
https://chirp.co.uk/category/aviation/general-aviation/
https://chirp.co.uk/aviation/submit-a-report
https://avmet.navcanada.ca/en/
https://avmet.navcanada.ca/en/


mailto:mail@chirp.co.uk
mailto:mail@chirp.co.uk
https://chirp.co.uk/aviation/








https://www.caa.co.uk/publication/download/17735
https://www.caa.co.uk/general-aviation/safety-topics/carbon-monoxide-in-general-aviation/
https://www.caa.co.uk/general-aviation/safety-topics/carbon-monoxide-in-general-aviation/
https://www.caa.co.uk/publication/download/20606




https://regulatorylibrary.caa.co.uk/923-2012/Content/Regs/03030_SERA13010_Pressure-altitude-derived_information.htm


https://airspacesafety.com/
https://airspacesafety.com/statistics/


https://www.caa.co.uk/publication/download/20755
https://regulatorylibrary.caa.co.uk/923-2012/Content/Regs/00940_SERA3225_Operation_on_and_in_the_vicinity_of_an_aerodrome.htm
https://regulatorylibrary.caa.co.uk/923-2012/Content/Regs/00850_SERA3210_Right-of-way.htm
https://www.caa.co.uk/publication/download/18165


https://www.gov.uk/aaib-reports/aaib-investigation-to-emb-145ep-g-sajk-and-cessna-p210n-g-cdmh
https://www.caa.co.uk/publication/download/18238
https://www.gov.uk/aaib-reports/aaib-investigation-to-reims-cessna-f172n-g-bgiy
https://www.caa.co.uk/our-work/make-a-report-or-complaint/report-something/mor/the-mors-code/
https://www.caa.co.uk/our-work/make-a-report-or-complaint/report-something/mor/occurrence-reporting/


https://infringements.caa.co.uk/tutorial/notices-to-aviation-notam/
https://www.aurora.nats.co.uk/htmlAIP/Publications/2024-07-11-AIRAC/html/index-en-GB.html
https://www.aurora.nats.co.uk/htmlAIP/Publications/2024-07-11-AIRAC/html/index-en-GB.html

	Summer’s coming?
	
									Don’t get caught out by changeable weather									

	General Aviation
	Submit a report
	Online

	Report to CHIRP!
	Get 5% discount at Pooleys Flight Equipment
	I Learnt About Human Factors From That
	GA ILAHFFT – There are no hyphens in “Jeppesen”
	GA ILAHFFT – Stress, distraction and flying don’t mix

	
											
																						
 
 
										
									
									
