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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Nomad N22B, N6302W

No & Type of Engines:  2 All�son 250-B�7E turboprop eng�nes

Year of Manufacture:  �983 

Date & Time (UTC):  �2 August 2007 at �530 hrs

Location:  Chatteris Airfield, Cambridgeshire

Type of Flight:  Aer�al Work 

Persons on Board: Crew - � Passengers - �3

Injuries: Crew - None Passengers - None

Nature of Damage:  Nosewheel collapse

Commander’s Licence:  Pr�vate P�lot’s L�cence (CAA and FAA)

Commander’s Age:  44 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  �,000 hours (of wh�ch �50 were on type)
 Last 90 days - 24 hours
 Last 28 days -   8 hours

Information Source:  A�rcraft Acc�dent Report Form subm�tted by the p�lot 
and further enqu�r�es by the AAIB

Synopsis

The a�rcraft, w�th �3 parachut�sts on board, �nadvertently 

entered cloud as �t cl�mbed through about 8,500 ft.  The 

p�lot descended the a�rcraft and rega�ned VMC at about 

4,000 ft; however one of the eng�nes ran down due to 

�c�ng before the eng�ne ant� �ce system was selected 

on.  The p�lot was unable to restart the eng�ne and 

returned to his departure airfield, where he flew a faster 

than normal approach �n accordance w�th tra�n�ng he 

had rece�ved for s�ngle-eng�ne land�ngs.  The a�rcraft 

landed long and the p�lot was unable to stop �t before 

the end of the runway.  Dur�ng the subsequent overrun, 

the nosewheel entered a d�tch caus�ng the nose leg to 

collapse.  

The p�lot d�d not hold a type rat�ng for the a�rcraft, 
as requ�red under CAA and JAR’s, however he was 
operat�ng under h�s FAA l�cence, (based on h�s CAA 
l�cence) and he �ncorrectly bel�eved he d�d not requ�re a 
specific type rating.  

History of the flight

The flight was intended to drop 13 parachutists, forming 
s�x tandem pa�rs and a s�ngle jumper, at a he�ght of 
10,000 ft over Chatteris Airfield.  During the climb, the 
p�lot saw a large cumulon�mbus cloud ahead, the top of 
wh�ch was above the a�rcraft.  He bel�eved the a�rcraft 
would be able to cl�mb over �t but at about 8,500 ft, the 
a�rcraft unexpectedly entered cloud.  
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The p�lot transferred h�s attent�on to the �nstruments 
and selected the engine anti‑ice on but not in sufficient 
t�me to prevent the left eng�ne runn�ng down due to 
�c�ng.  He commenced a descent and turned back 
towards the airfield to try and regain VMC, using a 
GPS un�t for nav�gat�on.  H�s attempts to restart the left 
eng�ne were unsuccessful and he therefore prepared for 
a s�ngle-eng�ne land�ng.  The a�rcraft rega�ned VMC as 
�t descended through 4,000 ft �n the descent.

The p�lot stated he �ncreased the approach speed from the 
normal speed of 70 kt to the blue l�ne speed of 80 kt and 
landed further �nto the runway than normal to compensate 
for the reduced power ava�lable.  Th�s, comb�ned w�th 
the damp grass runway surface and reduced reverse 
thrust ava�lable, caused the a�rcraft to overrun the end 
of the runway.  The nosewheel subsequently entered a 
d�tch, caus�ng the nose leg to collapse.

Ne�ther the p�lot nor the parachut�sts, who had rema�ned 
on board throughout, were �njured and they were all able 
to vacate the a�rcraft unass�sted.

Weather

An aftercast obtained from the Met Office showed 
that an area of unstable a�r was affect�ng the area, w�th 
showers, some heavy, �n the v�c�n�ty.  Cloud cover was 
est�mated as FEW at about 2,000 ft agl, FEW, SCT or 
BKN at about 4,000 ft and layers at about 7,000 ft.  The 
cloud type most l�kely to be encountered was cumulus 
surmounted by stratocumulus, w�th some cumulon�mbus 
also reported �n the area.  The temperature at 8,500 ft 
was reported as about m�nus 0.6ºC.

Pilot qualifications

The p�lot was employed by the parachut�ng club as a 
parachut�ng �nstructor but was also the�r Ch�ef P�lot, 
flying in an unpaid capacity.  This allowed him to 

conduct parachute dropping flights under the privileges 
of a pr�vate p�lot’s l�cence.  

