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by Jeff Schweitzer

Letter from the Editor

Out With The Old…
And in with a new publisher.  This issue is the 
last to be published under the expert guidance 
of MDS, which did a fantastic job of getting 
the magazine off the ground.  MDS devoted 
untold hours to creating a high quality 
magazine with bold graphics and cutting-
edge styling.  Of course, brilliant, inspired 
editing rounds out the package.  But 
magazine publishing is not MDS’s primary 
business.  After a long search, this magazine 
will be, beginning with the spring 2003 issue, 
firmly in the capable hands of Association 
Management, Inc. (AMI), which also puts out the 
Mooney Aircraft Pilots Association magazine and a 
general publication for The New Piper Aircraft, Inc.  
With their deep experience in aviation publishing, 
AMI is a perfect fit for our needs.  I will not bore 
you with details, unless you beg, but the process 
of moving from one publisher to another is rather 
involved.  Nevertheless, we will get through the 
rough spots and get back up and running as 
efficiently as ever.  Keep your articles coming.

Tax, Borrow and Spend
While one political party seems to tax and spend, 
and the other borrow and spend, I am left to ponder 
the effects of both fiscal approaches as I consider 
moving up to a turbine.  Major considerations in 
switching out a pounding piston for a smoothly 
spinning turbine are the tax and liability issues.  We 
begin to explore this minefield with an article by 
David T. Norton (published earlier in the Texas Bar 
Journal), in which the consequences of different 
ownership structures are examined.  The focus 
here is on liability, but of course how an aircraft 
is owned will also have an important impact on 
taxes as well.  To sum up the situation by borrowing 
from a movie promotion:  be afraid, be very afraid.  
We live in a highly litigious society, and all aircraft 
owners are vulnerable.  Read the article and see 
what you can do to protect yourself.  Then make 
sure you read Mary Bryant’s article, which picks up 
on the theme by exploring the differences between 
operating under Part 91 and Part 135, also directly 
relevant to legal issues of ownership and liability.

Minimum Satisfaction
Few things in life offer greater personal satisfaction 
than seeing the rabbit come into view when flying 
an ILS down to minimums in heavy IMC.  Having 
the runway, or at least the runway environment, 
in site gives you a sense of relief (face it, nobody 
actually likes to shoot a missed, fight the weather 
again, and wind up at another airport), a sense of 
accomplishment, and finally, a sense of wonder 
that the system actually works. Also, as much as 
we enjoy flying, rolling onto terra firma after a rough 
ride in bad weather is always deeply pleasing. That 
feeling of cozy satisfaction is enhanced if you have 
flown the approach well, and kept ahead of ATC 
and the airplane, so that entire affair was a walk 
in the park.

I find myself flying and landing in IMC frequently, 
so I stay current.  But typically, I break out 800 
to 1000 feet AGL on an average crummy day.  I 
simply do not see many occasions calling for an 
approach to minimums.  So when the time comes 
to feel for 200 feet for the first time in many months, 
I admit to having some ill-defined sense of unease, 
somewhat akin to stage jitters.  About a month 
ago, I flew the localizer to runway 27 at San Diego 
(KSAN), which was socked in with thick fog, and 
I never did see the runway.  I missed, and flew 
to an airport further inland in severe clear.  We 
all read about the accident that happens on the 
second and third attempt.  This was my first ride 
to minimums in about 6 months, and I thought I 
had better not push my luck. 

About three weeks later, I flew from Austin to Fort 
Worth, Meacham (KFTW) on a day where low IFR 
blanketed the entire state.  I was in the clouds at 
300 feet on departure, and never broke out.  ATIS 
at FTW was calling for 300 feet with 1.5 miles 
visibility.  It turned out, upon arrival, to be 200 feet 
and about 3⁄4 mile visibility.  Even though butterflies 
were present, the approach went smoothly, and 
I spied the approach lights at 210 feet AGL just 
as I moving my hand to power up for a missed.  
The landing was uneventful.  I had a quick turn 
around, and returned to Austin an hour later.  
What a difference in my attitude and perception 
when I had to fly that approach, not to minimums, 
but to 300 feet before breaking out.  That extra 
hundred feet, combined with my successful foray 
to minimums an hour earlier, almost made me feel 
like I had clear skies.  Three days later, with the 
same weather system still stubbornly hanging on, 
I flew yet again to minimums, with the greatest 
of confidence and ease.  My skill level was really 
equivalent between the three approaches, but my 
mental attitude was significantly different between 
the first and third landing. 

Other than staying as current as possible, I see 
no way around the stage jitters.  Flying with 
a hood on, while an important tool in staying 
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current, in no way simulates the environment 
of an approach in actual weather, when you’re 
dodging thunderstorms, worrying about icing, 
and being pounded by heavy rain, all with the 
knowledge that you might well not see the 
runway at the moment of truth.  So dig deep 
and find that delicate balance between being 
safe and conservative and pushing yourself 
to the limit in order to maintain the maximum 
level of proficiency.  There is no magic formula, 
only a daily personal evaluation of how your 
mental state and skill level match up against 
the environmental challenge of the moment.

Errata Propata
To keep myself humble, I occasionally allow an 
error to creep into the magazine.  In this case, 
in the last issue I left an incorrect impression 
that the Hartzell 3-blade composite propeller 
conversion was not available for Malibus.  
That is simply not true – the conversion is 
available.  While a long time in coming, the 
STC was approved earlier this year.  Details 
can be found in a Hartzell press release at 
http://www.hartzellprop.com

The Malibu conversion is essentially the 
same prop as the Mirage, using the same 

composite blades, but with a slightly different 
hub to fit the Continental flange and the Malibu 
cowling. The Mirage prop is the same as is 
installed at the Piper factory on new aircraft.  
Mike Disbow, Senior VP at Hartzell says, “I 
believe the most notable improvements these 
props offer over our 2-blade metal props is 
improved noise and vibration in the cabin 
and improved take-off performance.  The 
wonderful thing about our Kevlar structural 
composite blades is that they are very durable 
and very repairable.  This blade construction 
has been proven through millions of hours of 
use in all weather and runway conditions on 
regional airliners, such as the Beech 1900.” 

Travel Log
Our members seem to be using the PA-46 
for some wild adventures in the United States 
and abroad.  Coming up in the next several 
issues will be exciting accounts of  voyages 
to Africa, the Caribbean, the Bahamas, and 
Europe.  Since I am too much of a wimp to 
take my single engine piston farther than 
either coast, I look forward to hearing from 
those with sturdier constitutions.  Speaking 
of adventures, be sure to contact Bill Prymak 
about the next flyout to Pittstown Point, 

Crooked Island.  Based on reports from last 
year, including rumors of certain moon shots, 
this is one adventure not to miss.

Quotes of the Month

If you want to grow old as a pilot you’ve got to 
know when to push it, and when to back off.  
Chuck Yeager

Tower: “TWA 351, you have traffic at 10 o’clock, 
6 miles!”
TWA 351: “Give us another hint! We have 
digital watches!”

You know that your landing gear is up and 
locked when it takes full power to taxi to the 
terminal.  (Anon)

In Memoriam
All of us at MMOPA would like to offer our 
deepest condolences to the Caauwe family for 
their tragic loss.  Dennis Caauwe passed away 
after bravely battling a long illness.  I know I 
speak for each and every member when I say 
that Russ and Bea are in our thoughts as they 
go through this difficult and sad time.

Letter From the Editor
(continued)
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by Kevin Mead

Malibu Maintenance
Maintaining Your Turbocharger System

Kevin Mead

Kevin is an IA who has 
specialized in Malibu/Mirage 
maintenance for 14 of his 
20 years in general aviation.  
He is a licensed private pilot 
with a multi-engine rating.  
Kevin recently formed his 
own business, Mead Aircraft 
Services, which he runs 
from a small farm in Inman, 
Kansas.  He will continue 
to provide support for the 
Malibu/Mirage fleet in the 
U.S. and abroad.

Recently I’ve received a rash of calls 
from pilots reporting one of the following 
symptoms:  a loss of manifold pressure at take 
off or at critical altitude; a whining or whistling 
sound, usually increasing with altitude, 
coming through the environmental system; or 
excessive oil consumption. In most cases the 
culprit has been turbocharger failure. 

The turbocharger system consists of the 
turbochargers themselves (including the 
turbine and compressor), exhaust pipes that 
direct the hot exhaust gases from the cylinders 
to the turbo and from the turbo overboard, 
the scavenge oil pump that removes the 
engine-supplied oil from the turbocharger for 
recycling, and the induction pipes that supply 
the compressed air to the engine, controller 
and wastegate. Although this system is not 
complicated, scrupulous maintenance is 
required due to the high temperatures inherent 
in its operation. Pilots should be aware of the 
system’s special maintenance needs, potential 
problems, and life expectancy. 

Symptoms of a turbocharger problem
Loss of manifold pressure at take off or at 
critical altitude
This should be investigated immediately as 
it could be caused by a broken or leaking 
exhaust or induction pipe, a damaged 
turbocharger (indicated by an audible 
whine from the environmental system), or 
a deteriorated wastegate or malfunctioning 
controller. 

Low critical altitude
This can be a sign of an exhaust or 
induction leak, deteriorated turbochargers, 
malfunctioning controller or a sticky 
wastegate.

Exhaust stains on components or on 
structure around exhaust system
These are caused by small cracks, or small 
leaks at slip joints or couplings and are 
significant because they can quickly grow 
into large leaks.

Excessive oil consumption
Any sudden change in oil consumption should 
be taken seriously. A sudden increase often 
precedes turbo failure.  

Potential turbocharger problems
For this section I would like to acknowledge 
the assistance of the folks at Approved Turbo 
Components, who gave me a list of the turbo 
problems they most commonly see. 

Bearing failure caused by oil contamination 
(dirty oil)
In a turbocharged engine, oil becomes dirty 
more quickly than in a normally aspirated 
engine, so many mechanics suggest 
changing oil even more frequently than the 
manufacturers recommendation. This is the 
reason Lycoming suggests using a detergent 
oil, even during new engine break-in. The cost 
of frequent oil changes is negligible compared 
to the cost of the engine, and can result in 
substantial long-term savings. 

Burned turbine blades and/or cracked 
turbine housing
This is most often caused by natural 
deterioration. As the housing becomes 
weakened over time it becomes more 
susceptible to heat damage and cracks.  High 
temperatures caused by an inaccurate T.I.T. 
indicator can also be responsible. 

Foreign object damage to the compressor
This is caused when unfiltered air is delivered 
to the compressor due to a defective air filter, 
an open alternate air valve, or debris left in the 
turbocharger inlet. Fortunately, this condition is 

completely avoidable. Make sure the induction 
air filter is in good condition and the alternate 
air is rigged properly. Also make sure you 
move the alternate air control back to primary 
position only after you are clear of any visible 
moisture and are absolutely certain no frozen 
water remains in order to avoid intake of ice, 
the most common culprit in foreign object 
damage. 