									ReportsReport No1 - GA1365 – Rough running and very noisy engineInitial Report
													Flying just north of [Airfield 1], approx 3,500ft altitude (been flying about 50mins after leaving [Departure Airfield])  in an easterly direction and in communication with [LARS unit]. We were two POB and in excellent VMC. Without any warning an abrupt and excessively noisy engine sound occurred in a staccato (machine-gun-like) repetitive way. I considered a cylinder failure and immediately told [LARS unit]. After communication I confirmed an emergency and declared a PAN – [LARS Unit] said I couldn’t land there, and that nearby [Airfield 1] was not advisable so with altitude still reasonable (lost some power but still had about 80% available I would say) I was vectored to [Airfield 2]. Communicated with their approach who at first asked for a downwind join for [RWY], handed to Tower who then gave me [opposite RWY] for an immediate landing which was far more relevant. Landed without injury or damage to the plane and emergency services were awaiting just off the runway which was comforting. After speaking with my engineer it was thought to be an exhaust problem and next day after removing the top cowling, sure enough the rear port-side cylinder exhaust had come apart at a bottom union. Successfully repaired and plane returned to its destination of [Airfield 2]. ATC and Ops were excellent in both efficiency and attitude in dealing with this incident.
After questions from CHIRP about whether I had thought about potential CO fumes, it never occurred to me that the problem was exhaust related. Given the severity of the noise and its frequency it suggested (to my mind) a more engine-block and mechanical problem. Very briefly the two of us on board got a ‘whiff’ of exhaust fumes but it went as quickly as it came. That didn’t focus my thinking on CO at that point. Nor did it on an engine fire which afterwards became a very real thought.  My mind was completely made up and occupied with Aviating, Communicating and getting on the ground in the quickest time. My good height allowed me to descend rapidly and controlling the plane in that process took over my capacity with none to spare. I am not sure how quickly CO would have impaired me, but from the time of my PAN I suspect I was no more than 8 or 9mins flying.
On reflection, I think that, as bizarre as it may seem, had I had some awareness of and experience in hearing ‘rough running’ engine sounds as part of an ‘audio’ training programme for troubleshooting engines and unusual noises you may encounter in mid-air then it may have given me some indication/ awareness of what was going on under the bonnet, its seriousness, and may have given me more pause for thought. Also, given that my mind was so occupied and focused on flying, perhaps a nudge/comment from ATC to check my CO monitor in the cockpit (I have the black-dot type) would have helped and prevented the potential of secondary impact that you refer to. Any subtle prompt from ATC about troubleshooting would have filled the gap I had in that part of my thinking and problem interrogation. Before the incident, and as part of my enroute FREDACO check, I look at the dot to make sure that it hasn’t changed colour with CO. It hadn’t, so there was no prelude or suggestion of a slow deterioration before the final coming apart of the exhaust pipework.
Following on from the incident, I write to advise that once more I had the same occurrence with the exhaust when taking off from [Airfield 3]. I had to declare a PAN and rejoin the circuit to land. On inspection, the exhaust was exactly as it was as previously reported. I haven’t filed any report other than advising you. As an aside [Aircraft Manufacturer] can replace with a new exhaust section (my engineer advises me) but they want £15,000!!! Absurd and unworkable. We are trying to locate a replacement part from America.

												
														CHIRP Comment
														The detachment of the exhaust from its mounting would have been a startling event with plenty of noise and understandable uncertainty as to what was going on. Well done to the reporter for their quick decision to request a diversion due to obvious engine-related concerns, and all turned out well in the end. A couple of thoughts occurred to us as from the luxury of our post-event arm-chairs and so we offer them as food for thought.
First, we note the LARS Unit’s comment that the reporter couldn’t land at their location. Whilst we don’t have a detailed knowledge of the exact circumstances, and it may be that there were good reasons for them declining and suggesting an alternative airfield, in circumstances such as these where the engine condition is not known, pilots should think carefully about landing as expeditiously as possible rather than accept being told where to go by ATC. In this respect, it’s important to consider carefully whether a PAN or MAYDAY is the most appropriate call to make. A MAYDAY confers more urgency and an imperative to land at the nearest suitable airfield, which should not be refused. Subject to an airfield having a serviceable landing surface, better to land where you need to following an emergency and then argue the case afterwards than end up with an off-airfield forced landing. Don’t be afraid of using MAYDAY, you will not be admonished afterwards, but you may regret it if you opt just for PAN – a MAYDAY can be easily downgraded to a PAN if subsequent events indicate that urgency is not an issue.
Second, although all ended well at the subsequent diversion, don’t forget that the engine might fail at any point in such circumstances and so make sure you maintain sufficient height to perform a glide approach to the diversion airfield in case the worst happens.  The reporter themselves commented that they thought they had a cylinder failure (so a reason in itself for declaring a MAYDAY) which could have resulted in a seized engine at any point if that had been the case; fortunately it was not, but always consider the worst-case scenario.
Third, looking at the picture of the exhaust manifold, it looks as if there was some serious heat and potentially flame in the area of the dislodged clamp.  The reporter could not know that at the time but there are real dangers of fire in such circumstances and so that’s another reason for declaring a MAYDAY and getting on the ground as soon as possible with an engine or exhaust problem.
Finally, although the reporter didn’t know that the exhaust had separated at the time, loud noises like that with an otherwise functioning engine can be indicative of exhaust problems so do consider whether there may be a risk of CO poisoning as a result. CAA Safety Notice SN-2020/003, the associated Safety Animation, and the CAP2560 Leaflet about CO detectors highlight the importance of having one in the cockpit and, although passive ‘black-spot’ detectors are better than nothing, they do have an expiry date and there are better options available with active electronic versions that can be easily purchased online for relatively little money and have the additional benefit of an aural warning that will hopefully help in attracting attention to the presence of CO depending on cockpit noise levels and any headset active noise reduction if fitted and activated.
The reporter sent us a photograph of the offending manifold after the second separation incident and we passed it to our Engineering Programme Manager for his thoughts. He was cautious about making too many assumptions because he could not see the item in real life and so didn’t know what the pertinent factors were. However, he commented that the manifold connection stub looked quite short and so locating the exhaust properly and securely was vital because any slight movement or vibration would likely cause it to dislodge. In this respect, he wondered whether the clamp might have contaminates on its surfaces that were stopping it closing properly such that the 2 faces of the clamp were meeting before it was secure. He annotated the reporter’s photograph with some thoughts for others to consider during periodic checks of exhaust clamps such as this but we stress that these are generic thoughts rather than being specific comments on the actual installation which we have not seen.