The p�lot held a pr�vate p�lot’s l�cence �ssued by the 
CAA and another �ssued by the FAA.  He d�d not hold an 
�nstrument rat�ng but d�d hold an IMC rat�ng, val�d when 
flying under the privileges of his CAA licence.  He also 
held a tw�n rat�ng for both h�s CAA and FAA l�cences 
and a CAA n�ght rat�ng.

The p�lot had conducted all h�s tra�n�ng for the FAA 
l�cences and rat�ngs �n the UK.  Th�s �ncluded a ‘h�gh 
performance’ endorsement, a generic qualification 
allowing pilots to fly more complex types of aircraft, 
such as the Nomad.  However under JAR regulat�ons 
such a generic qualification is not deemed sufficient for 
the Nomad and pilots are required to undertake specific 
tra�n�ng �n order to ga�n a type rat�ng.

The FAA requ�res p�lots to be checked by an 
�nstructor every two years, termed a b�annual check; 
the p�lot’s last b�annual check was conducted on 
��February 2006 on the Nomad.  H�s last CAA check 
was a mult�-eng�ne renewal carr�ed out on a Beech 
Baron on 6 January 2007.

FAA licence restrictions

P�lots hold�ng certa�n CAA and JAR l�cences can apply 
to have an equ�valent FAA l�cence �ssued w�thout the 
need to undergo any additional training or qualification.  
Such ‘p�ggyback’ FAA l�cences are subject to FAA p�lot 
certification rule 61.75 (e)(3) which states:

‘Is subject to the limitations and restrictions 
on the person’s US certificate and foreign pilot 
licence when exercising the privilege of that 
US pilot certificate in an aircraft of US registry 
operating within or outside the United States.’
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As a result of enqu�r�es, the FAA has stated that th�s 
l�m�tat�on �ncludes type rat�ngs.  

The FAA’s answer to an enqu�ry by another p�lot seek�ng 
confirmation that the aircraft could be flown on such a 
‘piggyback’ style licence, without a specific rating, 
was that th�s was acceptable where the a�rcraft �s not 
recogn�sed by ‘other CAAs’.  Wh�lst there are currently 
no Nomads on the UK reg�ster, a JAR type rat�ng does 
ex�st for the a�rcraft and �t would therefore be poss�ble to 
operate the type on the UK reg�ster and for p�lots to ga�n 
the relevant JAR type rat�ng.

Had the p�lot held an or�g�nal �ssue FAA l�cence, not 
rel�ant on any other l�cence, then the requ�rement to have 
a type rat�ng on h�s CAA l�cence would be negated.   
   
Comment  

The acc�dent occurred because the a�rcraft landed too far 
�nto the runway at a h�gher than normal speed follow�ng 
a s�ngle eng�ne fa�lure.  The eng�ne fa�lure occurred 
because �ce was encountered before eng�ne ant�-�c�ng 
was selected and the p�lot was then unable to re-start 
the eng�ne.  The p�lot was qu�te cand�d �n stat�ng that he 
should have diverted to a more suitable airfield but his 
m�ndset at the t�me, be�ng �n an asymmetr�c cond�t�on 
near Max�mum All Up We�ght (MAUW), was to land 
as soon as he could.

The �nvest�gat�on revealed that the p�lot was operat�ng 
to a level of qualification that would not be accepted 
under CAA or JAR standards.  Had the p�lot completed 
the JAR type rat�ng �t �s poss�ble that the correct s�ngle 
engine approach profile would have been flown which 
makes the �ssue of FAA l�cence restr�ct�ons more 
significant.  A meeting was held on 1/2 April 2008 
between the EASA, the FAA and TCCA �n an attempt 
to �mprove the harmon�sat�on of l�cens�ng rules.  Also, 
overs�ght by the Br�t�sh Parachute Assoc�at�on (BPA) 
of member organ�sat�ons �s compl�cated where fore�gn 
reg�stered a�rcraft and fore�gn l�censed p�lots are used; 
these operat�ons must also comply w�th the regulat�ons 
�n force �n another state.  There are obv�ously areas of 
confus�on that ex�st concern�ng fore�gn l�cens�ng and 
therefore the follow�ng recommendat�on �s made:

Safety Recommendation 2008-031

It �s recommended that the Federal Av�at�on 
Adm�n�strat�on (FAA) clar�fy the �mpl�cat�ons of 
FAA pilot certification rule 61.75 (e)(3) to those in 
possess�on of FAA l�cences that are based on fore�gn 
state l�cences.