Turbine and bearing housing coking 
This condition causes improper turbo 
lubrication, which may lead to compressor 
and turbine lock-up.  Coking is caused by 
insufficient cool-down time, which allows oil 
burning and charring against the bearing 
housing. To prevent this the engine should 
be idled long enough after landing to allow 
the turbochargers to cool down. Taxi time is 
usually enough to accomplish this but most 
pilots look for a stabilized T.I.T.

Turbos with no problem at all (mis-
diagnosed)
Smoking or leaking oil is sometimes attributed 
to the turbocharger but can also be caused by 
a leaking checkvalve, a defective scavenge 
pump, blocked hoses, or oversupply of oil.

Special maintenance needs
During each maintenance event the 
turbocharger system should be examined 
for cracked components, missing hardware, 
or signs of exhaust leakage. Any of these 
conditions can cause extreme heat damage 
or fire due to the high temperature and 
pressure of the exhaust gases produced 
by the turbocharger system. Next, check to 
see that the induction air filter and alternate 
air system are in good working order and 
supplying clean air. The alternate air system 
is often overlooked, but malfunctions there can 
cause premature turbocharger failures. 

In addition, I recommend a pressure check 
of the exhaust and induction systems at least 
every annual inspection to check for leakage. 
This will help find cracks that are difficult to 
see. This is especially important for the Mirage, 
which has a particularly complex exhaust 
system positioned very close to other engine 
components and to the airframe. 

No matter how good the level of maintenance, 
eventually a turbocharger or exhaust 
component replacement or repair will be 
required. Fortunately, availability of repaired 
or overhauled exchange units is good. By 
choosing an overhauled/exchanged unit you 
can save 60% - 80% over factory new. The 
warranty on an overhauled unit is generally 
equal to that of a new unit.
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by Doug Leet

Aviation News

Douglas Leet

Douglas Leet studied at Michigan 
State University and received his 
M.D. degree from The University 
of Chicago. Internship, residency 
and fellowship in General Surgery 
and Urology followed in Chapel 
Hill, at The University of North 
Carolina.  He practices Urology in 
Raleigh, specializing in pediatric 
and microsurgery, female urology 
and oncology.  Flying was always 
just a dream until 1978, when he 
began early morning lessons before 
work during his fellowship in general 
surgery. Thirty days later, with nearly 
continuous ground school, he 
had his private certificate.  Doug 
bought a 1964 Mooney M20E 
shortly thereafter and obtained his 
instrument ticket in 1980. The M20E 
was sold for an M20K(turbo), and 
finally the ultimate flying machine, 
his 1984 Malibu.  Doug’s flying 
experiences expand across all of 
North America and into the Southern 
Caribbean.

Preflight Inspection
Several weeks ago, I decided to polish the 
wings of N4372B to remove some of the old 
dirt and grime that were “slowing me down.” 
I had spent about one hour on the right wing, 
ending on the right aileron, moving it up and 
down to buff the inner abutment. Suddenly, 
the aileron became frozen full down. I thought 
I had broken this all-important control surface.  
Maybe, the repeated movement had caused 
the pulley to shift? All I could think about was 
“could I get it fixed in time for Jim’s trip the 
next day?”
     
I went inside the plane and could not get the 
ailerons to move. Pressure on the wing itself 
did not help, either. I did notice that the right 
aileron moved ever so slightly more than the 
left aileron. I started following the pulleys 
around both wings.  On the underside of 
the left aileron, I found a screw which had 

backed out, blocking movement of the 
aileron completely. The screw was on the most 
outboard attachment and could be seen only 
from under the wing. I imagined poor Jim or 
myself flying this plane with full aileron to a 
left turn. I don’t know if this could or would 
happen, but the scenario is scary. Remember, 
the aileron moved normally at first, and my 
usual throwing the control wheel would not be 
sufficient in preflight. I now check this screw 
as well as many others on preflight.

Lycoming 540 Troubles
Faulty crankshafts in a few engines initially led 
to the SB/AD that has now rapidly expanded 
to1686 power plants. In October, another AD 
was issued for the replacement of a faulty 
crankshaft gear retaining bolt, which affects 
3800 540 series engines. This AD at least does 
not involve removing the engine or engine 
mount.  But getting to that bolt is not trivial, and 
requires an expert hand.  Hopefully, some of 
these engines will be repaired by the time you 
read this. Richard Collins had an interesting 
discussion in Flying magazine:
    
“In two years the Mirage appears to have 
had two accidents related to engine failure. 
One was a piston/rod problem, unrelated 
to the crankshaft, and the landing was fairly 
successful as there were only minor injuries. 
The accident report is preliminary on the other 
engine failure, but it is likely a crankshaft and 
was the event that led to the latest grounding 
of some aircraft with this engine. This engine 
failed when the aircraft was at altitude, it was 
being vectored to an airport, and came up 
short with fatal results.
     
“By comparison, there are almost 100 
fewer Piper Malibus on the Registry. These 
Continental-powered airplanes appear to 
have had five engine-failure-related accidents 
in the two year period that saw a bigger fleet 
of Mirages have two engine-failure related 
accidents—and some of the Mirages are 
grounded. Go figure.
     
“Looking at Saratogas, there were five 
engine–failure related accidents in two years. 
Most of the reports are preliminary, but there’s 
no mention of the crankshaft breaking in any 
of the reports.  The Cessna 206H had two 
such accidents in two years.  One involved 
an explosion in the engine compartment that 
was apparently not related to the crankshaft. 
In the other, the crank broke when the engine 
had a total of 296 hours.  The Piper Navajo 
had four engine-failure related accidents in the 
two year period, and the crankshafts were not 
specifically mentioned in any of the reports. 

Some reports cited the double engine failure 
air taxi accident in Australia as related to this 
problem, but that is a stretch. The crank did 
fail on one of the engines but, according to 
the authorities, the failure was apparently 
caused by the breakdown of a connecting 
rod bearing insert.
     
“How does all this compare with other fleets of 
airplanes powered by Continental engines?
Looking at Cessna 210M and 210N aircraft, 
the later models of that aircraft, there were 
nine engine-failure related accidents in the 
two year period studied. In two of these it was 
established that the crankshaft broke.
      
“However it is sliced, it does not appear that 
the airplanes flying with the affected engines 
have had an inordinate number of engine 
failure related accidents for whatever reason. 
Often, action like this is taken for political or 
legal reasons. I remember one panic action 
taken on the P210 because a person who 
had political influence and demanded that 
something be done to alleviate a problem that 
had been around for a while and was already 
being worked on.
      
“Is the latest flurry on the big Lycomings an 
overreaction? I don’t know. For sure, nobody 
wants to fly around with a crankshaft that is 
about to break. But engines do occasionally 
quit, and that’s a risk that we have to accept 
if we want to go flying.”

Malibu Resale Value
According to  Pilot’s Price Corner in the latest 
Flying Magazine, the Malibu resale value is 
holding up quite well, and better than most 
stocks. The average selling price in 1986 was 
$417,000 and is now $345,000, only 18.5 
percent off the original selling price. During 
the later 90’s, the plane had increased to 
$365,000, but has lost 6.9 percent in the last 
12 months. The report did state that the overall 
condition of the plane is more important in 
determining its worth than the year of origin.

Malibu-Mirage Down
A search for a Malibu Mirage, returning from 
a weekend trip to Orlando, Florida, was 
discontinued by family members after 10 days. 
Dr. Gaylon Smith and his wife disappeared 
Nov. 3 while approaching Gen. Dewitt Spain 
Airport on the banks of the Mississippi River 
near Memphis. Dr. Smith was an OB/GYN 
who practiced in Memphis. The weather was 
reported to have been low IFR. The plane was 
lost on radar west of the airport late Sunday 
afternoon.  The cause has not yet been 
determined.
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Richard and his wife, Carol, live 
in San Antonio, Texas, where the 
next fiesta is never more than a 
week away. Richard has had a 
life-long fascination with flying. 
Upon graduation from college, he 
attempted to the join the Navy and 
Air Force as a pilot. Vision worse 
than the required uncorrected 
20/20 eliminated that approach 
to flying. The opportunity to fly 
was finally realized in the early 
1980s. After owning an Archer, an 
Arrow, a Sklylane, a T-210, and a 
P-210, Richard arrived at his first 
Malibu. Now on his second Malibu, 
and with over 1500 hours in the 
PA46, the fascination with flying 
continues. After selling a heart 
pacemaker distributorship six years 
ago, Richard stays busy flying his 
Malibu as well as a friend’s PC-12.

by Richard Bynum
Note from the President

Richard Bynum TEXTRON TROUBLES

The corporate center of a large organization 
can often assume a position that does not 
well serve one of the components of the 
larger company.  This seems to be the case 
with Textron.  Lycoming has well-documented 
problems with engines produced by this 
Textron subsidiary, yet Textron does not seem 
to be addressing the issue with the serious 
approach needed to fix a severe problem.  

Split Personality
Mike Wolf and Rick Moffett came to the 
MMOPA convention to explain the cause of 
the engines problems. The bad news was 
delivered and received in a professional 
manner. But the rarefied air of the Textron 
boardroom apparently leads the senior 
executives to approach this problem 
strictly from the perspective of  pure dollar 
calculations.  Big mistake. The senior 
management does not have to deal with 
customers, only stock prices, and their 
insulation creates a huge gap between 
action and solution. The shortsighted, but 
sadly common, corporate practice of playing 
ostrich will only lead to a bad outcome for 
Textron.  There can be no doubt that these 
faulty engines have cost lives, as well as 
untold losses to owners, dealers, and the 
New Piper.  

Step Up to the Plate
The time for corporate responsibility on the 
part of Textron has arrived.  Textron should stop 
the delaying tactics, pay the money, and get 
on with business.  American corporate history 
is full of examples of companies that tried to 
delay paying just claims against them. The only 
consistent result of this corporate scheme is 
larger payments at a later date.  Textron needs 
to pay fair damage amounts for the deaths 
that have resulted from their faulty engines. 
Textron needs to pay fair damage amounts 
to the owners of the planes affected. Textron 
needs to pay fair damage amounts to the 
dealers, and Textron needs to pay fair damage 
amounts to The New Piper Corporation.  
Lycoming is not the decision-maker in this 
problem; this is a Textron decision.  The time 
has come for Textron to accept their corporate 
responsibility.
   

MMOPA NEWS

Membership on the MMOPA Board of 
Directors has recently changed, and this 
deserves some mention.  Departing the 
Board are David Coats and Mark Swatek.  
As past presidents of MMOPA, both David 
and Mark will now serve this organization by 
donating their considerable talents toward 
moving the Safety and Training Foundation 
to a higher degree of success.  Both 
departures from the Board were planned.  

