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INCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration: ATR72-202, G-BWDA

No & Type of Engines: 2 Pratt & Wh�tney Canada PW�24B turboprop eng�nes

Year of Manufacture: �995

Date & Time (UTC): 23 May 2006 at 0829 hrs

Location: Runway 27, Guernsey A�rport

Type of Flight: Publ�c Transport (Passenger)

Persons on Board: Crew - 4 Passengers - 40

Injuries: Crew - None Passengers - None

Nature of Damage: Wear to the ta�l bumper sk�d-shoe

Commander’s Licence: A�rl�ne Transport P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age: 43 years

Commander’s Flying Experience: 8,5�0 hours (of wh�ch �,430 were on type)
 Last 90 days - �43 hours
 Last 28 days -   72 hours

Information Source: AAIB F�eld Invest�gat�on

Synopsis

The aircraft bounced on touchdown due to insufficient 

landing flare being applied.  In an attempt to cushion 

the second touchdown the co-p�lot, who was the 

handl�ng p�lot, over-p�tched the a�rcraft result�ng 

�n the ta�l bumper mak�ng contact w�th the runway 

surface.  The co-p�lot was relat�vely �nexper�enced, 

this being his first airline aircraft type, and he could 

not recall ever hav�ng rece�ved formal �nstruct�on �n 

recovery techniques for bounced landings.  One safety 

recommendat�on was made.

History of the flight

The a�rcraft departed Gatw�ck A�rport at 0733 hrs for 

the short flight to Guernsey with the co-pilot acting as 

handling pilot.  This was his first airline aircraft type; he 

had a total flying experience of 561 hours and 312 hours 

experience of flying the ATR72.

The ILS gl�deslope for Runway 27 at Guernsey was 
not �n serv�ce at the planned t�me of the�r approach so 
dur�ng the cru�se the p�lots br�efed for a v�sual approach 
to Runway 27.  The weather reported by Guernsey ATIS 
for the per�od of the�r approach and land�ng was as 
follows: surface w�nd 240° at �3 kt, v�s�b�l�ty �0 km or 
more, FEW cloud at 2,000 ft, a�r temperature �0°C and 
QNH �0�8 mb.

The reference speed (V
ref

) for the a�rcraft’s pred�cted 

land�ng we�ght of �8.4 tonnes was �06 kt to wh�ch 
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the crew added 5 kt, �n accordance w�th the�r standard 

operating procedures (SOPs) and the prevailing wind 

cond�t�ons, to g�ve an approach speed of ��� kt.

The co-pilot flew the approach using the runway PAPIs 

for gl�deslope gu�dance.  Both p�lots stated that these 

�nd�cated two red and two wh�te l�ghts throughout the 

approach and that the a�rcraft was ma�nta�ned at the 

correct approach speed.  Indeed the commander, a 

line training captain, stated that the co-pilot had flown 

a part�cularly good approach.  At about �0 ft agl the 

co-pilot closed the power levers and flared the aircraft.  

It touched down but then bounced back �nto the a�r.  

The co-p�lot �nst�nct�vely tr�ed to control the a�rcraft and 

was aware of �t s�nk�ng back towards the runway.  He 

stated that �n an attempt to arrest the rate of descent, he 

pulled back on the control column.  The a�rcraft touched 

down aga�n and bounced once more, although th�s t�me 

to a lesser extent.  The commander then �mmed�ately 

took control of the a�rcraft, land�ng from th�s second 

bounce before slow�ng the a�rcraft to tax��ng speed and 

vacat�ng the runway.

As the a�rcraft tax�ed to the park�ng apron ATC �nformed 

the crew that they bel�eved the a�rcraft had struck �ts ta�l 

on land�ng.  The crew cont�nued to the�r stand, park�ng 

the a�rcraft and carry�ng out a normal shutdown.  An 

engineering inspection then confirmed they had indeed 

struck the runway w�th the ta�l bumper.

Examination of the aircraft

Evidence of the tail strike was confined to the replaceable 

steel sk�d-shoe on the base of the ta�l bumper wh�ch was 

worn �n two areas by approx�mately 3 mm.  The sk�d-shoe 

is painted red to allow a tail strike to be identified by the 

eros�on of pa�nt.

The ta�l bumper �s attached to a n�trogen-charged oleo 
allowing the bumper to be deflected upwards by a heavy 
contact.  If deflected sufficiently, an angle indicator 
pos�t�oned e�ther s�de of the bumper contacts the ground.  
If th�s occurs, further structural �nspect�on �s requ�red.  
No contact was made w�th the angle �nd�cators dur�ng 
th�s �nc�dent and repa�r necess�tated s�mply re-pa�nt�ng 
the sk�d-shoe.

Runway inspection

Inspect�on of the runway revealed a scrape mark 
approx�mately 6 m �n length and of a w�dth cons�stent 
w�th that of the sk�d-shoe.  It was pos�t�oned on the 
centrel�ne approx�mately 650 m from the Runway 27 
threshold. 

