
The Russian Interstate Aviation Committee (MAK) ( Manipulating aspects of the disaster* 
The final report by MAK’s Air Accident Investigation Commission on the crash of the TU-154 M aircraft (tail No 101) has given rise to so many contradictions that even the committee headed by J. Miler has produced 148 pages of comments on the report. Initially there were 210 pages, but this was later reduced ( probably for fear of the media reaction if the number of pages of comments had exceeded the number of pages in the report itself. Most of the MAK report contains completely unfounded claims (even the J. Miler committee admitted this in its amendments) about the pressure supposedly put on the crew, as well as psychological analyses of the crew, whereas very few pages are devoted to the actual causes of the disaster. Despite this, however, much can be deduced from the MAK report.

Return to the past

In its final report, the MAK Commission stated that the crew, in accordance with what they had been told by the air traffic controllers, set an airport pressure of 745 mm of mercury on the main pressure altimeter, whereas ‘At a distance of 4 700 m from RWY [Runway] 26 threshold and at an altitude of about 300 m the standard pressure of 760 mm of mercury was set on the PIC’s [pilot-in-command’s] main pressure altimeter, which led to the increased altimeter indications by about 165 m and stopped the TAWS alert.’ On page 102 of the final report (English version), the MAK Commission states that 40 seconds prior to the crash, the navigator, continually calling out the flight altitude, unfastened his seatbelt and got up to tell the pilot-in-command the readings on the altimeter. Next, according to the MAK Commission, the navigator, continually calling out the flight altitude, returned to his seat and fastened his seatbelt, since on the following pages the Commission states that all crew members were in their places and had their seatbelts fastened. Even the committee headed by J. Miler emphasises, on page 62 of its comments, that the Commission’s conclusions are absurd in this respect. This is even more forcefully expressed by K.M., who, at a meeting in Brussels in December, presented evidence that the crew had received incorrect information from the air traffic controllers. He states that MAK’s suggestion that the navigator had presented the altimeter [readings] to the pilot-in-command whilst the latter was busy piloting the aircraft is so absurd that it gives the impression of a return to the past, namely when the Russian Burdenko Commission stuffed German newspapers dating from 1941 into the pockets of the Polish officers murdered in Katyń on the orders of Stalin in 1940. K.M. adds that analysis of the altimeter readings presented by the MAK Commission also reveals more irregularities.

Mysterious readings on the pressure altimeter

An analysis of graph Nos 22 and 23 on pages 67-67 (English version) shows that at the moment of departure from Warsaw Airport (110 m above sea level), the pressure altimeter indicated an altitude of 63 m. Then we see a flight altitude of 10 000 m, which falls to 688 m at 10:34 and is maintained until 10:39:58 ( as shown on graph Nos 24 and 25 on pages 69-70 of the MAK report (English version). And it is only at this point, according to the graph, that the descent of the aircraft begins, finishing at a height of 188 m. At the crash site, the altimeter reading should have been zero (if the altimeter had been set properly) or possibly 255 m above sea level (the altitude of the runway threshold close to where the aircraft crashed).

However, what is most important here is not the fact, as MAK would have it, that the altimeter readings were too high. If we take a close look at graph No 24, we see that the readings were already too high at the moment the aircraft made the base turn. The reading of 688 m did not change until approximately 4.7 km from the runway threshold. It should be added here that at 08:34, hence before the base turn, the crew communicated that it had assumed an altitude of 500 m, which was confirmed by Ground Control. However, according to the readings published by MAK, the pressure altimeter was already showing incorrect data. Another surprising fact is that, according to the MAK report, the readings on the pressure altimeter showed no changes in altitude, which must have occurred between 10 km from the airport and 4.7 km from the threshold of the runway. It should also be added that the pressure altimeter it is not dependent upon the topography of the terrain. The final mystery is why, at 10:40:45, approximately 1 800 m before the crash site, the pressure altimeter according the MAK report already indicated a final reading of 188 m, which in this case meant ‘0’, the altitude of the runway threshold, when the readings were 500 m lower than their initial value. At that time, the aircraft was at an altitude of at least 100 m and was descending for the next 20 seconds, yet the altimeter readings in the MAK report do not show this.