New Blood
After my term as President, I will serve one 
additional year and then exit the Board.  
MMOPA needs a steady f low of new 
people and new ideas, and by adhering to 
this policy, MMOPA will get the new Board 
members it must have in order to grow 
and prosper.  To that end, I would like to 
welcome our two new Board members, 
Lewis Donzis and Larry Johnson.  Both 
have been involved in MMOPA for some 
time, and I am sure you will see more of 
their efforts in the future.  

A Hearty Thanks
I would be remiss if I did not thank David and 
Mark for the years of work spent on behalf of 
MMOPA.  No one has given more years to 
MMOPA than Mark Swatek.  Mark was earlier 
the long-time treasurer.  Under his guidance 
and leadership, MMOPA created a solid 
operating basis that was, and continues 
to be, financially sound.  Mark has given 
countless hours to MMOPA in whatever 
capacity was needed.  From serving as its 
president to unloading bags at the airport, 
Mark always has time for MMOPA.  The 
really good news is that MMOPA will not 
be losing Mark; this is for him merely a 
shift of focus.  The other member who has 
given and continues to give of his time and 
knowledge is Dr. Coats.  If you have not had 
the pleasure of meeting Dave Coats, please 
reward yourself at the next convention.  And 
for a double reward, meet Dave’s charming 
wife Emily.  David has one of the most 
impressive stores of knowledge I have ever 
encountered, and this is not restricted to 
Malibus.  Again, gentlemen, thank you for 
your years of service.
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David’s first dream in his youth was 
to be a Naval Aviator, but lack of 
20/20 uncorrected vision precluded 
the normal approach to that goal.  
Since Annapolis was out, David 
became a physician in pursuit of 
his dream of flying.  Taught by his 
Dad, a flight instructor in the Navy, 
David went on to fire patrol and 
crop dusting to satisfy the flying 
urge.  He then made it to medical 
school, followed by a residency in 
radiology in the US Army.  David 
served in Vietnam as a flight 
surgeon and a radiologist.  After 
entering private practice in Tyler, 
Texas, where he currently lives 
with his wife Emily, he traded his 
Cessna 180 for a Twin Comanche, 
earned his ATP, and then moved up 
to the Malibu.  He bought 4388M 
in 1987, spruced her up to become 
Queen of the Fleet in 1991, and 
has kept her in mint condition ever 
since.

by David Coats, MD

Coats Corner

David Coats, MD Many vendors are out there valiantly 
supporting our aircraft.  As I have mentioned 
before, one of their biggest problems, 
however, is the FAA’s bureaucratic and lengthy 
(expensive) process for approval.  Patience is 
key for anyone trying to obtain an STC.  In the 
last issue, I listed several items that would be 
beneficial to our fleet, but that were stymied 
by overzealous government regulation.  The 
products included oxygen bottles (standby 
type), engine mount modifications, and a 
second vacuum pump.  Happily, I can now 
report good news on two of these items. 

Shameless Plug
The first item is a shameless plug for my 
mechanic here in Tyler, Texas. Ed Wilkinson 
started about a year ago on the STC for a 
second vacuum pump (without the electric 
clutch). He now has the STC in hand, and is 
shipping the unit to customers.  No more is 
there a need for a field approval for this process. 
Pilots can now get a brand new second pump 
to replace the $7500- plus (if you can find one) 
electric clutched second pump.  The STC kit 
comes also with appropriate instructions 
for your mechanic to black out the second 
vacuum pump switch.  The kit also includes a 
new vacuum manifold check valve. Check with 
Wilkinson Air Service at 903-592-3651 (email 
is ejw@was.com) for the latest on pricing and 
installation costs. This is really a biggie in terms 
of savings, particularly when you consider 
that vacuum pumps are consumable items.  
Now your mechanic needs only to inventory 
one type of pump for your Continental.  The 
difference between the Malibu and Mirage in 
this case again illustrates the real need for the 
STC process to be streamlined in the interest 
of safety, as well as economy. In any case, 
pilots might want to consider doing what the 
airlines do by replacing consumable items 
before its MTBF.

The M-5 Program
No, this is not a plot by British intelligence.  
But I do have some additional exciting news.  
By the time you read this, Chad Menne, in St. 
Paul/Minneapolis, should have his STC for the 
M-5 program.  This consists of the Hartzell 
three blade composite prop, a 550 engine 
and an elegant cooling modification that 

does not increase cabin noise or decrease 
airspeed. (You might remember that the RAM 
kit received a bad rap by some for a decrease 
in airspeed.  I had the earlier kit installed, and 
the mod really made a difference in cooling 
the 520 engine; with the same mod, the 550 
engine almost runs too cool, particularly 
LOP, and there is indeed a slight airspeed 
penalty). I am looking forward to this program 
from the Malibu Power & Propeller folks.  The 
long range plan with this series of programs 
from Chad is to allow a significant gross 
weight increase when the program is totally 
complete.  That will be accomplished by full 
use of the 350 HP from the TSIO 550.  That 
goal may be a while off, again thanks to the 
FAA.  For Mirage owners who would like 
to consider a Continental as future option, 
discussions are ongoing for a FADEC TSIOF-
550 to retrofit in the Mirage. 

M-5 Light
There will also be an STC called the M-3 
program, which is a stand-alone cooling kit 
sans the three bladed prop. This reportedly 
will follow some time late this winter or early 
spring, hopefully in time for the hot weather.  I 
plan on installing this mod as soon as possible. 
I should have some good data from my GEM 
to compare cooling with the RAM kit against 
the stock aircraft (well not completely, since 
the RAM kit also includes improved baffling 
compared to factory installations); then I can 
compare those data to engine performance 
following completion of the M-3 mod.  If cash 
flow increases enough, I’ll add the three 
blade prop and then have even more data 
to report.

Insurance and Training
This just in from the insurance industry:  
apparently the PC-12 and TBM are being 
looked at with somewhat of a jaundiced eye 
by the insurance folks. Insurers have noticed 
that there is no formal program for pilots to 
receive enhanced “six month” training such 
as we offer through the MMS&TF.  So, let us 
all support this wonderful program this year.  
The training is being enhanced by popular 
demand to provide Wings at each session, 
not to mention the opportunity to complete a 
BFR and IPC. 

Update on the STC’s
Note from the President
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FPO

Mary has been a pilot for over twenty-five 
years and has instructed in the Malibu since 
1988 when she worked for the Piper Training 
Center.  Subsequently, she was Eastern 
Region Sales Director and Malibu Mirage 
demonstration pilot for Piper Aircraft.  Mary 
was also co-founder and owner of Attitudes 
International, Inc., The New Piper Aircraft’s 
exclusively approved training school for 
Malibus, from 1991-1998.

Mary currently provides Malibu-Mirage and 
JetProp training through Eclipse International, 
Inc. in St. Petersburg, Florida.  Mary holds 
ATP, CFII, and MEI certificates, and is type 
rated in the Cessna Citation.  She also has a 
BA from Northwestern University and an MBA 
from the University of Illinois.  Mary may be 
reached at 727.822.1611.

by Mary Bryant

Malibu Trivia Q & A

Mary Bryant  

While most of the PA-46 fleet operates 
in the owner-flown category under FAR 91, 
some members of the fleet are flown for 
charter and are therefore required to operate 
according to FAR 135.  The different regulatory 
requirements for owners, operators and pilots 
are often subtle under these two government 
codes, and are often poorly understood in 
the pilot community.  And the distinctions will 
become even more refined with the addition 
of a new subpart of FAR 91, subpart K, 
which is expected to be adopted in 2003 to 
cover fractional ownership.  To date, aircraft 
operating under fractional ownership rules 
have operated under FAR 91, although their 
operations in practice are usually more similar 
to charter than to personal use.  The new 
regulations are expected to combine features 
of 91 and 135 for these operators.  We will look 
at those rules closely when the final regulations 
are published.  But for now, let’s take a look 
at some of the differences between operating 
IFR under 91 and 135 as they are currently 
written, and see if we can clear up some of 
the confusion.

Sort the items below into two groups, one for 
FAR 91 and one for FAR 135 operations.

a.   weather reporting is required at an airport 
to fly an instrument approach

b.   zero-zero takeoffs are permitted

c.   a flight manifest including aircraft 
performance information, discrepancy 
records and inspection times must be 
completed and carried on all flights

d.   the pilot may fly any amount of time per day 
he/she deems safe

e.   pilot rest periods are required

f.    take off minimum weather requirements 
must be met

g.   the pilot may land at any airport he/she 
judges suitable regardless of runway 
length

h.   minimum visibility (RVR) is required to 
commence an instrument approach

i.    a pilot may fly an approach in any weather 
and take “a look” to see if landing criteria 
are met

j.    annual inspections for aircraft are 
required

k.   100 hour inspections for aircraft are 
required

l.    all AD’s and service bulletins must be 
complied with

m.  a minimum of 2 pilots are required

n.   the pilot must demonstrate that the aircraft 
is/was within weight and balance limitations 
on a flight but need not carry a completed 
W& B calculation

o.   pilots must complete a biennial flight 
review

p.   pilots must successfully pass a six month 
check ride

q.   pilot flight and duty times are limited

r.    operations manuals setting forth detailed 
procedures and responsible parties are 
required

s.   monitoring of operations by the FAA is 
required

t.    landing runway length requirements must 
be met

ANSWERS

FAR 135:  a, c, e, f, h, k, l, m, p, q, r, s, t

FAR 91:  b, d, g, i, j, n, o. 

Although there are a large number of additional 
differences between 135 and 91 not covered 
here, the principal ones relating to operation 
of the aircraft pertain to:

1.   Airport weather reporting requirements 
– FAR 91 operators can fly an instrument 
approach to an airport that does not 
have weather reporting capabilities.  FAR 
135 operators cannot commence an 
instrument approach unless that airport 
has a National Weather Service approved 
weather reporting facility.

2.   Takeoff visibility requirements – FAR 91 
operators can legally do a takeoff in zero-
zero conditions.  FAR 135 operators cannot 
and must meet minimum weather takeoff 
limitations as set forth in its operations 
manual and as specified in the FAR’s.

3.   Landing visibility requirements – FAR 91 
operators can legally fly an approach 
in zero-zero conditions, although DH, 
MDA and visibility criteria as set forth 
in the instrument approach procedure 
must exist to land.  FAR 135 operators 
may not commence an approach unless 
the latest weather report issued by that 
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weather reporting facility indicates weather 
conditions are at or above the authorized 
IFR landing minimums for that airport.

4.   Runway Landing Minimums – Larger, 
turbine powered aircraft operating under 
FAR 135 must be able to land and stop 
within 60% of runway length.