													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	Dirty Dozen Human Factors
The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Stress – Sudden and alarming engine noises causing tunnelling of focus.
Pressure – Heightened awareness of the need to get the aircraft on the ground as soon as possible.
Awareness – Consider all aspects of an engine emergency, including potential forced landing, fire and CO leaks.
Communication – Consider carefully the value of MAYDAY rather than PAN.
Assertiveness – Take control of your own circumstances, don’t let ATC or others dictate the outcome.
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                                            																																				                                                Report No2 - ATC847 – Glider conspicuity codeInitial Report
													
As an ATCO operating at a busy Radar equipped Civil Aerodrome in Class G Airspace, I am well versed with the idiosyncrasies of Class G operations and the plethora of different flying machines that operate within it. Having spent time attempting to ascertain the relevant desk officer in DAP and their contact details, my apologies for choosing this route as a 100% reliable back-up.


It is pleasing to see the increased use of Transponders within the glider community, and for that they should be thanked. However, with the 7000 Conspicuity squawk the one most often selected, and the Mode S (if fitted) not really indicating the difference between a GA aircraft and a Glider, I would opine that now is the time to allocate a discrete unverified code for Gliders to select.


It is incredibly difficult to ascertain the difference between a GA powered aircraft on a 7000 code, likely to remain straight and level in flight point to point routing, and a Glider, likely to reverse course and thermal at any time.  This makes managing conflicts, especially on final approach or within instrument procedures, incredibly difficult.


At our unit, the introduction of the FMC had a massive impact on conflict resolution and was the single biggest safety enhancement of the last decade. I would opine, the ability to differentiate between powered and un-powered flying machines, from an unverified squawk, would be incredibly useful to aid in managing airborne conflicts for ALL Class G Air Navigation Service Providers.

Supplementary; we know aircraft that have Mode S transponders as they are displayed on our screens with an Orange Dash next to them.  I’m still surprised with the sheer volume of aircraft we see transponding 7000 but without Mode C data transmitted, when we know the aircraft is so equipped. CAA Safety Department could really help the situation by focusing education on this matter; to ensure owners and aircraft hires are fully aware of the aircraft’s systems and how to operate them. When in communication with such aircraft, when challenged, 90% of the time Altitude is fitted and just not selected. I routinely see several Mode S equipped aircraft operating within the vicinity of the [Location], squawking aerobatics but with the Altitude not selected.  Electronic Conspicuity is one of the many mitigations for the airborne collision risk in Class G airspace. I’d like to see the CAA take a more aggressive stance on those that actively choose not to participate; either deliberately or through lack of knowledge.
 

												
														BGA Comment
														Transponder devices, whether Mode S, ADS-B or other are of course an element of a future where there needs to be greater integration. Where the sky is busy with traffic that needs protection, transponders can of course be a requirement and we agree that it could be useful for a controller to understand which is a glider. We also wonder if some devices might already be linked to an aircraft type and push out data such as ‘glider’ that could be interpreted from the incoming transponder data into information on the controller’s screen.

