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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Br�t�sh Aerospace Jetstream 4�02, G-MAJZ

No & Type of Engines:  � Garrett A�research TPE33�-�4GR-807H
 � Garrett A�research TPE33�-�4HR-807H

Year of Manufacture:  �997 

Date & Time (UTC):  26 June 2007 at �745 hrs

Location:  B�rm�ngham A�rport

Type of Flight:  Commerc�al A�r Transport (Passenger) 

Persons on Board: Crew - 3 Passengers - 9

Injuries: Crew - None Passengers - None

Nature of Damage:  Nose gear collapsed

Commander’s Licence:  A�rl�ne Transport P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age:  50 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  6,652 hours (of wh�ch 434 were on type)
 Last 90 days - �38 hours
 Last 28 days -   54 hours

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

Synopsis

After a normal pushback the pushback crew were unable 
to d�sconnect the towbar.  The a�rcraft commander 
dec�ded to return the a�rcraft to the stand.  Headsets had 
not been used dur�ng the pushback and commun�cat�on 
was v�a hand s�gnals. The tug attempted to pull the 
a�rcraft back onto stand wh�lst the a�rcraft park�ng brake 
was st�ll appl�ed, and the nose gear collapsed.

History of the flight

The a�rcraft was pushed back from Stand �2 at 
B�rm�ngham A�rport onto the centrel�ne of Tax�way W, 
the park�ng brake was appl�ed and the nosewheel was 
chocked.  The pushback crew d�d not wear headsets 

dur�ng the pushback and commun�cat�on was v�a 

hand s�gnals.  When the pushback crew attempted to 

d�sconnect the towbar from the tug they were unable to 

do so, desp�te several attempts.  The a�rcraft was now 

block�ng the tax�way and obstruct�ng another a�rcraft 

that was waiting to taxi.  The flight crew obtained ATC 

perm�ss�on to return to the stand.  The commander used 

hand s�gnals �n an attempt to commun�cate h�s �ntent�ons 

to the pushback crew.  They attempted to reverse the 

tug towards the stand wh�lst the park�ng brake was 

st�ll appl�ed, and the nose oleo of the a�rcraft collapsed 

forward onto the towbar.
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Report from aircraft commander

The commander reported “a normal pushback, albe�t 

w�th hand s�gnals” unt�l the po�nt where the pushback 

crew attempted to d�sconnect the towbar from the 

tug.  They were unable to remove the towbar desp�te 

several v�gorous attempts us�ng a var�ety of techn�ques.  

Meanwh�le, another a�rcraft had pushed back from an 

adjacent stand and �ts progress was now obstructed by 

the Jetstream. The commander was �n�t�ally reluctant to 

return to the stand as he was concerned that �t would 

be difficult to communicate that request to the pushback 

crew w�thout headset commun�cat�on.  Further attempts 

to remove the towbar were �n va�n and the commander 

then made the decision to return to Stand 12. The first 

officer obtained ATC permission whilst the commander 

tried to attract the pushback crew’s attention. The first 

officer flashed the aircraft taxi lights and waved his 

arms to attract the pushback crew’s attent�on, but was 

unable to do so.  Eventually, the commander was able 

to make eye contact, and he pointed first at the aircraft 

that was wa�t�ng to tax�, then at h�mself and then �n the 

d�rect�on of Stand �2.  He bel�eved that th�s �nstruct�on 

was understood, and when the pushback crew po�nted 

at the stand he gave them “a thumbs up” to confirm that 

th�s was h�s �ntent�on.  W�thout any further s�gnals the 

tug commenced revers�ng and the nose gear collapsed. 

The commander called for an �mmed�ate shutdown and 

requested the attendance of the emergency serv�ces.

Report from pushback crew

The pushback dr�ver stated that the crew were not us�ng 

headsets, as they were unserv�ceable.  He also stated: 

“with these types of aircraft we do find hand signals 

safer due to the no�se factor”.  The pushback was normal 

up to the po�nt of d�sconnect�ng the towbar from the 

tug, wh�ch would not release from the a�rcraft, desp�te 

repeated attempts. The a�rcraft commander, us�ng hand 

s�gnals, gave �nd�cat�ons that were understood by the 

pushback crew to mean the brakes were off and that 

he wanted to return to Stand �2.  The nosewheel chock 

was removed and the dr�ver reversed the tug.  The nose 

gear of the a�rcraft then collapsed.

Pushback procedure 

The a�rport operat�onal �nstruct�on regard�ng pushback 

operat�ons stated: 

‘The person in charge of the operation 
must be connected to the aircraft’s internal 
communications system, via a headset, to ensure 
proper communications between the ground crew 
and the captain of the aircraft.’

The operator’s Ground Operat�ons Manual procedure 

for tow�ng a�rcraft requ�red vo�ce commun�cat�ons 

between the person operat�ng the a�rcraft brakes, the 

person approved for the tow�ng operat�on and the person 

who operates the tractor.  Wh�lst �t �s �mpl�ed that the 

tow�ng procedures are appl�cable for a pushback, the 

Ground Operation’s Manual has no specific procedure 

for pushback.

Desp�te these requ�rements, �t was not unusual for a 

pushback to be conducted us�ng hand s�gnals only.  

However, follow�ng th�s acc�dent ground handl�ng staff 

have been �nstructed to use a headset at all t�mes. 

The tug, a Schopf F��0, has a larger secur�ng p�n than 

other tugs used at the a�rport, and consequently the 

connect�on between the tug’s secur�ng p�n and tow�ng 

eye of the Trona�r towbar used for the Jetstream was 

very t�ght.  Both the commander and the pushback 

crew reported previous incidents where difficulty had 

been exper�enced �n releas�ng the tow�ng arm from the 

Schopf tugs.
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The towbar was fitted with a shear pin that was 
des�gned to break when excess�ve turn�ng loads are 
appl�ed.  When an excess�ve pull�ng load �s appl�ed the 
shear p�n should st�ll break, although �t d�d not do so 
on th�s occas�on.   Had the shear p�n broken, �ts effect 
would only be to lengthen the towbar marg�nally and 
th�s would not have prevented th�s acc�dent s�nce no 
other ‘weak l�nk’ �s �n place.

Damage to aircraft

The downlock attachment p�n had been pulled from 
�ts mount�ng, w�th some damage to the surround�ng 
cas�ng. The nose land�ng gear had collapsed forward 
onto the towbar.  When the a�rcraft came to rest the 
rotat�ng propellers were close to str�k�ng the ground.  
 
Conclusion

Pushbacks are a rout�ne manoeuvre, normally performed 
with headset communications between the flight deck 

and the pushback crew.  The a�rport �nstruct�ons and 
the operator’s tow�ng procedures make no allowance 
for a�rcraft pushbacks w�thout headsets.  Nevertheless, 
�t was not unusual for them to be conducted us�ng hand 
s�gnals only.  Ground handl�ng staff have now been 
�nstructed to use a headset at all t�mes. 

A rout�ne pushback became unusual when �t was 
necessary to return the a�rcraft to stand. There �s no 
hand s�gnal for ‘I would l�ke to return to stand’ and 
the commander had difficulty in conveying his wishes 
to the pushback crew. The result�ng breakdown �n 
commun�cat�on led to the a�rcraft be�ng damaged.                   