5.   Crew rest and duty time limits – Operators 
of aircraft under 91 are left to use their own 
judgment in this area.  Detailed regulations 
for crew duty and rest periods must be 
followed under 135.

6.   Existence of an Operations Manual or a 
Letter of Compliance, in some cases, and 
monitoring of compliance with them by the 
FAA is required for 135.

Other explanations of the above answers 
include the following. Although a second in 
command is required to fly passengers IFR 
under 135, an autopilot can be used as the 
SIC, in some instances.  Service bulletins, 
although recommended for 91 operators, are 
legally required for 135 operators.

A number of additional regulations relating 
to equipment, maintenance and crew 
qualifications, training and currency also apply 
to operations under FAR 135.

As pilots under FAR 91, we have more latitude 
in flying our aircraft than FAR 135 operators.  
However, in many ways, this only makes our 
job more difficult.  With this increased freedom 
comes increased responsibility, and an even 
greater need for good judgment.  We know 135 

operators have a better accident record than 
91 operators, and that fact speaks loudly for 
itself.  Although the different in safety record 
is due to a variety of factors such as higher 
crew experience and multi-pilot operations, the 
more restrictive standards under which 135 
operates must certainly contribute.  Perhaps 
we should look closely at these standards 
and consider implementing them in our own 
operations if we want to strive to achieve the 
safety records of the professionals.

My thanks to Anne Sandall of Anndall Air 
Charter, who flies her PA46 IFR under Part 
135, for her input and assistance with this 
article.
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by Robert Conrad

Views from a JetProp
Propeller Oil Leak

Robert Conrad

Bob was told he could never be a pilot during 
a long bout through the 70’s with Meinere’s 
Syndrome, an inner ear disease. He received 
his pilot license in 1983 after a successful 
operation.  He is a CFII and enjoys teaching. 
He owns a Decathelon and takes pleasure 
in light aerobatics. He also stays busy 
developing and maintaining web pages for 
charities and flying for AirLifeLineMidwest.

Bob graduated from the University of 
Detroit in 1962 with a degree in Electrical 
Engineering.  He then joined his father’s 
Motorola Two-Way Radio business, which 
eventually grew to over 160 employees 
in the two-way radio, cellular, paging, 
SMR, manufacturing and radio broadcast 
industries. In 1990, his company took over 
airport management and FBO operations, 
including a maintenance and avionics shop, 
at the Butler County Regional Airport in 
Hamilton, Ohio (HAO). In 1999, Bob decided 
to take an early retirement and turn the 
business over to his children and employees.

You can visit his web site at: 
www.turbopropsingles.org

Errant Oil
During my initial training at JetProp, the 
windshield kept getting fouled with oil. The 
mechanic had seen this situation once before, 
and based on that experience diagnosed the 
gearbox shaft oil seal as the likely source of 
errant oil.  A new seal was installed, but did 
not solve the problem, meaning that the only 
remaining logical culprit was the propeller.  I 
agreed to take the airplane directly to Hartzell 
since the factory is only a 20 minute flight from 
my home base.

Hartzell’s technician took a quick look at the 
oil under a black light and said, “yep, that’s 
propeller oil.” Centrifugal force separates the 
oil out of the grease. They found a defective 
seal and sent me on my way. I was impressed 
by the way they handled my problem, and they 
apologized to me for the inconvenience. 

Greasy Zerks
While the new seal solved about 90% of the 
problem, I was still getting some oil on the 
windshield and cowling.  At the first 100 hour 
inspection, the manual called for 6 pumps of 
grease into each zerk on the propeller hub. 
The amount of oil on the windshield seemed to 
slightly increase after adding the grease. About 
six months went by and Hartzell sponsored the 
guest speaker at our Wings Weekend banquet. 
Jim Brown, Chairman of Hartzell, was present 
and I decided to present him with my problem. 
He immediately wanted to take a look at the 
airplane and insisted that I take the airplane 
back to Hartzell to resolve the problem. He then 
requested that I let him know when I was coming 
so he could take me out to lunch. 

At the next 100 hour inspection, I decided not 
to add any grease to the hub so Hartzell could 
see first hand what was happening. About six 

months slipped by before Jim and I could arrive 
at a mutually agreeable date. Six flights before 
going to Hartzell the oil leak stopped. When I 
told this to Jim he still wanted me to bring the 
airplane in so they could be sure there was no 
lingering problem.

Factory Tour
Upon arriving at Hartzell the technicians 
immediately removed the spinner, and I showed 
them where the oil was leaking out around the 
four pistons. They offered me a courtesy car to 
go to the plant. Michael Disbrow immediately 
took me under his wing and offered a tour of the 

Forgings from Alcoa Each completed propeller gets balanced to 
perfection

A look under the Spinner of propellers used on PT6 
turboprops 

cont. 
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facility. I told him I was interested in learning 
more about the Composite Prop and the 
new Prop Jetprop was now using. He took 
me to Engineering where they explained the 
differences, which can be summed up as: 

Old Prop:  HC-E4N-3I/E8501B-3.5         
Weight,  131.2 lbs.
New Prop:  HC-E4N-3N/D8292D            
Weight,  120.7 lbs.
Composite Prop:  HC-E4N-3M/E8190K   
Weight,  107.6 lbs

I asked what motivated them to improve 
the propeller, and how did they get the 
STC through so quickly. They said Darwin 
Conrad at Jetprop initiated the search for 
an improved prop and was willing to do the 

needed testing. Their cooperative effort paid 
off with a 10.5 lbs weight savings and an 
increase of 3 knots.

Craftsmen
About this time Jim Brown caught up with us 
and asked to join us on the tour of the plant. 
The plant was clean and well laid out, and 
the machinery was awesome and plentiful. 
But what really caught my attention was 
the staff.  Jim seemed to know everyone 
by his or her first name and showed interest 
in what each was doing.  These people are 
all craftsmen, a sight rare to behold in 
this day and age. The liability they take 

Views From a JetProp
(continued)

in stride is awesome. The propeller is the 
most stressed part of our airplanes.  As the 
extremity of the airplane, the prop must be 
able to accept all the power and stress from 
behind while taking on everything coming 
head on at those spinning blades.  There 
is as much exposure to making mistakes in 
building a propeller as there is in building an 
engine or airframe, yet we seldom hear of a 
prop failure or of propeller ADs. 

And that raises an interesting point.  If you 
think about ADs, every one ultimately has 
a solution.  That means that the solution 
could have been incorporated into the 
manufacturing process from the start, 
obviating the need for the AD.  Clearly, 
someone along the line must drop the 
ball, creating a bad situation that demands 
attention. How can an engine manufacturer 
or its supplier make a part right for 30 
years and then suddenly start making 
it wrong? When we goof, investigators 
magically conclude “pilot error”, but when 
a manufacturer goofs you rarely hear about 
“human error.” In this environment, we are 

blessed that companies like Hartzell and 
American Champion have been doing 
everything possible in-house to keep 
tight control on product quality (to say 
nothing about controlling costs).   Hartzell 
is located in Piqua, Ohio, a small town just 
30 miles North of Dayton where the Wright 
Brothers worked, and perhaps that is no 
coincidence. 

Keep It Spinning
Many of us can owe a debt of gratitude 
to Jim Brown for hundreds of safe hours 
of flying. He lives in the world of aviation.  
His office is full of aviation pictures and 
memorabilia. He was wearing a shirt 
sporting an EAA logo.  He supports safety 
in the aviation community at every level and 
is willing to get involved.  He is an active 
Pilot in both a professional and sport level.  
After lunch, Jim offered to take me back 
to the airport. His hangars are full of an 
eclectic collection of  aircraft, including his 
favorites; two TBM700s, an F33A Bonanza 
and a SNJ-5 (T6), the type of aircraft that Jim 
learned to fly in and still flies to this day. Jim 
encourages his employees to fly and offers 
them a great deal of support.

Problem Solved
But enough fluff, and back to my problem. 
Hartzell now recommends only 3 pumps of 
grease in each zerk every 200 hours. Excess 
grease (actually oil) is forced into the center 
of the hub and finds its way out through the 
pistons.  It was that simple.

Factory main floor

It still takes the craftsman

Propellers glow in the dark in the initial 
stages of a photo development process 
used to look for imperfections

Jim Brown, Chairman of Hartzell
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Electronic Flight
Solutions



David T. Norton is counsel in the Dallas 
office of Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & 
Feld, L. L. P.  He received a J.D., cum 
laude, from the SMU School of Law in 
1996, an M.B.A. from Louisiana Tech 
University in 1993, and a B.S. from the 
USAF Academy in 1984.  In addition 
to having nine years of USAF flying 
experience, he holds an Airline Transport 
Pilot certificate with DC-10 type rating, and 
is a certified instrument and multi-engine 
flight instructor.

You recently assisted a client in the 
purchase of a multi-engine jet aircraft 
for business and personal trips.  Not 
familiar with the regulations regarding 
the ownership and operation of aircraft in 
the United States, you simply viewed this 
as the purchase of any other expensive 
capital asset.  Considering it to have a 
high potential for civil liability, you decided 
to create a subsidiary company to own 
and operate the aircraft for your client, 
making the new aircraft that company’s 
sole asset.
   Now the worst has come true.  Late 
at night, in marginal weather and at the 
end of a long day for the crew, the plane 
crashes while making an approach to a 
small airport that has no on-site weather 
reporting capability and a short runway.  
One of those kil led was a wealthy 
business acquaintance of your client 
who would occasionally use the aircraft 
and reimburse your client for the cost of 
the flight.  Although greatly saddened by 
the crash, at least you can take comfort 
that you have appropriately insulated your 
client’s personal and business assets from 
the lawsuits that may arise from the crash 
— or can you?

   Many issues arise when owning or 
operating an aircraft.  They become 
more complex when it is a large or multi-
engine jet aircraft. Issues can include 
aviation regulatory concerns, as well as 
related civil personal injury liability, criminal 
liability, and taxation liability risk concerns.  
And while each area of concern is distinct 
and brings its own unique requirements 
(as well as unique penalties for a failure 
to meet those requirements), in a “worst-

case scenario” they can combine to create 
an overall legal liability situation that an 
aircraft owner or operator may not be able 
to survive.
   One area of concern arises from large 
or multi-engine jet aircraft owners and 
operators — or their counsel — who focus 
solely on the potential civil liability risks.1   
These parties often seek to minimize 
potential civil liability by creating a sole-
asset company to own and operate the 
aircraft, which is in turn owned by the 
individual or the operating company that 
is the “real” aircraft operator.  The problem 
with this arrangement is that unless the 
operator then flies the aircraft under the 
appropriate commercial certification and 
operational rules at all times (which is 
almost never the case), these operations 
are illegal under the applicable aviation 
regulations. Worse yet, the ironic 
consequence is that such a structure 
may well place the real operator in the 
worst liability position possible rather 
than the liability-limited position that was 
intended.
   This article explains the general 
compensation rules that apply to aviation 
in the United States and how and why 
these rules lead to potential regulatory 
and related civil risk issues, particularly 
with sole-asset companies.