														
													
														CHIRP Comment
														The idea of a glider conspicuity code seems a reasonable one, accepting that there might be limitations in its utility at present due to the numerous gliders that do not have transponders. In the past, battery technology was such that not many gliders had transponders and, if they did, they were only selectively used in order to save power for other equipment. These days though, battery technology has greatly improved and so more glider owners are probably able to instal and use transponders if they wished to do so. We don’t know what the take-up is for transponders in gliders but, as battery/power sources become more efficient and more gliders might in future have transponders fitted as a result, a discrete glider transponder code could be a useful adjunct to managing airspace if we can get over the power limitations and cost of installation on more than a few high-end gliders. Noting that the BGA are overall supportive of the idea, we have approached the CAA for their view but still await a response at the time of writing.
Regarding aircraft not using Mode C, SERA.13010 ‘Pressure-altitude-derived information’ is clear within its Para (a) in stating: “When the aircraft carries serviceable Mode C equipment, the pilot shall continuously operate this mode unless otherwise dictated by ATC”. If an ATCO observes an aircraft operating without Mode C when they could reasonably expect it to be so equipped (i.e. when displaying Mode S for example), then this is potentially in contravention of SERA.13010 and could be reported using the Alleged Breach of Air Navigation Law (ABANL) process already available to controllers and the public.
There is a belief by some aerobatic pilots that it is better to turn off Mode C if conducting aerobatics near airport approach paths in order to reduce TCAS interactions; however, there is little evidence as to this being a real rather than perceived concern.  Aside from anecdotal comments regarding Mode C being turned off, we have asked the CAA if they have any statistics or evidence that point to interactions between aerobatic aircraft squawking Mode C and TCAS-equipped commercial aircraft on approach to airports. If there are examples of such interactions then evidence needs to be generated before any rule change can be made that might perhaps permit a dispensation for aerobatic aircraft to not squawk Mode C in some locations.

													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	Dirty Dozen Human Factors
The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Awareness – Improvement of controller SA by introduction of a glider conspicuity code.
Complacency – Increased risk through operating with Mode C selected off.
Deviation – Aircraft operating without Mode C selected, and controllers not reporting such instances.
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                                            																																				                                                Report No3 - GA1366 – Airspace infringementInitial Report
													This is my summary of the incident that I wrote as my personal learning experience and shared it with other members of the aircraft group. Events leading to infringement:
On pre-flight check, I saw that the step onto the wing was cracked and had to find engineers to confirm aircraft was safe to fly, this didn’t leave me in a relaxed frame of mind.
Mistake 1 – Maybe should have cancelled flight at this stage, felt I was rushing as I had given a booking out time to ATC.
I had planned for departure via [Reporting Point 1] and was cleared with this route and taxied to the holding point. A [Aircraft 1] was cleared onto the runway at [RWY entrance point 1] and, at the same time, in front of me at [Runway entrance point 2], a [Aircraft 2] was also cleared onto the runway. [Aircraft 2] took off first planning to turn left, [Aircraft 1] was given take-off clearance with a right turn almost immediately [Aircraft 2] had got airborne. As the [Aircraft 2] was starting to turn left they contacted the tower saying a nose locker had opened and they needed to return to land – stated no immediate danger. I contacted Tower saying I was at [Runway entrance point 2] ready for departure, [Aircraft 2] had only just turned crosswind.
Mistake 2 – I should have been patient and not tried to “push” the controller, just left me feeling frustrated, although I know [Aircraft 2]s don’t fly well with a baggage door flapping about!
[Aircraft 2] landed without incident, and I was cleared onto [RWY] and instructed to backtrack to [Runway entrance point 1] to allow a FOD inspection. Vehicle entered runway to carry out the check. When vehicle cleared the runway, I was given an amended departure via [Reporting Point 2], controller noted my hesitation and stated if I couldn’t accept [Reporting Point 2] I would be delayed. I checked my chart, noted position of [Reporting Point 2], and accepted.
Mistake 3 – I hadn’t figured out how I was going to get from [Reporting Point 2] back onto course to [Airfield 1]. Should have accepted a delay and if necessary vacated runway.
Took off and routed to [Reporting Point 2] – Tower controller asked me to stay with him until I was very close to [Reporting Point 2] when finally handed to Approach. I was told I had left controlled airspace, to squawk Conspicuity, and to route to destination, controller seemed hesitant on who I should contact and eventually suggested [Airfield 2] approach.
Mistake 4 – should have been more assertive with controller and confirmed exactly what he wanted me to do, and I should have just continued flying in a straight line as I had been told at that point, I was clear of controlled airspace.
[Airfield 2] frequency was busy and as I was making my turn, I could see [Aircraft 3] was on final approach to their [RWY] so I continued my left turn to ensure I went behind it, doing this caused me to enter the [Location] restricted zone. I didn’t notice this on the chart at first as I was busy looking out of the window and trying to communicate with [Airfield 2] who did give me a transponder code and Traffic Service; however, he was clear that I had entered the restricted area and they asked me to call on landing at [Airfield 1].
When I landed, I called [Airfield 2] and the controller I spoke to was very understanding and sympathetic but stated he had to make an MOR, which is correct, and I have no complaint. We discussed what had happened and he suggested the best thing I could have done was to continue straight ahead, climbing to a safe altitude, and then contact [Airfield 2] ATC to turn back and fly through their airspace, with hindsight this seems so simple and obvious. Other learning points were:

