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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Cessna A�52 Aerobat, G-BRCD

No & type of Engines:  � Lycom�ng O-235-L2C p�ston eng�ne

Year of Manufacture:  �978 

Date & Time (UTC):  25 August 2006 at �225 hrs

Location:  White	Waltham	Airfield,	Berkshire

Type of Flight:  Pr�vate 

Persons on Board:  Crew - � Passengers - �

Injuries:  Crew - � (M�nor) Passengers - � (M�nor)

Nature of Damage:  extens�ve

Commander’s Licence:  Pr�vate P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age:  53 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  �89 hours (of wh�ch �.�5 were on type)
 Last 90 days - �0 hours
 Last 28 days -   3 hours

Information Source:  A�rcraft Acc�dent Report Form subm�tted by the p�lot

Synopsis

The a�rcraft landed normally from a steeper than usual 
approach.  Dur�ng the land�ng roll the a�rcraft h�t a bump 
and bounced tw�ce, land�ng heav�ly.  The nose wheel 
detached from the nose leg, caus�ng the leg to d�g �nto 
the grass surface.  The a�rcraft p�tched forward and 
came to rest ups�de down.  Ne�ther of the two occupants 
was ser�ously �njured and both were able to vacate the 
a�rcraft.  A fat�gue fracture �n the nose gear leg was 
cons�dered a poss�ble cause of the nose wheel detach�ng 
from the a�rcraft.

History of the flight

The p�lot had recently jo�ned a synd�cate wh�ch owned 
the	aircraft.		She	had	completed	a	check	flight	and	one	
other	flight	in	the	aircraft	prior	to	the	accident	flight.		The	

pilot	had	planned	to	fly	with	a	colleague	from	her	home	

airfield	 at	 Shoreham	 in	Sussex	 to	White	Waltham.	 	 In	

preparation	for	the	flight,	and	since	it	was	her	first	visit	

to Wh�te Waltham, the p�lot spent some t�me study�ng the 

airfield	details,	which	included	specific	noise	abatement	

procedures.

The	 flight	 to	 White	 Waltham	 was	 uneventful	 and	

conducted	in	fine	conditions	and	light	winds.		An	overhead	

join	 was	 flown	 for	 the	 grass	 Runway	 25.	 	When	 the	

a�rcraft was downw�nd, the p�lot’s colleague prompted 

her	 to	 turn	finals,	 being	 aware	 of	 the	 noise	 abatement	

c�rcu�t pattern.  The p�lot thought th�s was a b�t early but 

nevertheless commenced a turn onto base leg.  As the 

aircraft	became	established	on	finals,	it	became	clear	to	
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the p�lot that the a�rcraft was h�gh on the approach, and 
she cons�dered a go-around.  However, as the a�rcraft 
was correct�ng to a normal approach path sat�sfactor�ly 
she cont�nued the approach.  

Although	the	final	stage	of	the	approach	was	still	steeper	
than usual, the p�lot reported that the touchdown �tself 
appeared normal.  The p�lot was expect�ng the land�ng 
surface to be bumpy, but the �n�t�al roll-out was qu�te 
smooth.  Then, after s�x or seven seconds, the a�rcraft 
h�t a bump wh�ch caused �t to become a�rborne aga�n 
temporar�ly.  The a�rcraft landed aga�n heav�ly, apparently 
on all three wheels together, before bounc�ng a second 
t�me.  When the a�rcraft came down aga�n, the p�lot 
felt the nose leg d�g �nto the ground before the a�rcraft 
p�tched forwards and turned over.  

The a�rcraft suffered extens�ve damage but there was 
no	fuel	leak	and	no	fire.	 	Emergency	services	attended	
the scene, though both occupants had been adequately 
restra�ned by full harnesses and rece�ved only m�nor 
�njur�es.  W�th m�nor damage to the cab�n, they were 
able to leave v�a the ma�n door.  

Possible causes

Engineering	 personnel	 at	 the	 airfield	 inspected	 the	
a�rcraft and commented to the p�lot that there was 

a poss�ble fat�gue fracture �n the nose leg.  From 
photographs suppl�ed by the p�lot, �t was clear that 
the nose leg fork had detached from the sc�ssor l�nk 
assembly on the shock strut.  Although the photographs 
showed s�gns of an overload fa�lure �n the fork 
attachment to the strut, �t was not poss�ble to say from 
the photographs whether the fa�lure was caused �n 
overload or prec�p�tated by fat�gue.

The p�lot cons�dered that �t had not been pract�cal to 
initiate	 a	 go-around	 at	 the	 time	of	 the	first	 bounce,	 as	
the a�rcraft had lost too much energy at that po�nt and 
to attempt to do so may have made matters worse.  She 
also cons�dered whether a go-around would have been 
advisable	from	finals,	particularly	considering	her	 lack	
of exper�ence on the a�rcraft.  However, she felt that 
the land�ng �tself was good, so d�d not th�nk the steeper 
than normal approach was a factor �n the acc�dent.  As 
for the nose gear fa�lure, the p�lot thought that she had 
exper�enced several occas�ons when the nose gear had 
landed harder, so cons�dered �t l�kely that fat�gue had 
�ndeed been a factor �n the nose gear fa�lure.