Aviation Regulatory Overview

The Basic Distinction between
“General” and “Commercial” Operations
   The Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) has primary jurisdiction over the 
ownership and operation of aircraft 
in the United States, and its primary 
focus is safety.2   In light of this focus, 
the FAA’s Federal Aviation Regulations 
(FARs)3  generally contemplate two 
basic types of aircraft operations: (1) 
noncommercial or “general” operations 
that may be conducted under the rules 
found in 14 C.F.R. Part 91; and (2) 
commercial operations — operations 
for “compensation or hire” that must be 
conducted not only in compliance with 
Part 91, but also in compliance with one 
of the commercial parts of the FARs, 
usually 14 C.F.R. Part 135 for charter or 

Don’t Put Your
Client’s Shiny New
Corporate Jet Into
A Sole-Asset L.L.C.
(Unless You Really Want to Create an Airline)
By David T. Norton
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air taxi operations or 14 C.F.R. Part 121 
for scheduled airline operations.4 

   The basic theory underlying this 
distinction is that if you are flying yourself 
or your guests around at your own expense 
and in your own aircraft — an aircraft that 
you are intimately familiar with — then 
you have sufficient incentive and ability 
to act in a safe manner.  Under these 
circumstances there is a reduced public 
interest in enforcing extensive regulatory 
oversight over your private operations, and 
you can therefore operate under the Part 
91 general aviation rules.5 

   If you are not the aircraft operator and 
are not very familiar with maintenance and 
operation of the aircraft, but instead are 
providing some form of compensation 
to someone else to provide the air 
transportation (even if you own the aircraft 
but turn over “operational control” of the 
aircraft to a separate operator), or if you 
are the operator but you are accepting 
some form of compensation from 
someone else who is not very familiar 
with your aircraft maintenance and 
operation, then the actual operator has 
effectively become a commercial carrier 
and there is an increased public interest 
in providing more regulatory oversight to 
ensure that the flight is conducted safely.  
Under those circumstances the operations 
must also be conducted under the more 
onerous “commercial aviation” rules, 
such as those found in Part 135. Thus a 
key question becomes: What constitutes 
“compensation” that requires operation 
under the more strenuous commercial 
rules?
   The FAA defines compensation as 
any transfer of anything of value — even 
a quid pro quo.  It can even amount to 
occasional infusions of capital into the 
owner company that can ultimately be tied 
to the overall ownership and operation of 
the aircraft.  The mere sharing of any or 
all expenses constitutes compensation, 
and no profit motive is required.6   If 
such compensation is provided, the 
commercial rules are invoked.  What then 
are the differences between flying under 
the general versus the commercial aviation 
rules?

Comparison Between 
Part 91 and Part 135 Operations
   There are a number of differences 
between Part 91 general aviation operations 
and Part 135 on-demand commercial 
operations, and the requirements for Part 
121 scheduled commercial operations are 
even more comprehensive.  The biggest 
leap in requirements is from Part 91 to Part 

135 operations.  Here are some major 
differences between the two:
   Aircraft and Operating Certification 
Requirements — Part 91 operations have 
the least restrictive aircraft airworthiness7  
and operational requirements,8  and once 
these basics are met, no additional aircraft 
or operating certification is required.  Part 
135 not only has more stringent aircraft 
airworthiness requirements,9  but also 
requires that the operator receive an 
individually-tailored air carrier operating 
certificate before conducting any Part 135 
operations.10   It can take between three 
months and one year to obtain such a 
certificate from the FAA.11 

   Operational Requirements — Another 
difference between Part 91 and Part 135 
deals with which airports in the United 
States are available under the two sets 
of rules due to differing weather and 
runway length requirements.  Under 
Part 91, aircraft may generally operate 
to and from airports that have no on-site 
weather reporting capability.12   Runway 
length requirements are based solely on 
the performance limitations of the specific 
aircraft.13   Under Part 135, however, aircraft 
generally cannot use airports that do not 
have on-site weather reporting capability,14  
and they must be capable of landing and 
stopping within 60 percent of the available 
runway length.15 

   Additional Tax Concerns — Although 
not specifically tied to the FAA’s 
regulations, operators, conducting what 
the Internal Revenue Service considers to 
be commercial operations will also face 
additional tax considerations.  These 
may include the Federal Excise Tax 
(FET), which imposes a 7.5 percent (plus 
$3.00 segment fee) federal excise tax on 
amounts paid for air transportation, as well 
as different depreciation schedules on the 
aircraft.16 

   
Associated Penalties for 
Improper Commercial Operations
   The FAA may impose administrative 
penalties for operators who conduct 
commercial operations without first 
obtaining, maintaining, or complying 
with the various additional certification 
or operational requirements outlined 
above.  The FAA may seek to impose 
up to $11,000 in fines for each separate 
violation — which could be each day the 
owner operates the aircraft in violation 
of the FARs.17   Further, there is some 
authority for the argument that individual 
officers of a corporation that is violating 
the FARs may be personally liable for the 
payment of such fines.18 

   

“Flight Department Companies” and 
Inappropriate Part 91 Operations
   
The Operation of “Large” 
and Multi-Engine Jet Aircraft
   Most corporations or high-net-worth 
individuals tend to choose aircraft that 
are multi-engine jet aircraft or that are 
designated by the FAA as “large aircraft.”19   
These owners usually view their aircraft as 
capital assets and want to take advantage 
of some form of cost sharing for the use 
of the aircraft.  But when the very broad 
compensation rules discussed above are 
applied to these owners, this cost sharing 
is considered compensation and the 
commercial rules are triggered.  However, 
almost 30 years ago the FAA realized that 
this was not a reasonable result where a 
company is using an aircraft for its primary, 
non-transportation business and it does 
not carry members of the general public.  
The agency therefore promulgated Subpart 
F to Part 91.20 

   Subpart F provides a “safe harbor” 
from the compensation rules as well as 
additional rules for the operation and 
maintenance of certain jet and large 
aircraft, and may only be used when the 
aircraft is not otherwise required to be 
operated under the commercial rules, 
e.g., when the aircraft is used for charter 
operations.21 

   The heart of Subpart F is §91.501(b), 
which creates several narrow exemptions 
to the general “compensation or hire” rule 
discussed above.  These include time-
sharing, interchange, and joint ownership 
arrangements, and the arrangement 
most commonly used by corporations 
— the intra-corporate family operations 
(commonly called the “affiliated groups”) 
exemption.22   If a company can properly fit 
within one of these exemptions, it will be 
able to share some costs among related 
entities for the operation of the aircraft.
   But these exemptions, and most 
importantly the affiliated groups 
exemption, only apply when the aircraft is 
being operated “within the scope of and 
incidental to” the primary business of the 
owner or operator company, so long as 
that business is not the transportation of 
people or property by air.  This restriction 
has led to a problem for companies that are 
commonly referred to as “flight department 
companies.”
   
The “Flight Department Company” Problem
   Owners or operators who are unfamiliar 
with these regulatory restrictions commonly 
attempt to shield tort liability by creating 
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some form of corporate entity that is a 
subsidiary of the “real” operating company, 
or they have that company solely owned 
by the individual who really wants to use 
the aircraft.  They then make the aircraft 
the sole substantive asset of the company, 
and use that company to maintain and fly 
the aircraft — either directly or through 
the services of a management company, 
and usually under Part 91 for the various 
reasons discussed above — for the 
benefit of the parent company or sole 
shareholder.
   The FAA, however, has repeatedly said 
that a company created solely to own 
and operate an aircraft is, by definition, a 
company whose business is transportation 
by air.  Because such a company has 
the sole purpose of providing an air 
transportation service to another person 
or business entity and receives some 
form of compensation for that service 
— even if it is merely reimbursement for 
the flight, even if the aircraft only carries 
officers or guests of a related company 
or owner, and even if it is in the form of 
occasional infusions of capital from the 
parent company to the owner company 
that are not directly tied to specific flights 
— the company cannot utilize the §91.501 
exemptions (including the affiliated groups 
exemption), but rather must operate under 
the commercial rules.23 

   A possibly more significant and insidious 
problem with this scenario is that it not only 
leads to the possibility of the real or ultimate 
owner facing regulatory penalties in excess 
of $11,000 per flight,24  but it also can create 
a “worst case scenario” with regard to tort 
and other liabilities that the structure was 
improperly designed to avoid in the first 
place.

Additional Civil Liability 
Concerns

   The decision to improperly use a flight 
department company structure could lead 
not only to significant civil penalties, but 
also to a true “worst case” scenario.  If, 
after an aircraft crash occurs, the FAA 
or a jury decides that the company was 
conducting a commercial operation in 
violation of the regulations, the defendant 
has just possibly enhanced the ability of 
a plaintiff to establish the company’s tort 
liability per se.25   If such a case were to 
be litigated in a jurisdiction amenable to 
piercing the corporate veil, the plaintiff’s 
lawyer may also have little trouble going 
through the sole-purpose entity to reach 
the true aircraft owner.26 

   Possibly more importantly, many 
aircraft liability insurance policies include 

provisions for the denial of coverage in 
cases where the insured has violated the 
FARs.27   Aircraft liability policies can also 
generally be divided into two groups — 
general aviation policies and commercial 
policies.28   In either case, should the FAA 
or a jury determine that a commercial 
operation was operating in violation of the 
FARs (including those addressing when 
a flight should be conducted under the 
commercial rules), then the defendant 
has arguably created a valid basis for a 
denial of coverage by the carrier.
   Thus, at the end of the day, the aircraft 
operator is faced with significant civil 
penalties, no insurance coverage, no 
protection of personal or corporate-
parent assets from the improper flight 
department company, and tort damages 
that could climb into the millions of dollars.  
In short, the decision to try and insulate 
the true owner by holding the aircraft in a 
sole-purpose entity could have exactly the 
opposite effect.29 

Possible Solutions
   All is not hopeless.  If the aircraft owner 
is determined to use a limited liability 
company to own and operate the aircraft, 
it still may do so.  It just must either obtain 
its own Part 135 certification and always 
operate the aircraft under the Part 135 rules, 
or it can hire a professional management 
services company that is already certified 
under Part 135 that can and always will 
operate the aircraft under those rules.
   Another option is to find a permissible 
exemption provided by §91.501 (or a 
combination of exemptions) and organize 
the structure of the owner and the operation 
of the aircraft to stay within the exemption’s 
particular cost-reimbursement rules (the 
owner/operator may not be able to fully 
recover all costs under every exemption, 
but at least can recover some of them).  
These options include: (1) personally 
owning and insuring the aircraft (possibly 
a good solution for individuals who have 
little business reasons for using the 
aircraft); (2) placing the aircraft in the true 
operating company or one of its proper 
affiliates, properly insuring it, and using 
the aircraft for the business purposes of 
that company; (3) entering into a properly 
structured joint-ownership arrangement; 
or (4) using one of the tools such as 
interchange or time sharing that are also 
afforded by §91.501.

