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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  C�rrus SR22, N588CD

No & Type of Engines:  1 Continental IO-550-N piston engine

Year of Manufacture:  2006 

Date & Time (UTC):  6 November 2006 at �025 hrs

Location:  Ch�chester (Goodwood) Airfield, West Sussex

Type of Flight:  Tra�n�ng 

Persons on Board:  Crew - 2 Passengers - None

Injuries:  Crew - None Passengers - N/A

Nature of Damage:  Damage to nose gear leg, ma�n land�ng gear legs, left 
w�ng lead�ng edge, fuselage unders�de and propeller

Commander’s Licence:  Commerc�al P�lot’s L�cence (w�th Instructor rat�ng)

Commander’s Age:  38 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  8,055 hours (of wh�ch �50 were on type)
 Last 90 days - �95 hours
 Last 28 days -   55 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 acc�dent occurred dur�ng a takeoff attempt on the 
student pilot’s second training flight, with an instructor.  
At 60 kt the student �nadvertently closed the throttle 
�nstead of apply�ng back pressure to the control st�ck.  
The �nstructor took control and dec�ded to abort the 
takeoff.  The wet grass reduced the a�rcraft’s brak�ng 
act�on and the a�rcraft overran the length of the runway 
and struck a tyre barr�er at approx�mately �0 to 20 kt.

History of the flight

The student p�lot was undertak�ng her second tra�n�ng 
flight, with an instructor, as part of a course to obtain 
an AOPA� Flying Companion’s Certificate.  The course 

Footnote
�  Aircraft Owner’s and Pilot’s Association.

is designed to enable those who fly regularly with a 
private pilot to be more involved in the flights and be 
able to take over and land the a�rcraft �f the p�lot were 
to become �ncapac�tated.  The course �s conducted 
with the student pilot flying from the right seat and the 
�nstructor �n the left.

The weather was good w�th a calm w�nd, but the 
grass runways were wet from heavy dew.  The ma�n 
runway, �4/32, was closed for grass cutt�ng, so the 
�ntersect�ng Runway 24 was act�ve.  Th�s runway had 
a takeoff run ava�lable and a takeoff d�stance ava�lable 
of 845 m.  The �nstructor br�efed the student p�lot on 
how to carry out the takeoff run and expla�ned that the 
a�rcraft would try to veer to the left when power was 
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appl�ed and th�s would need to be controlled w�th the 
rudder pedals.  He also sa�d that they would perform 
the rotat�on together.  

The student tax�ed the a�rcraft and l�ned up on Runway 24.  
After a final briefing from the instructor, the student 
appl�ed power.  The a�rcraft veered to the left and the 
student stated that she was both d�stracted and alarmed 
by the extent to wh�ch th�s happened.  She found that she 
could only concentrate on try�ng to control the a�rcraft’s 
d�rect�on.  At approx�mately 60 kt the �nstructor told her 
to pull back on the st�ck to �n�t�ate rotat�on.  However, 
the student was so consumed w�th try�ng to ma�nta�n 
control w�th her feet that she confused the throttle lever 
�n her left hand w�th the control st�ck �n her r�ght hand 
and �nadvertently pulled back w�th her left hand, clos�ng 
the throttle.  At th�s po�nt the �nstructor took control and 
he reported that, w�th the throttle closed and the speed 
already decay�ng, he dec�ded to abort the takeoff.  He 
appl�ed the brakes but found no brak�ng act�on on the 
wet grass.  He released the brakes and reappl�ed them 
but st�ll found no effect.  He cont�nued to pump the 
brakes, pulled the m�xture 
lever to �dle cut-off and 
sw�tched off the electr�cs.  
The a�rcraft crossed over 
the motor c�rcu�t track at the 
end of the runway and h�t the 
tyre wall on the other s�de.  
The �nstructor est�mated the 
�mpact speed at between 
�0 and 20 kt.  The a�rcraft 

came to an abrupt stop and 
both he and the student were 
able to evacuate safely.  The 
airfield’s fire service arrived 
w�th�n a m�nute but there was 
no fire (see Figure 1).