The first impact with obstacles ( contradictions in the MAK report

At this point, it is worth quoting a fragment of the MAK Commission’s final report (pages 12-13 of the English version): 

(…) The TU-154 M crew continued approach and final descent. At a distance of 1 100 m from RWY 26 threshold and about 35 km left from the extended runway centerline the aircraft first hit the top of a tree at a height of about 11 m above ground level. The impact occurred before the middle marker (1 050 m distance from RWY 26 threshold) (…) Further, 245 m from the point of the first impact with a lateral deviation of about 60 m left from the extended runway centerline the aircraft hit a birch with the trunk 30-40 cm wide which led to the damaged left wing and significant left bank. Further the aircraft crashed inverted and was totally destroyed. (…)
There are major discrepancies as regards the position of the plane 1.1 km before the airport, before its impact with land obstacles, and in the description presented by the MAK Commission. The Polish version presented by Minister J. Miler and the version presented by the MAK Commission are mutually exclusive and in both versions certain important facts have been concealed or overlooked.

The figure on page 160 of the MAK report (English version) shows that at a distance of 1.1 km the deviation from the centreline was 35-40 m and decreasing, and it was only when the aircraft hit the birch tree (850 m from the runway threshold) that its trajectory radically changed, causing it to bank left suddenly and drop by approximately 150 m to the left of the runway centreline, at a distance of 350-600 m from the runway threshold.

However, the description of the tree damage on pages 83-87 (English version) and the statement of E. Klich (Poland’s accredited representative to the MAK Commission) show that, at a distance of 1.1 km, the aircraft was deviating from the runway centreline by approximately 15-20 m and that for unknown reasons its deviation relative to the runway centreline was rapidly increasing, not decreasing. There follows a fragment of an interview with E. Klich in the Gazeta Polska daily:

- ‘GP’: Do you have any reservations about the operation of the middle marker?

- E.K.: The crew of the Yak-40 made certain comments.

- Those ‘comments’ were serious reservations ( that the middle marker was not working properly; the needle of the radio compass that had been switched on to it was flickering from right to left by 10 degrees.

- The Tupolev was flying very precisely, exactly over the middle marker, with a deviation of barely 20 m from the runway centreline, and there are two pieces of evidence to prove this. The first is the first birch tree that was cut and then…

- But that birch is not 20 m away from the runway centreline ( it’s much further.

- Please let me finish. There’s another piece of evidence. A spark jumped between the wing and the antenna of the middle marker, as was testified by one of the witnesses. For the spark to have jumped the way it did, the distance between the wing and the draft caused by the middle marker could not have been greater than 1 m, or 3 m at the most (a physicist could determine this). We should add to this one half of the aircraft’s wingspan, i.e. approximately 17 m. This shows that the aircraft’s fuselage could not have deviated from the runway centreline by more than 20 m.

Taking into account the known facts and the contradictions, we may assume that:

- Something happened in the vicinity of the middle marker which caused the TU-154 M aircraft to deviate from the runway centreline. Taking this into account, the collision with a birch tree had practically no significance in changing the flight trajectory, as previously claimed. 

- It is highly likely that the traces of tree damage were fabricated in order to lend credibility to the MAK Commission’s initial report in May 2010.

- The differences may be due to the fact that it is highly likely that there was interference with the GPS signal, which affected the readings. The recordings are different from reality. 

