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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Gulfstream Commander 840 Model 690C, N5�WF

No & Type of Engines:  2 Garrett 33� turboprop eng�nes

Year of Manufacture:  �98�

Date & Time (UTC):  23 January 2007 at �057 hrs

Location:  Fa�roaks A�rport, Surrey

Type of Flight:  Pr�vate 

Persons on Board:  Crew - 2 Passengers - None

Injuries:  Crew - None Passengers - N/A

Nature of Damage:  R�ght eng�ne shock-loaded and propeller blades 
damaged

Commander’s Licence:  FAA Private Pilot’s Certificate

Commander’s Age:  74 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  �,67� hours (of wh�ch 38� were on type)
 Last 90 days - 25 hours
 Last 28 days -   6 hours

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

Synopsis

Wh�le tax��ng through the apron, wh�ch had work �n 
progress, the a�rcraft’s r�ght propeller struck a hazard 
warn�ng cone and a concrete block.

History of the flight

The p�lot landed on Runway 06 at Fa�roaks A�rport 
where the weather was good.  He vacated the runway 
and tax�ed to the north along Tax�way C towards the 
apron.  As he approached the apron the p�lot not�ced 
a large crane to h�s left and some ground obstruct�on 
cones to h�s r�ght.  He reported that he stopped the 
a�rcraft before reach�ng the crane and was then aware 
of someone in a yellow jacket, whom he presumed was 
a marshaller, appear�ng ahead of h�m.  The p�lot tax�ed 

N5�WF forward watch�ng that he had clearance from 

the crane and assum�ng that the ‘marshaller’ would 

ensure that the a�rcraft was clear of the warn�ng cones 

on the r�ght s�de.  As N5�WF moved forward, the p�lot 

heard a no�se, wh�ch he thought may have been the 

r�ght eng�ne contact�ng an obstruct�on.  He shut down 

both eng�nes and found that the r�ght propeller had 

contacted a cone and a concrete block.

D�scuss�on w�th the ‘marshaller’ revealed that he 

was work�ng w�th the crane and had come out purely 

because he was worr�ed that the a�rcraft was go�ng to 

contact the crane.
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The pilot, who confirmed that he had previously operated 
N5�WF �nto Fa�roaks but always us�ng Runway 24, 
subsequently commented that he should have been 
warned by the ‘Tower’ and that s�gns should have been 
put up on the tax�way to �nd�cate that the cond�t�on of the 
tax�way and ramp were a danger to a�rcraft.

ATC information

Fa�roaks A�rport operates a Fl�ght Informat�on Serv�ce 
(FIS), wh�ch �s prov�ded at aerodromes w�thout an a�r 
traffic control unit but where the provision of an air traffic 
serv�ce �s des�rable.  C�v�l A�r Publ�cat�on (CAP) 427 
�ncludes the follow�ng �n the l�st of respons�b�l�t�es of a 
Flight Information Service Officer (FISO):

‘Issuing instructions and information to aircraft 
moving on the manoeuvring area to assist pilots 
in preventing collisions between aircraft and 
vehicles and obstructions on the manoeuvring 
area, or between aircraft moving on the apron.’

The FISO, who had prev�ously seen the a�rcraft 
operating at Fairoaks, confirmed that it landed on 
Runway 06 but he d�d not recall the p�lot call�ng 
“F�nals” pr�or to land�ng or “Vacated” after clear�ng 
the runway.  He watched the aircraft taxi quickly along 
Tax�way C towards the apron.  

The crane and rubble, assoc�ated w�th the Work �n 
Progress (WIP) on the apron area were marked by 
frang�ble cones.  The FISO was aware of the pos�t�on of 
the crane but not of the WIP across the tax�way from the 
crane which significantly narrowed the taxiing channel.  
He stated that had he been aware of th�s WIP, he would 
have transm�tted a warn�ng to the a�rcraft.

The UK Aeronaut�cal Informat�on Package (AIP) 
�ncludes the follow�ng warn�ngs �n the entry for Fa�roaks 
A�rport:

‘Pilots are to exercise extreme caution when 
taxiing through the apron/ parking areas due to 
reduced wingtip clearances.  Pilots should satisfy 
themselves that they have adequate wingtip 
clearances whilst taxiing.’

Th�s warn�ng �s also �ncluded w�th�n other av�at�on 
publ�cat�ons such as ‘Pooleys Fl�ght Gu�de’.  The CAA’s 
Safety Sense Leaflet No 6d entitled ‘Aerodrome Sense’ 
�ncludes the follow�ng �nformat�on for p�lots after 
land�ng:

‘Look for any marshaller’s signals, but remember 
you are still responsible for your aircraft’s safety.’

Discussion

The p�lot was fam�l�ar w�th the a�rport and had 
respons�b�l�ty for the safety of h�s a�rcraft.  Wh�le he 
thought that the crane operator was a ‘marshaller’, who 
was gu�d�ng h�m through the area of the marked obstacles, 
the p�lot was ult�mately respons�ble for ensur�ng that he 
had sufficient clearance.

The WIP was clearly marked and appropr�ate 
warn�ngs were conta�ned w�th�n av�at�on publ�cat�ons.  
Nevertheless, the FISO cons�dered that the a�rcraft was 
taxiing quickly and he had not heard any R/T calls from 
�t on the ground.  It would have been prudent for h�m 
to transm�t an add�t�onal warn�ng about the WIP as the 
a�rcraft tax�ed towards the affected area.