Eyewitness account

The airfield’s flight information service officer 

(AFISO) on duty at the time, who was also a private 

p�lot, observed the a�rcraft’s takeoff run from the 

control tower.  He reported that as takeoff power was 

appl�ed the a�rcraft �mmed�ately yawed to the left but 

the turn was arrested.  He then w�tnessed the a�rcraft 

mak�ng small turns from s�de to s�de as �t cont�nued 

down the runway wh�le accelerat�ng at a slower rate 

than he expected. The AFISO believed that he then 

heard a marked reduct�on �n eng�ne power wh�ch was 

followed by two separate sl�ght �ncreases but �t d�d not 

sound l�ke takeoff power to h�m.  He est�mated that at 

th�s po�nt the a�rcraft was 200 to 300 m from the end of 

the runway and he became concerned that the a�rcraft 

would not be able to complete the takeoff.  When the 

a�rcraft was just short of the runway �ntersect�on he 

heard a burst of power wh�ch sounded l�ke takeoff 

power.  As the a�rcraft passed the �ntersect�on he 

heard the power be�ng cut, and by then he had h�s 

hand over the crash alarm.  He thought the a�rcraft 

Figure 1

Aircraft in its final resting position against the tyre barrier



44©  Crown copyr�ght 2007

 AAIB Bulletin: 3/2007 N588CD EW/G2006/11/04 

m�ght st�ll stop �n t�me, but when �t h�t the tyre barr�er 
he act�vated the crash alarm.

The �nstructor’s recollect�on d�ffered sl�ghtly from that 
of the AFISO.  He has since stated that he thought the 
student ma�nta�ned a fa�rly stra�ght l�ne down the runway 
w�thout ass�stance from h�mself, although the student 
appl�ed power slowly.  The �nstructor also stated that 
after the student �nadvertently reduced power he d�d not 
reapply power at any stage.

Takeoff performance

The a�rcraft’s we�ght at takeoff was �,326 kg, wh�ch was 
2�9 kg below the a�rcraft’s max�mum takeoff we�ght.  
For the weather cond�t�ons of the day the a�rcraft’s 
performance figures predict a takeoff ground roll of 
229 m (th�s �ncludes a �5% �ncrement for dry grass) and 
a takeoff distance to 50 feet of 344 m.  These figures 
assume a l�ftoff speed of 70 kt.  The land�ng d�stance 
ground roll �s g�ven as 343 m for a dry paved runway 
and 478 m (40% more) for a dry grass runway.  The 
aircraft’s flight manual does not provide performance 
figures for wet grass runways.  The CAA recommends 
�n Safety Sense Leaflet 7 on aeroplane performance that 
a factor of �5%+ should be used for dry grass runways 
and 35%+ for wet grass runways.  However, �t warns 
that very short wet grass may be sl�ppery and may 
�ncrease land�ng d�stances by up to 60%.  (The CAA 
factors should be mult�pl�ed by the land�ng d�stance 
from a he�ght of 50 ft so cannot be d�rectly compared 
to the manufacturer’s factors wh�ch are mult�pl�ed by 
the land�ng d�stance ground roll.)  

Grass cuttings

The p�lot expressed concern that the grass cutt�ngs on 
the last th�rd of the runway m�ght have reduced the 
brak�ng act�on on the wet grass.  The CAA’s Aerodrome 
Standards Department were consulted about the grass 
cutt�ngs and were sent photographs of the cutt�ngs that 
were �n the path of N588CD.  The CAA regarded the 
grass cutt�ng clumps as small and stated that they would 
not have had an effect on brak�ng act�on.  

Analysis

If the takeoff had been carr�ed out normally w�th no 
dev�at�ons and no delay �n ach�ev�ng takeoff power, then 
the a�rcraft should have reached 60 kt hav�ng used less 
than 229 m of runway.  At th�s po�nt there would have 
been 6�6 m of runway rema�n�ng.  The a�rcraft’s land�ng 
d�stance ground roll can be used to est�mate the stopp�ng 
d�stance requ�red from 60 kt.  Had the grass been dry 
�t should have been poss�ble to stop the a�rcraft w�th�n 
478 m – which was less than the distance remaining.  
However, short wet grass can be significantly more 
sl�ppery, as ev�denced by the CAA’s safety factor of 60%.  
It is therefore not possible to determine definitively if the 
a�rcraft would have stopped �n the rema�n�ng d�stance 
ava�lable had the takeoff run been carr�ed out normally.

The contr�butory factors �n th�s acc�dent were: the 
delayed appl�cat�on of full power dur�ng the takeoff run, 
the student p�lot’s apprehens�on and �nadvertent clos�ng 
of the throttle, and the sl�ppery wet grass.