Photograph No 1. Flight trajectory according to the description on pages 10-13 of the MAK report (English version)
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Photograph No 2. Illustration of the distance of various damaged obstacles in relation to the wing span of the TU-154 M ( version No 1 from the on-board computer and from GPS data (which contradicts the evidence of tree damage and witness testimonies)
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Photograph No 3. Graphical illustration ( version No 1 from the on-board computer and from GPS data (which contradicts the evidence of tree damage and witness testimonies)
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Photograph No 4. Probable trajectory of the aircraft 
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This variant is consistent with the damage to land obstacles and the flight parameters, which indicate that just prior to first impact with the tree, the aircraft’s engine power fell to 38%. Experts assessing a photograph of one of the engines indicate the possibility that at the moment the aircraft dropped to the ground the engine had stopped working. 

Therefore, there are currently two mutually exclusive flight trajectories:

1. Based on FMS/TAWS (GPS) recordings

2. Based on the damage caused to land obstacles
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Irrespective of the cause of the crash, the discrepancies in the flight trajectory have never been explained, either by the MAK Commission or by J. Miler’s committee.

Interference with GPS readings

The previous point outlined the possibility of incorrect positioning data caused by GPS interference. During one of his recent interviews, E. Klich, explaining the mistakes of the air traffic controllers in guiding the aircraft into the airport, said: ‘“Even if different instructions had been issued from the ground, they should have known the position of the plane in airspace,” explained Edmund Klich, in answer to the question whether the message from the air traffic control tower that the aircraft was on the glide path, when in reality it wasn’t, could have caused the pilots to make an error.’
http://www.tvn24.pl/-1,1690159,0,1,jakby-wcisnac-hamulec-i-nic-sie-nie-dzieje,wiadomosc.html 

K.M. expressed a different view on this matter. In Brussels he said that if the crew of the TU-154 M had received correct information about their position from a single source, the disaster would not have happened, since the crew would have been alarmed that the air traffic controller was giving them wrong information. Satellite navigation expert Marek Strassenburg-Kleciak, who lives in Germany, has written extensively about the possibility of interference with the GPS signal and the inability of the crew of the TU-154 M to correct the inaccurate data provided by the Russian air traffic controllers. He said that using Meaconing it would be possible to ensure that the crew received incorrect information about the aircraft’s position from its GPS systems. The GPS is used by, inter alia, the on-board FMS and TAWS, and this may be the reason for the discrepancies in the facts presented by the MAK Commission and J. Miler committee and what happened in reality.

Interference with the GPS system could have affected the parameters of altitude, distance, and deviation from the runway centreline. For this reason, the crew did not react to the incorrect instructions from the air traffic controllers, whose messages regarding the aircraft’s flight path and distance [from the airport] were out by at least 800 m, if not more.

http://niepoprawni.pl/blog/2037/smolensk-2010
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Jeden, bgdz kilka sygnatéw z satelity jest nagrywanych na no$niku pétprzewodnikowym
wstrzymywanych na kilka milisekund i na tej samej czestotliwo$ci, ale z silniejszg mocg
wysytanych w przestrzen.

Komputer poktadowy nawet z funkcjg (Receiver Autonomous Integrity Monitoring ) nie jest
w stanie rozpoznaé tak matej réznicy czasu.

Wynikiem na ekranie komputera poktadowego jest btedne okreslenie wtasnego
potozenia. Przyktadowo wstrzymanie sygnatu o 500 nanosekund powoduje
przesuniecie w osi lotu o 150 metréw.




Pulling up the control column

Analysing the issues connected with this point, I can say that my observations are confirmed in the MAK report. The way in which the MAK Commission is trying to conceal the facts regarding the moment when the crew switched off the autopilot may be shocking, since it reveals the enormous arrogance of the Commission in insulting the intelligence of Poles, K.M. explained to the Gazeta Polska daily. Simply linking together a few of the facts presented by the MAK Commission shows that the evidence of pilot error presented in the MAK report, one element of which was the pilot pulling up the control column, is false. Moreover, it unequivocally shows that the truth about what really happened is being falsified and concealed. 