Landing flare

Section 4.9.1 of the company Operations Manual 
describes the correct landing flare technique and states 
that the assoc�ated p�tch att�tude �s: 

‘normally +2 to +3 degrees’.

Page 43 of Sect�on 3 of the same manual states: 

‘Tail strike may occur is (sic) the pitch attitude 
exceed (sic) 8° during the flare, depending upon 
vertical speed at touch down.’

Bounced landing technique

The co-p�lot cannot recall hav�ng be�ng formally taught 
a bounced landing recovery technique during his flying 
tra�n�ng, e�ther w�th th�s operator or earl�er dur�ng h�s 
tra�n�ng on l�ght a�rcraft.  However, he had d�scussed �t 
with instructors during his earlier training flights on light 
a�rcraft, normally as a result of hav�ng just bounced on 
touchdown.
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When asked what he cons�dered was the correct 

technique he stated that should the bounce be sufficiently 

severe, he would carry out a go-around.  Where the 

bounce was less severe he would attempt to control 

�t by apply�ng sl�ght forward pressure on the control 

wheel to l�m�t the extent of the bounce, followed by 

once aga�n, �ncreas�ng the p�tch att�tude to cush�on the 

land�ng wh�lst apply�ng some power to arrest the rate 

of descent.
  

The company operat�ng manuals conta�ned no 

�nformat�on on bounced land�ngs.

National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) 
Aircraft Accident Report NTSB/AAR-05/02

An acc�dent �n 2004 to an ATR72 result�ng from a 

bounced land�ng was �nvest�gated by the NTSB.  The 

report revealed that the operator �nvolved d�d not, at 

that t�me, prov�de tra�n�ng or standard�sed gu�dance to 

�ts p�lots on bounced land�ng recovery techn�ques.  The 

NTSB cons�dered that 

‘written company guidance on bounced landing 

techniques would have increased the possibility 

that the captain could have recovered from the 

bounced landings or handled the airplane more 

appropriately by executing a go-around’.  

An �nformal survey conducted as part of the�r 

�nvest�gat�on revealed that from a sample of s�x a�rl�nes, 

one a�rcraft manufacturer and one p�lot tra�n�ng fac�l�ty, 

only some (�t d�d not state how many) �ncluded relevant 

information on the matter in their flight manuals, or 

d�scussed techn�ques dur�ng tra�n�ng.  The NTSB was 

concerned that th�s lack of gu�dance could contr�bute to 

s�m�lar land�ng acc�dents �n the future. 

As a result the NTSB made the follow�ng recommendat�on 

to the Federal Av�at�on Adm�n�strat�on:

‘Require all 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
121 and 135 air carriers to incorporate bounced 
landing recovery techniques in their flight manuals 
and to teach these techniques during initial and 
recurrent training’ 

Analysis

The commander bel�eves the bounce occurred due 

to insufficient flare being applied prior to touchdown.  

Neither pilot considered the initial bounce sufficiently 

severe to necess�tate a go-around but the �mpress�on of 

an excess�ve s�nk rate back towards the runway led the 

co-p�lot to �nst�nct�vely apply nose-up p�tch, �n an attempt 

to reduce the heav�ness of the second touchdown.  The 

l�m�ted nature of the damage to the sk�d-shoe suggests 

that the p�tch ach�eved at touchdown was only sl�ghtly 

�n excess of 8º.

The �nvest�gat�on revealed that there �s no formal 

requ�rement �n the UK for p�lots to rece�ve tra�n�ng �n 

bounced land�ng recovery techn�ques at any stage �n the�r 

tra�n�ng.  Rather, there �s an assumpt�on that th�s w�ll 

be covered dur�ng bas�c p�lot tra�n�ng w�th add�t�onal 

adv�ce be�ng g�ven as appropr�ate by operators.  Tra�n�ng 

for bounced land�ngs on any type �s problemat�c because 

�t �s �nappropr�ate to bounce an a�rcraft s�mply �n order 

to pract�se the recovery techn�que.  P�lots, however, 

should already have sufficient knowledge to deal with 

a bounced land�ng should �t occur, rather than ga�n such 

knowledge after the event.  To ensure th�s knowledge 

�s acqu�red, bounced land�ng techn�ques should form 

part of the formal tra�n�ng syllabus.  Th�s should apply 

not only to bas�c tra�n�ng but also to commerc�al and 

other operat�ons, where d�fferent types of a�rcraft m�ght 

requ�re d�fferent recovery techn�ques. 
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In common w�th the �nvest�gat�on carr�ed out by 

the NTSB, �t �s cons�dered that the lack of formal 

gu�dance and tra�n�ng ava�lable to the p�lot contr�buted 

to the acc�dent.  Therefore, the follow�ng safety 

recommendat�on was made:.

Safety Recommendation 2006-124

The UK C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty and should requ�re UK 
a�rcraft manufacturers, operators and tra�n�ng prov�ders 
to �ssue appropr�ate gu�dance to p�lots �n the techn�ques 
for recover�ng from bounced land�ngs. 


