The first circuit the gear was partially extended, on tho second pass the gear appeared to be fully 
retracted. 

The pilot then informed the tower that he would make an intentional gear-up landing between the 
taxiway and the runway ir! the grass on runway 9L. [north side of the airport). The two previous 
passes had been down runway YR. 

At this poin? the tower alerted the emergency equipment. and they began to proceed to runway 
9L. 

The aircraft at this point apparentiy overshot the intended point of landing wide to the righf. The 
aircraff was observed at ai? altitude below the height of !he confrol tower in the vicinity of the 
JSTARS hanger, aflc the tower controller repdrted tha? he ?hought the aircraft would "hit Me 707. 

At one point !he tower controller suggested that the aircraft "puli up" because he thought he was 
going ?o hit the YOR locafed ai  the easl end of the field between the two runways. 

AI! witness interviewed agreed that the aircrait was never higher than 200 to 333 feet and more 
like "tree top level" most of the time that it was in view and that it was pitching and banking very 
steeply in turns. 

An unidentified UPS driver reported to the Melbourne airpon poiice that on one circuit the aircraft 
passed over his delivery truck on Sarno road, about a mile north of the airport. at approximately 
50 feet. 

On the final circuit the aircraft reported that he was having trim problems, and that he would now 
land on :he runway 9L. This would require as on the previous approach a base leg to tinal turn 
with a reported 11 knot taii wind on the base ieg. 

At this point the aircraft was so low that none of the witness could see it duo to the lacr that 
hangers and tree iines obscured their view, wifh the exception of the personal in the ATCT. 

As the aircraft approached the base leg to fin81 turn the tower operator. momentarily diverted his 
attention away from the aircraft to clear the fire equipment across the active runway. VVhen he 
looked up the aircraft was gone andsmoke was rising from lhe crash siie. No one has been 
located who actuaiiy say the aircraft go down. 

OBSERVATIONS AT THE ACCIDENT SIGHT 

The aircrdil was iouno inve'ted with ihe taii 01 !ne a.rcratt ortenied in tne dircction ot tlight. The 
damaged tree pain indicated that tne aircralt had come dawn InroJgli the tiees In sb0.11 a 32 
degree ban6 ai abobf a 30 10 40 degree angle of decent. The path lhrotigh :he trees was ori6nted 
at approx,mately 110 degrees. As previously note6 tine runway of intended land,ng 01 093 
degrees 

The cabinlcuckpit area of tne aticralt was found to ne essential:y fntacl az was the la4 assembly 
3nd trim t a t  1 ne w.ng paneis were 02stroyeo and paiis of then w i e  t O ~ n d  ?ack a!mg ?he high1 
pain throdqh (ne trees. 



The left wing tip tank was located 35 feet up imbedded in a pine ?ree. The orientation si ?his 
structure was back in the direction that the aircraft had tams. and indics:es that Me aircraft was 
inverted and traveling tail fis: in a “Carl-wheeling” notion. The tip ?ank was the first item found 
a!ong the deb& pzth The debris was approximtely 40 yards in length. 

The aircraf! structure had been compromised to some degree by the wsl crash fire. tiowwer !he 
elevator and trim !ab assembly were found ?o be in relatively goad shape and it was determmed 
that the control linkage was intact 2nd the trim tab position was in :he center, indicating a neiitral 
trim setting. 

There was pre-crash damage to the landing gear doors at the inboard hinge assembly point o? 
boih of the fairing doors. The ac:uator mechanism was found protruding outward which caused 
the forward one half of the hinge and Uooi to be detached from the aircran stwcture. It IS 

unknown ii this would nave afiected the flight characteristics of the aircrait. 

me pilot apparently survived the initial impact of the crash as he was found 26 feet from the 
aircrafi, and the door latch had been opened and the seaibeit was no1 broken but had been either 
not worn or had be re!eased. In addition the area benesth the body had been totally involved in 
the fire, indicating that it was burned prior to the h d y  reaching Ma: spot. 

CONCLUSIONI0BSERVAT;TIONS: 

Tine NTSE is responsible lor determining the cause of accidents. 

The pilot men!ioned a trim problem, and !t is known as faasl that there was a landing gear problem. 

The pilot did not mention any problems related to ?ne engines or any other aircraft sysfems. 

All witness agree that $he aircraft made two circuils of the pattern aftei the flybys to determine the 
position aiid condition 07 the landing geaf. All witness agree that these two circuiks were made at 
a vely low altitude and with some degree of pitching and very steep banks. 

Indications at the crash sight indicated that the trim System was attached and connected to its 
control mechanism. 

The orientation of the aircraft and its pans, and the path through the trees indicate that the aircraft 
was out of control when it made contact with trees. 

Five pilots who had previously flown with the pilot came forward, to relate previous flights with 
him. One stated that he had trained with the pilot for a month at Embry Riddle in a Beech 1900 
simulator and found him to be a competent pilot. 

Two pilots who had ?bwn with him in a governmental aircraft program stated that they had vowed 
never to fly with him again. Wnen questioned about th% reason, they stated that he was “very 
rough” with the controls, and one of them stated that he was forced to intervene on the ilght 
controls to avoid and accident. Another pilot in the Same program Stated ihat whiie flying an 
argument in the cockpit developed oveT the pilot’s rough handing ot the flight controls. 

One pilot who had flown with the pilot in the accident aircrait stated tha1 the pilot manhandlea 
the airplane, scared him. and that he was reiuctant?~ fly wdh him again. This alrman was a 
witne s and remarke that he was sure that the aircraft woiild crash because of the low %ghi. 
p $ k $  p d  steep &ks near the ground. 