If not feeling 100% comfortable don’t fly.
Don’t accept an amendment to your plan by someone else unless sure you have considered all the consequences. Knowing where a place is, isn’t sufficient.
Be assertive enough to ask to clear the runway if “threatened” with delay.
If unsure what to do when in uncontrolled airspace, fly in a straight line and climb to a safe altitude to “sort yourself out.”

As a result of the incident, the CAA asked me to do some ground school with an instructor on: Threat and Error Management (TEM); Pre-flight planning and preparation and contingency planning; Local airspace construct and procedures; Integration of VFR Moving Maps in flight planning; and flight management and decision making associated Human Factors. I did this and it was useful.

												
														CHIRP Comment
														In terms of the incident, as the reporter states themselves, there were a number of things that they could have done to be better prepared, not least in making sure that they had a Plan B for all the relevant options for departing their airfield (and who they might have to talk to), so that they would have an understanding of where ATC might route them if their primary plan was overtaken by events. The reporter had clearly been overcome by a series of relatively minor factors that, in isolation, are part of everyday aviation but had combined to distract them as they were ‘nibbled to death by ducks’ and got airborne in a rush.
In response to the infringement, the reporter received a ‘Just Culture’ letter from the CAA recommending some further training on TEM and associated issues. All airspace infringements must be taken seriously, but the CAA’s response was both proportionate and context aware, highlighting that things have come a long way in respect to how airspace infringements are now dealt with more pragmatically (in recognition that, although we must all endeavour to ensure we remain clear of airspace, mistakes do happen). Looking at the Airspace & Safety Initiative (ASI) website (as at June 2024), the statistics show that 76% of decisions so far in 2024 resulted in either no further action or an advisory letter as in this case. Of the remainder, 4% were required to do the online tutorial and test, and 15% were required to attend an Airspace Infringement Awareness Course (AIAC). The emphasis is on finding out what happened, learning lessons (both for the system and the pilot) and education rather than punishment – there’s a plethora of good material on the ASI website that’s well worth a visit to get some good tips on how to avoid infringing airspace.