Conclusion

   Corporate aircraft offer many 
outstanding benefits to companies and 
individuals who can fully use the flexibility 
and time-saving aspects they offer, but 

the company or individual must take great 
care in how it will hold that aircraft interest, 
lest it find itself in a situation that it — and 
its counsel, unaware of the regulatory 
land mines hiding in FAR Section 91.501 
— never contemplated, possibly to the 
great unhappiness of both.

Epilogue
   Several months have passed.  The 
National Transportation Safety Board 
has completed its accident investigation, 
revealing that contributing factors to the 
crash included crew fatigue, bad weather 
at the airfield, and a runway that would 
have been difficult to stop on during a 
bright sunny day, let alone a cold, wet 
night — all factors that arguably would 
have been mitigated had the aircraft 
been operated under Part 135.  To 
make matters worse, the FAA has also 
concluded its enforcement investigation 
by ruling that the operation was in fact 
just that — an uncertificated commercial 
Part 135 operation — because by not 
only accepting some cost reimbursement 
from a passenger, but also by using a flight 
department company to own and operate 
the aircraft, your client lost the ability to use 
one of the §91.501 exemptions.  As such, 
the aircraft should have been operated 
under Part 135, and the failure to do so 
has now opened your client to significant 
civil penalties.  Finally, in light of the FAA’s 
determination, the insurance carrier has 
decided to deny coverage because the 
policy did not cover commercial operations, 
only general operations under Part 91, and 
the jury is currently contemplating the effect 
of these various regulatory violations on 
exactly who is liable for what.  In retrospect, 
maybe using a flight department company 
to own and fly the aircraft under Part 91 
wasn’t such a good idea after all . . .

Notes
1   The analysis in this article applies with 
equal force to aircraft purchasers who are 
buying a whole aircraft as well as an interest 
in an aircraft, including aircraft fractional 
ownership interest purchasers.
2   See 49 U.S.C.A. §40104(a) (1997 & Supp. 
2001).
3   The FAA’s Federal Aviation Regulations are 
found at 14 C.F.R. Parts 1-199.
4   14 C.F.R. Part 119 provides a mechanism 
for determining whether the general or the 
commercial rules apply. Section 119.1 
provides that an aircraft is required to 
be operated under Parts 121 or 135, as 
applicable, whenever the company operating 
the aircraft is a “commercial operator,” which 
14 C.F.R. §1.1 in turn defines as anyone who 
is transporting another for “compensation 
or hire” (emphasis supplied). Part 119 
further provides that the aircraft operator 
must still comply with the other rules in the 
chapter — including those found in Part 91 
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— except when those rules are supplemented 
or modified by the various commercial rules 
such as those found in Parts 135 and 121. 
14 C.F.R. §119.1(c) (2001).
5   See 14 C.FR. §91.1 (2001) (generally 
holding that Part 91 “prescribes rules 
governing the operation of aircraft . . . within 
the United States, including the waters within 
three nautical miles of the U.S. coast”).
6   See, e.g., Administrator v. Henderson, 
NTSB Order No. EA-3335 (1991) (Initial 
Decision, Administrative Law Judge Patrick G. 
Geraghty) (an exchange of services, among 
other things, can constitute compensation 
or hire). See also Interpretation 1996-1, 5 
Fed. Av. Dec. I-109 (Mar. 25, 1996) (Clark 
Boardman Callaghan) (using broad definition 
to rule that cost reimbursement from a unit 
of one government entity to a unit of a 
different government entity for the operation 
of an aircraft constitutes compensation); 
Interpretation 1985-24, 2 Fed. Av. Dec. I-82 
(Dec. 12, 1985) (Clark Boardman Callaghan) 
(simply sharing flight expenses constitutes 
compensation).
7   Compare 14 C.F.R. §91.203 (2001) 
(prescribing airworthiness standards in 
private aircraft) with 14 C.F.R. §135.169 
(2002) (prescribing additional airworthiness 
requirements for large airplanes).
8   See 14 C.F.R. Part 91, Subpart B (2001).
9   See 14 C.F.R. Part 135, Subparts C, I & J 
(2001).
10 14 C.F.R. §119.33 (2001).
11 See 14 C.F.R. §119.35 (2001) (requiring 
submission of an application at least 90 
days prior to inception of operations). Note 
also that some in the industry estimate that 
the costs involved in obtaining and operating 
under the a Part 135 certificate can be 15 to 
20 times higher than for operations conducted 
under Part 91.
12 See, e.g., 14 C.F.R. §§91.103 and 91.175 
(2001) (requiring the preflight checking of 
weather minima but not requiring in-flight 
updates or mandating the source of the 
weather information).
13 See 14 C.F.R. §91.103 (2001).
14 14 C.F.R. §135.213(b) (2001).
15 14 C.F.R. §§135.399 and 135.385 (2001). 
Note that these two differences — weather 
and runway length requirements — effectively 
reduce the number of airports available for 
use by the typical corporate aircraft in the 
United States by as much as 75 percent. But 
also note that as this article went to press, the 
FAA was promulgating new regulations that 
could significantly reduce the “gap” between 
Part 91 and Part 135 operations with respect, 
among other things, to weather and runway 
length requirements. See Regulation of 
Fractional Aircraft Ownership Programs and 
On-Demand Operations; Proposed Rule, 66 
Fed. Reg. 37520 (July 18, 2001).
16 I.R.C. §4261.
17 The applicable FARs and their enabling 
statutes contemplate fines of up to $1,000.00 
for violations of the FARs generally, and up 
to $11,000.00 for violations of the FARs 
addressing the improper carriage of persons 
or property for compensation. 49 U.S.C.A. 
§46301 (1997 & Supp. 2001); 14 C.F.R. 
§§3.15, 13.16 (2001).
18 See, e.g., United States v. Midwestern 

Pouch Express, Inc., 662 F.Supp. 207, 212 
(D. N.J. 1987).
19 Defined in 14 C.F.R. §1.1 as those aircraft 
with an allowable takeoff weight in excess of 
12,500 pounds.
20 See 37 Fed. Reg. 14758 (July 25, 1972) 
(originally published as Subpart D to Part 91 
and later moved to Subpart F).
21 14 C.F.R. §91.501(a) (2001).
22 The “Intra-Corporate” or “affiliated groups” 
exemption, §91.501(b)(5), states that an 
exemption from Part 135 operations applies 
for:
    [The] [c]arriage of officials, employees, 
guests, and property of a company on an 
airplane operated by that company, or the 
parent or a subsidiary of the company or a 
subsidiary of the parent, when the carriage 
is within the scope of, and incidental to, 
the business of the company (other than 
transportation by air) and no charge, 
assessment or fee is made for the carriage 
in excess of the cost of owning, operating, 
and maintaining the airplane, except that 
no charge of any kind may be made for 
the carriage of a guest of a company, when 
carriage is not within the scope of, and 
incidental to, the business of that company 
(emphasis supplied).
    There is a general consensus among FAA 
and private aviation regulatory counsel that the 
“within the scope of” concept discussed below 
applies to the other exemptions found in FAR 
Section 91.501, although there is no specific 
FAA authority that is directly on point.
23 See, e.g., Interpretation 1992-42, 3 Fed. Av. 
Dec. I-273 (June 10, 1992) (Clark Boardman 
Callaghan) (Section 91.501 is strictly construed; 
the FAA will resolve any doubt as to whether 
is should apply by ruling that it does not. thus 
requiring the operator to obtain a Part 121 or 
135 operating certificate); Interpretation 1993-
27, 4 Fed. Av. Dec. 1-65 (Nov. 8. 1993) (Clark 
Boardman Callaghan) (when you disregard the 
transportation-by-air function of the company 
and there are no operations remaining that 
are being performed by that company, then 
the transportation by air is a major enterprise 
for profit and is thus a commercial operation); 
Interpretation 1989-22, 2 Fed. Av. Dec. I-241 
(Aug. 8, 1989) (Clark Boardman Callaghan) 
(company organized solely for the purpose 
of owning and operating aircraft to provide 
transportation to affiliated companies — a 
“flight department company” —does not fall 
under §91.501); Interpretation 1982-1, 1 Fed. 
Av. Dec. I-583 (Feb. 4, 1982) (Clark Boardman 
Callaghan) (Section 91.501 does not apply in 
those situations where the primary business 
of the operator of the aircraft is the operation 
of that aircraft; when such carriage is a major 
enterprise in itself, it must be conducted under 
Part 121 or 135).
24 See the discussion above dealing with the 
various penalties that apply to operators who 
conduct commercial operations without the 
appropriate approvals.
25 See, e.g., 8A AM.JUR. 2D Aviation §114 
(1997 & Supp. 2001) (discussing effect of 
violation of air safety rules or regulations on 
tort liability); 2 STUART M. SPEISER ET AL., THE 
AMERICAN LAW OF TORTS §9:8 (1985 & Supp. 
2001) (discussing effect of violation of statute, 
ordinance or regulation on tort liability).

26 See, e.g., 1 STUART M. SPEISER ET AL., THE 
AMERICAN LAW OF TORTS §4:21 (1985 & Supp. 
2001) (discussing common rules on “piercing 
the corporate veil”).
27 See, e.g., 2 BUSINESS INSURANCE LAW AND 
PRACTICE GUIDE, Ch. 19, Aviation Insurance, 
§19.03[4] (2000).
28 Id. at §19.03[6].
29 Note that, to date, the FAA has not sought 
to aggressively enforce these particular “flight 
department company” rules, and the common 
wisdom is that regulatory non-compliance with 
respect to these rules is rampant. Moreover, 
two common refrains from such owners or 
operators when they first learn of this issue 
are that (1) “everybody does it this way,” and 
(2) so many people and companies are doing 
it wrong that the FAA could not now seek to 
begin to aggressively enforce these rules due 
to political concerns. But these arguments 
seem to provide rather scant support for 
intentionally violating the applicable FARs.
    The standard refrain that “just because 
everyone else is doing it wrong does not make 
it right” seems to be directly on point here. More 
importantly, the second argument seems to 
presume as at least one necessary predicate 
that the FAA would have to clarify if not directly 
change its interpretation on §91.501 in order to 
begin to aggressively enforce this section, and 
it would be this clarification or change that in 
turn would be forestalled by political pressure. 
But, as noted above, the text of §91.501 has 
been in place for roughly 30 years, and the 
FAA has consistently interpreted that rule to 
exclude flight department companies for at 
least 20 years.
    The better explanation for the lack of vigorous 
enforcement by the FAA with respect to this 
issue is more likely the generally accepted 
concepts that (1) the operation of this class 
of aircraft has historically been very safe, i.e., 
the issue simply has not arisen post-accident, 
and (2) the rule is arcane enough that even 
many FAA aviation safety inspectors — the 
people in the “front lines” who would be 
the ones most likely to detect and enforce 
such noncompliance — do not completely 
understand the operation of this rule 
themselves and hence have not been looking 
for potential violations. Further, on a more 
fundamental level, the FAA’s primary inspection 
focus is on the commercial aviation community 
rather than the general aviation community; 
because these flight department companies 
typically fly under the general aviation rules 
and do not call attention to themselves by 
obtaining commercial certification, they are 
far less likely to even interact with an FAA 
inspector over the course of time. But with the 
dramatic growth in the purchase and operation 
of corporate aircraft over the last several years, 
query whether these two conditions will long 
continue unchanged. And maybe more 
importantly, whether or not the FAA renders 
a specific regulatory determination that a 
particular aircraft ownership and operational 
structure was a flight department company 
illegally conducting Part 91 operations, the 
insurance carrier — or the jury — just might.