On page 98 of the final report (English version), the MAK Commission states that the pilot pulled up the control column at 10:40:55 at a radio altitude of 30 m, which suggests a radio altimeter reading. On page 99 of the final report (English version), the MAK Commission states that, at the moment in question, the aircraft was descending with a vertical speed of 8 m/s. On the same page, the MAK Commission makes a statement that is worth quoting: 

(…) Note: loss of altitude while the TU-154 aircraft terminates descent with the flight parameters equal to those in the accident flight (V=280 km/hour, Vy=7.5-8.0 m/sec), with vertical acceleration of Ny=1.3 in case of correct and timely actions is 30 m. (…) 
Given the fact that the mid-time of the NDP marker indicates its position, one can assume that, according to MAK’s data, at 10:40:57, i.e. two seconds before the pilot pulled up the control column, the aircraft was at a distance of 1.05 km from the runway threshold. On this basis, one can say that, given MAK’s suggested aircraft speed on this section of 75 m/s, according to the MAK Commission the pilot pulled up the control column at an altitude of 30 m and at a distance of 1.2 km from the runway threshold. If we examine the graph on page 87 (English version), we see that, in this case, an altitude of 30 m above the ground implies an attitude of 252 m above sea level. The description on pages 73-86 of the MAK report (English version) suggests that the first impact with a tree occurred at a distance of 1.1 km from the runway threshold, at an altitude of 11 m above the ground, which in this case gives an altitude of 244 m above sea level. We should add that, owing to the topography of the terrain, between the place of first impact with a tree (1.1 km) and the crash site (520 m from the runway threshold), the terrain rises by approximately 20 m in accordance with the aircraft’s flight path.
On the following pages, the MAK Commission gives the following locations where the aircraft left a trace: at a distance of 930 m from the runway threshold, the TU-154 M was 4 m above the ground (at an altitude of 248 m above sea level); at a distance of 850 m from the runway threshold, the aircraft apparently hit a birch tree at a height of 6 m and was then 253 m above sea level. We see, therefore, that on the 250 m section between the NDP marker (1.1 km) and the severed birch (850 m), the aircraft ascended by 11 m over three seconds.
The natural descent of the aircraft was in this case only 8 m, whereas the MAK Commission states that, at a speed of 8 m/s (MAK’s data), the aircraft would definitely have descended by at least 30 m. Consequently, we may state with absolute certainty that the moment when the pilot pulled up the control column occurred much earlier. As shown by the graph on page 156 (English version), a fact which Polish pilots have drawn attention to, the pulling up of the control column must have occurred approximately four seconds earlier than in the version given by the MAK Commission. This means that the conclusions and findings of the MAK report, as well as the claim about the autopilot being switched off, are incorrect. It should be noted that the claim about the autopilot being switched off is in the same place as the controversial claim ( discussed in previous articles ( about the signal from the NDP marker, which lasted for 2.5 seconds, being received at an altitude of 10 m above the ground. Given the shape of the signal field, this would have given an estimated altitude of 100-120 m, not 10 m, as suggested by MAK. The inconsistent NDP marker signal, the inconsistent times of switching off the autopilot, and the pulling up of the control column earlier than suggested by the MAK Commission show that the indivisible recordings of the IM signal (800 Hz) and AFCS (400 Hz) from 10:40:56 (Figure 45, English version) would seem to have been in a completely different place.

On-board FMS

The simplest way of proving that there was GPS interference is to check and compare two sets of data presented by the MAK Commission. The first are the coordinates where the plane crashed, the centre of this area ( 54º49.450'N and 32º03.041'E (page 79, English version). The second are the coordinates where FMS power was lost (memory frozen) ( 54°49.483'N and 032°03.161'E (page 107, English version). These two places, which should be identical, are separated by a distance of approximately 800 m, since, according to the data presented in the MAK report, the FMS lost power 800 m south of the crash site (to the left of the runway centreline).