													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	Dirty Dozen Human Factors
The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Stress – numerous factors causing changes to the plan and associated stress.
Pressure – self-imposed and external pressure to get airborne without a full plan.
Distraction – numerous minor events combining to distract from the overall flying task.
Assertiveness – over-assertive in initially pushing the controller to get airborne; under-assertive in not clearing the runway when delayed so that they could formulate a proper plan when things changed.
Complacency – did not consider the implications of getting airborne without a proper plan or who to talk to during the departure.
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                                            																																				                                                Report No4 - GA1367 – Student asked to orbit on base-legInitial Report
													The controller decided to give a right base to a twin despite two training aircraft in the standard left-hand circuit, the student on left-base in the approach configuration was instructed to orbit. He should have been told to go-around. This is exactly the scenario that led to a fatal accident at Southend G-BABB. That led to changes in the CAP 493, the wording is “instructions shall not be issued” no leeway.

												
														CHIRP Comment
														This report raises some serious issues with how students are treated by controllers but, unfortunately, we’ve had no further response from the reporter to our requests for clarification. Because the reporter did not mention the airfield or the type of control being exercised at the time (ATCO, FISO, A/G?), not knowing the full circumstances qualifies any comments that we might make, and so all we can offer are some general thoughts below that may be worthy of note, especially with students in the circuit.
Notwithstanding the overriding premise that students shouldn’t really be asked to orbit in the circuit, if it was an ATCO doing so then they have a responsibility to ‘achieve the safe, orderly and expeditious flow of air traffic’ and they can issue information and instructions to achieve this. It is simply not possible for us to comment on whether a go-around or an orbit was the most appropriate option because we don’t know the circumstances. If it was a FISO or A/G airfield then that would be a different matter, and it would be up to the pilots to ensure safe integration, but the reporter says ‘the controller’ and so it should probably be assumed it was an ATCO.
CAP 493 Section 2: Ch 1 Para 19A says that ‘…instructions shall not be issued to aircraft in the final stages of approaching to land…’ but this is generally assumed to apply to aircraft on Final. In the situation described, the student was on base-leg and so there may have been few other options for the controller than to ask the student to orbit. We simply do not know the circumstances of the incident, what else was going on, and what the airspace construct was.
All that being said, and notwithstanding instructions from the controller, there was a certain responsibility on the joining twin’s pilot to satisfy SERA.3225(b) and ‘conform with or avoid the pattern of traffic formed by other aircraft in operation’ and so they ought to have given consideration to the student. If, for whatever reason, the controller had sequenced them, cleared them to join right-base, and they were below the student, then SERA.3210(c)(4)(i) says that ‘When two or more heavier-than-air aircraft are approaching an aerodrome or an operating site for the purpose of landing, aircraft at the higher level shall give way to aircraft at the lower level, but the latter shall not take advantage of this rule to cut in front of another which is in the final stages of an approach to land…’. So it’s not completely clear cut.
The reporter says that the student was ‘instructed’ to orbit. CAP413 Paras 2.34 and 11.5 refer to controllers having to make due allowance for the limited experience and ability of student pilots, and any pilot can refuse a request or instruction by saying ‘unable’ if they feel they cannot comply. Whether a student would feel confident enough to do so is a moot point though because they’re likely to interpret an ‘ask’ as an instruction anyway. But pilots should remember that they always have the option of telling ATC that they are ‘unable’ if they feel that they cannot comply with an instruction.

													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	Dirty Dozen Human Factors
The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Stress  – student anxiety when faced with a complex situation.
Pressure – likely compulsion or anxiety to satisfy ATC demands.
Assertiveness – pilots’ ability to decline ATC instructions if unable to comply.
Complacency – twin-aircraft pilot joining right-base to a student-occupied left-hand circuit.
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                                            																																				                                                Report No5 - GA1368 – Taxy and take-off with tow-bar attachedInitial Report
													Aircraft removed from hangar via nose-wheel tow-bar as per normal procedure following initial walk-round during which it had been noted that the engine oil required topping up. As the oil was not immediately apparent in the hangar I phoned another group member to ascertain the location and type of oil required. Having topped it up I continued with my pre-flight prep and missed the fact that the towbar was still attached.
Taxy and take-off appeared normal (it is worth noting that I was using a new noise-cancelling headset and therefore had no point of reference for external noise levels) and the flight continued safely for around an hour including 4 circuits at base. On arrival at the hangar the tow-bar was missing and it became apparent that I had taxied out with it attached. The tow-bar was subsequently found on the runway.
The main cause of this in my opinion was distraction. I was distracted during the walk-round by the need to source the correct type of oil and to some degree the time pressure of finding it to allow sufficient time to complete the flight. With hindsight I also recall an aircraft that took off after us commenting on some FOD on the runway but as everything appeared normal I did not consider that it may have been something from my aircraft. Following the flight it was noted that some minor damage had occurred to the propeller blade tips necessitating repairs to the prop and an engine inspection.