Published with permission of the Texas Bar 
Journal.  All rights reserved.
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Four rows of ominous red dots and the 
words CONTIGUOUS U.S. ADIZ plastered 
underneath will grab your attention, and 
crossing that dotted barrier is intimidating. 
The Miami Sectional depicts the line 
meandering over the water with no 
obvious rationale, but the powers that 
be view the demarcation as anything 
but arbitrary.  That is where Uncle Sam 
stands ready to provide an F-16 escort 
as you frantically explain your innocence 
on 121.5 MHZ. 

Change of Plans
My wife Nancy and I decided that the 
time had come to cross that line when 
Wild Bill Prymak once again stepped up 
to the plate.  On the assumption that there 
is safety in numbers, Bill offered to take 
a group of MMOPA members across the 
water to the beckoning paradise of the 
Bahamas. I sent Bill an “I’m interested” e-
mail. He quickly sent back a “glad you’re 
joining us.”  

We immediately were added to the 
group’s e-mail l ist, and messages 
started flying in all directions.  Everybody 
assumed that we were going to Club Med 
San Salvador, because in Bill’s words 
“Club Med received the highest score” 
and “the typical MMOPA couple seeks 
amenities as well as an 8000' runway.”  
However, in January, Bill announced that 
Club Med had shut down indefinitely, 

and he put forth the humble proposal 
of Pittstown Point.  With an enthusiastic 
endorsement from Larry Lee we all opted 
for the alternate destination.

No Club Med
While no Club Med, Pittstown Point has 
greater pleasures for this atypical group 
than marble floors and 20 entrees on the 
menu.  We parked our birds within 100 ft 
of our cabins, and played with the fish for 
hours in coral gardens not ten feet off the 
beach.  I sat under the Australian pines 
in front of the cabin with a book in my 
lap while overlooking some of the most 
beautiful waters ever to be seen. And all 
of this in the commanding presence of a 
charming125 year old English lighthouse. 
The serenity is awesome.  You can dive 
for conch and lobster, visit sugar-powder 
beaches that are beautiful beyond 
description, and have it all to yourself.  
With only 12 cabins, crowds are not a 
problem.

Those seeking luxury might not find this 
the ideal location.  The cabins are clean, 
and most have A/C, but accommodations 
are basic.  Each cabin has two clean 
double beds.  Evening walks can catch 
more bugs than might be desirable.  For 
future visits, however, the camp now has 
acquired a fog truck, which should help.  
Bikes are available, and you can visit 
some fairly primitive local villages with 
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that form of transportation.  The natives 
are the kindest people you’ll ever meet. 
Diving is world-class, but bring your own 
BC.  Compared to Club Med,  this is island 
adventuring at its best.  Women, don’t 
wear fancy dresses, just tennis shorts or 
slacks for dinner.  If you’re a water rat, 
you’ll love this place. If you seek peace 
and quiet, there is no better getaway.  

Adventure Planning
Can you handle 2000 ft with a 250 ft 
over run?  Approaches are easy, and if 
you plant the tires on the threshold at 80 
Knots, only light-to-moderate braking is 
needed.  If those conditions spook you, 
land instead on the 3500 ft paved runway 
at Colonel Hill, 15 miles away.  Security 
there is good and the resort van will pick 
you up.

Bill sent out an information packet about 
six weeks before our April 26th departure. 
He suggested we purchase sectionals 
CJ-26 and CH-25, as an addition to our 
Miami Low Altitude Chart, which covers out 
to Nassau. Bill also suggested that we rent 
or borrow good life vests and a life raft, 
even though the life raft was not mandatory. 
The game plan required us to rendezvous 
at Vero Beach on Friday, then head out for 
the islands on Saturday morning. Bill sent a 
map of the islands with a scenic line drawn 
between VRB and Pittstown. Could it really 
be that simple?

International Flying
We filed an international VFR Flight 
Plan with Miami FSS from VRB to 
Exuma International (MYEF).  Filing the 
international flight plan was no big deal; 
the questions are just posed in a different 
order. We were wheels up at 8 am on 
Saturday morning, climbing to 15,500' 
while heading for open water. We opened 
up our flight plans with Miami Radio and 
then asked for flight following from Miami 
Center. We flew down the Florida coast 
about 15 miles off shore and then turned 
SE to pass about 20 miles NE of Bimini 
Islands. The first sighting of the Bimini 
Islands was exciting. We looked off our 
right side and could still see Florida. We 
passed North of Andros Island, then 
South of Nassau where we joined the 
Exuma Chain to fly over some of the most 
beautiful scenery in the world. 

Exuma International, better known as 
George Town, has a control tower that 
gives only advisories. There was some 
apprehension on my part about fueling 
and getting through Customs. After 
landing, those fears quickly dissipated.  
We walked into Customs and Immigration 
and filled out their forms. They asked us a 
few basic questions, gave us a document 
to keep with us while roaming the islands, 
and wished us a good stay. The experience 
was pleasant and the procedure simple.  
Fuel was less expensive than what we 
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had paid at VRB, so that made us feel at 
home as well. 

Across Another Pond
Now it was time to cross the additional 
100 miles to Pittstown and that 2000' 
runway.  I volunteered to be the first 
airplane to land. Larry Lee had gone out 
the day before and was on the ground 
as our informal LSO on 122.8. There was 
a 6 knot wind almost straight down the 
50' wide runway. Land short and you’re 
in the drink, land long and you’re in the 
trees. I had practiced short field landings 
at my home base so I was ready for the 
real thing. The approach felt good, 
and to my surprise I came to an easy 
full stop with about 500' of  pavement 
remaining securely in front. Everyone 
else also did textbook landings.  Within 
minutes of shutting down we were offered 
welcoming drinks, which were followed 
shortly by a boat ride and an afternoon 
of snorkeling. A few diehards went diving 
off a shelf just a stone’s throw from the 
end of the runway. 

Island Life
Bill did not oversell Pittstown. I grabbed 
my first conch, in a big beautiful shell, by 
snatching him right off the ocean floor with 
my bare hands. We went deep sea fishing 
twice, and I caught a three-foot Dolphin 
Fish. Some of the best reef snorkeling was 
right in front of the cabins.

There was a lonesome Bonanza sitting 
along side the runway.  That bird belonged 
to Lou and Dori Soroe, friends of Bill and 
Larry. Since we were also friends of Bill 
and Larry we were all invited to visit with 
them in their home. They showed us a 
grand time, and even invited us back for 
a second visit. Lou flew P51s in WWII and 
gave us a few good safety tips. Always 
have your life vest on when flying over 
water. Carry a good life raft with supplies 
and a cover. Practice emergency exits 
from the airplane with your passengers 
before heading out over water. Do not fly 
after 3 pm because search and rescue 
cannot help you after dark, and it takes 
over an hour to get to you.  I twisted Lou’s 
arm (not very hard) and got him to be my 
guide on a tour of the surrounding islands. 
He was a real pleasure to be with.

Gifts All Around
Several weeks before departure Bill 
suggested that we take along some gifts 
for the 300 island residents. We had a 
party one evening for our new island 
friends and distributed over 700 pounds of 
needed clothing, plus toys for the children.  
Only Bill could be thoughtful enough to 
have arranged that blessing. Larry gave 
25 kids airplane rides, something they will 
never forget.

These Boots are Made For Icing
Bi l l  brought  a long the necessary 
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supplies and a “can do” attitude to 
bring all our boots up to snuff. So, we 
had a boot party. Two hours later every 
airplane had “like new” boots thanks 
to the Bill’s no-nonsense approach 
to keeping boots a lways look ing 
great.  Bill’s wisdom on this subject 
was shared at the Tucson convention, 
along with a convincing show and tell.  
Seeing these words put into action in 
an island setting was a thrill.

All Good Things…
Our t r ip home involved a stop at 
George Town where we went through 
Customs again and purchased fuel. 
Customs asked us if we had a good 
time, and collected $15 per person. 
I filed an International IFR flight plan 
with Miami FSS and called US Customs 
to advise them of my arrival time. We 
picked up Miami Center on the climb 
out from George Town and landed one 
and a half hours later at Fort Pierce. 
We pulled up at Customs and waited 
in the plane until someone said “grab 
a cart and bring your bags through that 
door.” We filled out Customs forms in 
air conditioned comfort while officials 
looked briefly at our luggage.  We 
bought a sticker for $25, wheeled our 
belongings back outside and re-loaded 
the airplane. 

Nancy and I had a great time, and my 

fear of flying the Bahamas has turned 
into a desire to return. Everyone we 
came in contact with was fr iendly, 
and at no time did we feel threatened. 
We never received a key to our cabin 
for the simple reason that none exist; 
we never worried about our personal 
belongings. The next time you’re bored 
while cruising in the flight levels, punch 
in MYCI and see how far you are from 
Crooked Island.

Next Year
Sometime ago, Bill was asked by an 
acquaintance who knew that he had 
traveled extensively around the world, 
where he would find the prettiest beach 
in the world.  “Bathtub Beach, Pittstown 
point, Crooked Island”, he shot back 
without hesitation. And yes, he was 
able to take us to this very beach, a 
5 mile stretch of  pure white sand with 
talcum powder texture, and water so 
blue an artist could never capture its 
essence.  We found not a can of beer 
nor a single cigarette butt, nor any sign 
of man on water or land.  Bill never fails 
to visit this beach when he returns to 
Pittstown.  Bill will be going back this 
year, and I encourage you to contact 
him for more details.  If you have never 
flown over water, or to the islands, you 
will find this to be an experience of a 
lifetime.  If you’re a veteran, you need 
no further encouragement.
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call: (772) 778-7815
AVIATION TRAINING MANAGEMENT, INC.
Insurance approved for factory equivalent initial and recurrent training

Post Office Box 2611
Vero Beach, FL  32961

MFD, EFIS, 
GPS,  AP/FD

Model Specific 
Training

website: www.AviationTrainingATM.com
email: AVIATION_TRAINING@COMPUSERVE.COM

fax:  (772) 778-9731

INSTRUCTORS:
Dick Rochfort
Roy Bolling
Bob Stickle
Rick Tutt
Bob Redfern
Mitch Johnson
San IrlandiHigh time instructors trained to exacting insurance and FAA standards on all aircraft and flight management systems.

