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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Beech BE58 Baron G-BTFT

No & Type of Engines:  2 Continental Motors Corp IO-520-CB piston engines

Year of Manufacture:  �979 

Date & Time (UTC):  �3 August 2006 at �7�7 hrs

Location:  Denham Aerodrome, Uxbr�dge, M�ddlesex

Type of Flight:  Pr�vate 

Persons on Board:  Crew - � Passengers - 5

Injuries:  Crew - None Passengers - None

Nature of Damage:  Both propellers, r�ght ma�n land�ng gear, r�ght w�ng, 
a�leron and elevator

Commander’s Licence:  Commerc�al P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age:  5� years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  938 hours (of wh�ch 290 were on type)
 Last 90 days - �� hours
 Last 28 days -   5 hours

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

Synopsis

The a�rcraft departed the paved runway surface dur�ng 
a land�ng �n heavy ra�n.  The �nvest�gat�on found that �n 
the prevailing conditions there was probably insufficient 
runway ava�lable beyond the touchdown po�nt for the 
a�rcraft to stop.

History of the flight

On the morning of the accident the aircraft departed 
Thruxton at 0908 hrs on the first leg of a day trip which 
�ncluded stops at Br�stol F�lton A�rport, K�lrush �n County 
K�ldare, E�re, and Deauv�lle �n France.  The commander 
was accompan�ed by another p�lot who, although he 
had flown the aircraft in the past, played no part in the 
operation of this series of flights.

The a�rcraft arr�ved at F�lton at 0927 hrs, embarked 

two passengers and departed aga�n at 0959 hrs.  When 

the a�rcraft arr�ved at K�lrush the two passengers who 

had boarded at F�lton d�sembarked.  The commander, 

accompanied by the other pilot, then flew the aircraft to 

Deauv�lle, arr�v�ng �n t�me for lunch.  They were jo�ned 

later by four passengers who boarded the a�rcraft for the 

flight to Denham, which departed Deauville at 1615 hrs.

As the a�rcraft approached Denham a l�ne of 

thunderstorms was approach�ng the aerodrome from the 

north-east.  Judg�ng that h�s approach was too fast, the 

commander dec�ded to go around and made a c�rcu�t of 

the aerodrome to pos�t�on for another attempt.  He stated 
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that he then made what he cons�dered to be a normal 
approach to land but, as the a�rcraft passed the threshold, 
it appeared to float more than usual and touched down 
further along the runway than he had planned.  As the 
commander appl�ed the brakes the a�rcraft began to sl�de, 
depart�ng the left s�de of the runway and sk�dd�ng w�th 
�ts r�ght w�ng foremost through a hedge at the aerodrome 
boundary.  It came to rest on a publ�c road just beyond 
this hedge.  There was no fire.

The arr�val of the a�rcraft and �ts subsequent acc�dent were 
w�tnessed by several people on the aerodrome.  Some 
of them attended the scene �n order to offer ass�stance 
but found the occupants un�njured and able to vacate the 
aircraft unaided.  The AFISO alerted local emergency 
services and the aerodrome operator.  Off-duty members 
of aerodrome staff attended with the aerodrome fire 
tender and were joined shortly afterwards by local fire 
and rescue serv�ces, who stood down after assess�ng the 
acc�dent s�te.

Damage to the aircraft

Both propellers were bent, the r�ght ma�n land�ng gear was 
damaged by �mpact and s�de loads encountered dur�ng 
the sk�d, and the r�ght w�ng, a�leron and elevator were 
damaged.  There was no ev�dence of any pre-ex�st�ng 
fault wh�ch would have contr�buted to the acc�dent.

Aerodrome information

Tarmac Runway 06/24 has negl�g�ble slope and a total 
length of 775 m.  Runway 06 has an LDA of 706 m.

Meteorological information

At the time of the accident the AFISO recorded the surface 
w�nd was from 090° at 5 kt w�th heavy ra�n to the east 
and v�s�b�l�ty between �0 and 20 km.  The commander 
assessed the base of cloud to be broken at 2,500 ft.  Ra�n 
began to fall at the eastern end of Runway 06 dur�ng the 

first approach and eyewitnesses who attended the scene 
shortly after the acc�dent reported see�ng stand�ng water 
on much of the runway.

Aircraft performance

The bas�c we�ght of G-BTFT was �,725 kg and the 
max�mum author�sed land�ng we�ght was 2,449 kg.  The 
commander, who we�ghed 90 kg, est�mated that the 
a�rcraft conta�ned 250 kg of fuel and that the total we�ght 
of the other occupants and the�r belong�ngs was 3�8 kg, 
result�ng �n a land�ng we�ght of 2,383 kg.  The a�rcraft 
operat�ng manual �nd�cates that at th�s we�ght and �n the 
reported w�nd cond�t�ons the type requ�res a land�ng 
ground roll of approx�mately 425 m on dry tarmac.  
Safety Sense Leaflet number 7 (SSL7) – ‘Aeroplane 
Performance’, publ�shed by the CAA, recommends 
that for plann�ng purposes the land�ng d�stance requ�red 
(LDR) �s �ncreased by �5% when land�ng on a wet, paved 
runway.  SSL7 also recommends that th�s �ncreased 
d�stance should then be further �ncreased by a factor of 
�.43, to ensure that the LDR �s no more than 70% of the 
land�ng d�stance ava�lable.  

Analysis

The wet runway factor publ�shed �n SSL7 appl�es to the 
total LDR, which includes the flightpath of the aircraft 
from 50 ft above the threshold to touchdown plus the 
ground roll �tself.  Consequently the ground roll on a 
wet runway requ�red by G-BTFT was probably �n excess 
of 490 m.  Several eyew�tnesses, �nclud�ng the front 
seat passenger, reported that the a�rcraft touched down 
w�th no more than two th�rds, or 470 m, of the runway 
length remaining.  Observers on the ground, including 
experienced pilots and flying instructors, reported that 
the a�rcraft appeared to be approach�ng faster than they 
would cons�der “normal” but �t was not poss�ble to 
establ�sh the benchmark for that assessment, wh�ch must 
therefore be cons�dered subject�ve.  Nevertheless, even �f 
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the a�rcraft had ma�nta�ned the runway centrel�ne, there 
was probably insufficient runway remaining beyond 
the touchdown po�nt for �t to stop before the end of the 
paved surface.

Because publ�shed performance �nformat�on �s der�ved 
from tests undertaken by exper�enced p�lots �n new 
a�rcraft, the recommendat�on �n SSL7 to apply a safety 
factor of �.43 �s �ntended to take account of var�at�ons 
�n speed, techn�que and a�rcraft cond�t�on.  In th�s case 
�t would y�eld a requ�red land�ng ground run of at least 
700 m.  The appl�cat�on of th�s factor would have been 
mandatory if the flight had been for the purposes of 
publ�c transport.

Stand�ng water can cause an a�rcraft to aquaplane or lose 
d�rect�onal control, wh�ch may account for the a�rcraft 
sl�d�ng off the s�de of the runway.  It �s also conce�vable 
that the p�lot attempted to steer the a�rcraft off the runway 
centrel�ne �n order to �ncrease the d�stance ava�lable 
before h�tt�ng the hedge.  He d�d not state that th�s had 
been h�s �ntent�on.

Conclusion

The a�rcraft fa�led to stop on the runway �n the preva�l�ng 
conditions because there was insufficient paved surface 
rema�n�ng beyond the touchdown po�nt.