We should stress in particular the fact that, according to the FMS data decoded by the Americans, the FMS lost power at an altitude of 20 m above the ground. The MAK Commission cleverly concealed this fact, changing the value of 20 m above the ground (as indicated by the radio altimeter) to 20 m above the runway threshold (as indicated by the pressure altimeter). However, one should remember that the area where the plane crashed is at the same altitude as the runway threshold, hence the readings on both altimeters in this case are the same. Removing the deviation error and extending the straight line of both incorrect coordinates shows that the SMS lost power at an altitude of 20 m above the ground and at a distance of 600 m from the runway threshold, hence approximately 80 m prior to the aircraft’s first impact with the ground. In the English version, this was changed to 15 m.

Pressure created by the Russians 
The MAK Commission based its final report on a version of the stenographic records that it had itself prepared in June 2010. A similar, earlier version, together with a copy of the recordings on CD, was given to the Polish authorities in May 2010. The latest analyses by Polish specialists from the J. Miler committee show that the stenographic records from May 2010 and the version from June 2010 which the Russians included in the final report were significantly different from what Polish experts had decoded from the recordings on CD. Words which the Russians introduced into the stenographic records in May 2010 and which existed for nine months were designed to create the impression that the passengers had tried to put pressure [on the crew]. However, Polish analyses of the recordings from the MARS-BM cockpit voice recorder (CVR) unequivocally show that there is not the slightest evidence that any of the passengers of the TU-154 M had put pressure on the crew. This fact was included in the Polish comments on the MAK the report. However, these comments were ignored and most of the MAK Commission’s final report contains unsubstantiated claims about passenger pressure. 

(…) During the flight, the navigator of the Polish Tupolev was not concerned that President Lech Kaczyński (R.I.P. 61 years) would ‘get annoyed’, and the pilot in command did not ask Mariusz Kazan (R.I.P. 50 years), director [of diplomatic protocol] at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to ‘ask the boss what he should do’. Despite what the Russians claim, these words do not exist in the recordings presented on Tuesday by the Polish committee. In the fragments which for the Russians constitute evidence that pressure had been put on the Polish crew, the Polish experts heard different words to those heard by the MAK Commission. ‘This undermines the Russian claim of pressure having been put on the crew’, said Major Michał Fiszer to the TVN24 news channel. (…)

After the presentation by the J. Miler committee of the copy of the audio recordings from the CVR decoded by the Poles, and after the publication of Poland’s comments on the MAK report, an absurd situation emerged. A section of the Polish press, which for nine months had supported the Russian version of events ( i.e. that the passengers had pressured the crew to land ( now argued that the absence of pressure to land was itself a form of pressure…
During the reading of the Polish copy of the recordings from the CVR, what is surprising is that the only issue from the Russian version of the stenographic records (May 2010) connected with General A. Błasik (10:39:07), and which according to the Russians proved that he was present in the cockpit, is significantly different from the one presented by the J. Miler committee. The phrase about the high-lift devices function, which hitherto is meant to have been said by General A. Błasik, is shorter in the Polish version and is spoken by the navigator and the second pilot. General A. Błasik and passenger pressure only exist in the Russian version of the stenographic records. In the end, Poland’s accredited representative E. Klich, the only Pole to have heard the original copy of the recordings from the Cockpit Voice Recorder, himself stated in May 2010 that when he had been listening to the original tapes from the TU-154 M’s black boxes he had not heard any voices other than those of the crew. He only changed his mind when he received from the MAK Commission a piece of paper on which those voices appeared. So we see that history has once again come full circle. Just as the Russian Burdenko Commission infamously stuffed German newspapers dating from 1941 into the pockets of murdered Poles in order to distance the Russia of Joseph Stalin from the murder of the Polish elites in Russian camps, so these bits of paper containing unspoken words were meant to distance the Russia of Vladimir Putin from guilt. Ultimately it was he, just like Stalin in 1941, who hired a commission to investigate the events of 10 April 2010.

* The title refers to an entry made by the blogger Rexturbo on the Salon24 website.
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