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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION

C-17A, SIN 030196
437h Airhﬁ Wing, Charleston Air Force Base (AFB), South Carolina
5 August 2005

On 5 Aug 2005, at QQSGZulu tha orew nf a C-174, S;’N 01 (}196 aﬁxampiéd a hight imiéin&, al

'Lppmmmately 10 feet off of the eastern e.dgc of the paved surface of mnwayﬂ?; The mwhap
aircraft (MA) initially landed approximately 1000 feel from the approach end of the rumway.
Upon touchdown, the RMLG destroyed several emergensy aicficld lighting system (BEALS) and
solap-powered lights, As the MA rolled-ou, the RMLG continued to destroy FALS and solar-
powered Hghts, At approximately 1800 feet, the RMLG struck a mobile airoraft arresting system
(MAAS) stake line, and suffered cxtensive damage. The nose gear (NG) of the MA muc,htzd
dowm on the ninway $urface af approximately 2000 feet, five feet from the east edge of the paved
surface. As a result of the damage 10 the RMLG, the MA began fo drift farther to the right. At
approximately 3000 fest from the approach end of the runway, the NG of the MA departed the
runway to the right, shorily thercafter striking the midfield MAAS stake line at approximately
4900 feet from the agﬁi}roaeh end of the rumway, This impact caused the NG to shear rearward
under the noge of the MA, The entire MA deparied the paved runwey surface gt 5100 feet,
coming fo a rest at approximately 3200 feet, 50 feet cast of the runway edge, The MA. sustained
significant damage to the NG, RMLG, and the underside of the forward fuselage, The occupants
of gha aarcraft mciuded i pemonnci on the rmbhap orew (MC} aud ong paqsenger All pt,rsom,

l‘évmg (PI“} the almmft* ﬁm pwsscnger was not mju:rcd

Based on clear and convincing evidence, the Board President detennined that ﬁze primary cause
of the mishap was pilot error - the failure of the PF to locate the proper cenlerline of the usable
portion of the runway. In addition, there is alse substantial evidence to indicate that four factors
confributed to the mighap: (1) channelization of attention by the PF; (2) a runway disgram
shown I the crew’s tactics binder that did not match the actual placement of the runway edge
lights; (3) an inaceurate assessment of the lateral alipnment of the MA in relation fo the proper
landing zone on the part of the pilot not {lving the airoraft (PNE); and, (4) the fiilure of the MC
to use Tuselage landing lights for the landing, '

Under 10 U, 5.0, 225 AHd), éﬁ}- opinion of the accident investigators as {0 the CAUSE oi“ ar the factors i
coniributing o, the aceident st forth in the accident investication report may not be considered as |
evidence in any civil or ceriminal proceeding arising f‘mm an airerafl secident, dor may such %
infurmiation be considersd an admission of lability by uxe United States or by any person referred 0 i |
those conelusions or statements ‘
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