 Malibu/Mirage, Meridian, Jetprop DLX  
AIRCRAFT
SPECIFIC 

TRAINING

Ron Cox
President 

of ATM
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by Russ Caauwe

“To most people, the sky is the limit.  To those 
who love aviation, the sky is home.”

You can add to this the statement I read on a 
bathroom wall somewhere: “The sky is not the 
limit, the ground is.”

My second addition: “The ground is always 
100%.”

Our Tucson convention was a huge success 
thanks to the hard work of Bill Alberts, his wife 
Barb and son Bill Jr., and our hard working 
Board of Directors.  Also Larry Johnson 
deserves a huge pat on the back for his hard 
work at the airport.
  
Next year we will be in St. Augustine Florida, 
Oct 15th-19th at the Renaissance World Golf 
Resort and Hotel.  Mark you calendars now!

Jack Lavine
N426TC
Oklahoma City, OK

Jack now has “my” old Mirage, “Dolly”.  I hope 
she treats you well Jack.  Jack has over 950 hours 
and holds a Commercial license with MEL and 
Instrument ratings.

Tom Eisma
Edina, MN

Tom is President of Data Solutions International, 
Inc.  He has over 1500 hours and holds CFI CFII 
and MEI ratings.

Jan Kovacic
N44463
Lafayette, CA

Jan has a 310 Malibu and has over 1500 hours.  
He holds SEL MEL and Instrument ratings.

Kevin Heronimus
N318CW
Huntsville, AL

Kevin is the owner of Advanced Composites 
Technology in Hunstville.  He has a 310 Malibu 
and holds an IFR rating with over 1300 hours.

Ronald McLeod
N5322D
Greenwich, CT

Ronald owns a Meridian.  He has over 4400 hours 
and holds SEL MEL and Instrument ratings.

Bill Cross
N4141G
Lake St. Louis, MO

Bill is a owner of a Custom Home Building 
Company.  He has a Mirage and has over 450 
hours, holding a Private license.

Russ & Cathy Coburn
N5325P
Edwards, CO

Russ & Cathy own a Meridian.  Russ is Pres. and 
CEO of Jans Ltd.  He is also a RE Agent.  He has 
over 500 hours and holds a Private license and 
Instrument rating.

Stewart “Doug” Stewart
North Egremont, MA

Doug is the Chief Flight Instructor at Bershire 
Aviation Ent., Inc.  He holds a Commerical license 
with SEL, MEL Instr, CFI-I, and MCFI ratings.  He 
has over 8000 hours.

John Jacobs
N189ET
Chicago, IL

John has over 7000 hours and holds Multi and IFR 
ratings.  He has a 310 Malibu.

Brett Lunger
N53516
Wilmington, DE 

Brett lists his occupation as “retired – auto racing”.  
He has a Meridian.

John Sears
N428CD
Battle Creek, NV

John has a Mirage and holds SEL and Instrument 
ratings.  He has over 1680 hours.

Niel Ellerbrook
N37VM
Evansville, IN

Niel is a corporate CEO.  He has a Malibu and 
holds a Private license with SEL and Instrument 
ratings.  He has over 650 hours.

Notes From MMOPA Headquarters 

Russ Caauwe
Executive Director

Russ has been crazy about 
airplanes all of his life.  He 
obtained his license in Norfolk, 
Nebraska, at the age of 17.  
Entering the Air Force at 19, 
Russ served two years as an 
airborne radar mechanic.  In 
1950, he was accepted for pilot 
training, and after graduation, was 
commissioned as a 2nd Lt. and 
pilot.  Russ served in the 82nd 
Fighter Squadron, flying F-94’s 
and F-89’s, in Iceland, where he 
met his wife Bjorg (Bea).  

After completing his tour with the 
76th Fighter Squadron in Presque 
Isle, Maine, Russ pursued various 
business interests, including life 
as a Customer Engineer for IBM;  
later as President of  his own data 
processing company;  and finally, 
as a corporate pilot, from which 
he retired in 1997, having enjoyed 
over 3,500 hours flying a 1984 
Malibu, and a 1989 Mirage.

NOTICE
For any questions regarding next 
year’s M•MOPA convention, please 
call 

Bill Alberts
Convention Coordinator
tel: (843) 785-9358 
fax: (843) 785-7567



Winter 2003              M MOPA
44

Notes From MMOPA Headquarters 

Pik*West ad
printer has file

J. P. Hanley
Boca Raton, FL

James is in Aircraft Sales.  He holds Private, 
Commercial, MEL and CFI ratings.

Steven Hardman
N955SH
Phoenix, AZ

Steven has a Mirage and has over 550 hours.  He 
holds a Private license with an Instrument rating.

John Morotti
N12EV
Boulder City, NV

John is Owner of Mother Road Harley-Davidson 
in Boulder City.  He has a 310 Malibu and has 
over 450 hours.  He holds SEL and Instrument 
ratings.

David Gipson
P.O. Box 190
Munith, MI 

David has over 900 hours and an instrument rating.  
His aircraft type is listed as “Other”, so perhaps 
he is looking at Malibus!

Rolly Clark
N5347V
Madison, GA

Rolly owns a Meridian.  He is a professional pilot with 
an impressive array of ratings.  He holds type ratings 
in: B-727, 757, 767, CV-440, 880, DC-8, 9, L-1011 
and Glider.  He has over 17,000 hours!

David Pease
Cincinnati, OH

David has over 565 hours and holds a Private 
license with an instrument rating.

Derrick Ings
Gillingham, U.K.

Derrick is a “returning member” after an absence 
of a couple years.  He is the Company Principal 
of Derrick Ings Aircraft Sales.  Welcome back 
Derrick!

Jeff Omohundro
Richmond, VA

Jeff comes to us recommended by a Piper Dealer/
Distributor.  He holds a Commercial license and 
Instrument rating.  He has over 425 hours.

Jeff Thompson
Bristol, WI

Jeff is a farmer.  He has over 3200 hours and 
holds a Private license with an instrument 
rating.
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C utter Aviation, Inc.
Dallas  E xecutive Airport (RB D)

5661 Mariner Drive
Dallas , Texas  75237

C all (214) 339-2713
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FLORIDA Spruce Creek Fly-in 
America’s Premier Fly-In Community.  4,000' 
paved lighted runway, paved taxiways, full 
service FBO, golf and tennis Country Club, 
24 hour security, 15 minutes from Daytona 
Beach International Airport and the Ocean.  
Pilots Serving Pilots. 
 Pat and Lenny Ohlsson, 
Spruce Creek Fly-In Realty. 
Website:  www.fly-in.com 
800-932-4437   Evening 386-761-8804

MMOPA Classifieds

GPS MANUALS
for beginners and users are now available 
for the Garmin GNS 430 and GNS 530, as 
well as the King KLN 89B/KLN 94, KLN 90B, 
KLN 900. These task-oriented, pilot-friendly 
manuals lead you step-by-step through the 
most useful enroute and approach operations. 
Includes description of all pages. KLN 90B and 
KLN 900 are $34.95, all others $39.95. Add $6 
for s&h. Outside US add $6 more. 
ZD Publishing, Inc.
PO Box 3487 
Wichita KS 67201 
Ph 888-310-3134 
www.zdpublishing.com

®

Eclipse® is a service mark of Eclipse International, Inc.
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JetProp



Display Rates
Full Page Black & White     $400.00

Full Page Full Color   $1,375.00

Half Page Black & White     $200.00
 Half Page Full Color     $875.00

2 page spread Black & White      $650.00
2 page spread Full Color    $1,975.00

2 page center spread Full Color    $2,120.00

Inside Front Cover Full Color    $1,650.00
Inside Back Cover Full Color    $1,575.00
Back Cover Full Color Only     $1,825.00

Guaranteed ad placement  - Display rate plus 20% 

Classified Rates
The classified advertising section includes 

used aircraft, services and used equipment.

Classified Ad with Photograph 
Base cost is $100 each issue it runs:

Base cost includes a 4-color photo image and 45 words.
Ads over 45 words are billed at $1.00 per word

A one-time setup fee will be applied as follows:

$50 for digital image (jpg or tif, 3x5 @ 300dpi)
$75 for slide or print 

Classified Ad without Photograph
Base cost is $45 each issue it runs:

Minimum ad length is up to 45 words.
Ads over 45 words are billed at $1.00 per word. 

Full payment must accompany your advertisement.

Advertising Placement 
Ad Specifications, Scheduling and Contact Information

 
Trey Hughes 

Phone:  (210) 525-8008
 Fax:  (210) 525-8085

Email:  trey_hughes@sbcglobal.net

Send all ad materials to the Publisher:
140 Heimer Road

San Antonio, TX  78232

Publisher reserves the right to 
refuse or withdraw advertising.

Advertising Insertion Fees are required 
prior to production of publication.  

Electronic files only.
  Overall magazine size is  

8-3/8" x 10-7/8". 

Advertising Rates . . . 

Training Update...

Aviation Training Management 
Vero Beach, Florida
(561) 778-7815

Initial & Refresher
by Appointment

Eclipse International, Inc. 
St. Petersburg, Florida
(727) 822-1611

Initial and Refresher 
with Mary Bryant at 
St. Petersburg or 
Customer’s Location

Flight Safety International
Lakeland, Florida
1-800-726-5037

Initial and Recurrent 
Training 

Mariani Aviation Services
Vero Beach, Florida
(772) 567-8666 or
(772) 713-4368

Initial and Refresher Training with 
John Mariani at any location

Roger Aviation Company
Eden Prairie, Minnesota
1-888-943-2837

Initial and Recurrent 
Training 

SimCom Training Centers
Vero Beach, Florida
1-800-272-0211

Initial & Refresher
by Appointment

The following facilities offer initial and/or 
recurrent training for the Malibu•Mirage

Base cost is $100 each issue it runs:

Helpline . . .

Events Calendar . . .
12th Annual Convention - September 25-29, 2002
LaPaloma Resort in Tucson, Arizona 

   316-728-8634



Training Update...
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Base cost is $100 each issue it runs:

   316-728-8634
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