												
														CHIRP Comment
														As the reporter comments, distraction by the oil issue during the walk-round was a key aspect but there are probably other things for us all to think about as well. Was the towbar painted a bright colour to attract attention? Do you conduct any ‘last chance’ checks before getting into the cockpit (such as chocks, towbar, tie-downs, earthing cables removed as appropriate)? Were there any other people who might have noticed the towbar as they taxied out? It’s easy to be clever in hindsight, but just a few seconds pause to stand back and think before getting in the cockpit can be worthwhile.
Accepting that aircraft might have tow-bars left on them if they are simply being manoeuvred out of the way and not intended to be flown, there is much to be said for the practice of ensuring that tow-bars should never be left connected to aircraft and unattended once the aircraft is out of the hangar and positioned in the desired place pre-flight. Good advice is that once your hand has touched a tow-bar that will be attached to an aircraft going to fly then your hand should not leave it until the tow-bar is replaced in its storage location (ideally a shadow board) after use. AAIB accident report G-SAJK/G-CDMH reflected similar circumstances and has useful associated lessons regarding improving the visibility of GA ground equipment that would be worth reviewing, and the associated Clued-Up article from the CAA about towbar colours is also an interesting read. Another AAIB report about towbars being left connected refers to one involving C172 G-BGIY and is also relevant. The QR codes give links to the associated articles.
        
Lastly, remember that incidents involving things falling off aircraft are subject to mandatory occurrence reporting (MOR) requirements as stated in IR 2015/1018 and accessed using the CAA Occurrence reporting portal via ECCAIRS2. If you’re involved in a similar incident then don’t forget to MOR it.

													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Stress – delays caused by having to find and replenish aircraft oil.
Pressure – self-imposed compulsion to get airborne on time.
Distraction – walk-round interrupted by the need to replenish aircraft oil.
Awareness – did not check that ground equipment (tow-bar) was returned to hangar after use.
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                                            																																				                                                Report No6 - GA1369 – Pop-up TDAsInitial Report
													I fly from [Airfield], as well as other nearby airfields. A few days ago, a couple of NOTAM-ed [military] temporary danger areas appeared as well as other recently declared HIRTA areas (NOTAM-ed not charted). The areas obviously impinge on the airfield, the circuit and some of the local flying area. I was surprised on visiting our ATSU for further information (assuming that, like parachuting, the military would have co-ordinated this with them) to be told that they are given no notice of these areas, and all attempts to obtain further information about them are rebuffed by NATS – “we cannot tell you/ we don’t know.“
One assumes that these areas (up to FL200) have to be flown into by aircraft from elsewhere. So when selecting somewhere for local flying training, how do I know whether I am likely to be met by a four-ship of fast-jets without at least having some idea of from where and when they might arrive. Is the airfield supposed to effectively shut down for three weeks whilst these exercises take place? There are already numerous AIAAs over [Region] and many more areas away from airfields. On what basis does the military deem it acceptable to put these temporary DAs slap bang on top of an active civilian airfield? To me this generates an unacceptable level of risk of mid-air collision.
I’m not suggesting that the military should ask permission, just that they should liaise with [Airfield] ATSU before mapping out an area that encloses a busy GA airfield. The [Airfield] ATZ barely provides protection for the circuit (which is somewhat large due to noise abatement restrictions) and any GA training airfield will have a considerable amount of traffic flying locally nearby for training purposes – in fact exactly where one of these areas lies (by the way, they don’t have a great record of avoiding the area on a normal day either!).
Military low flying  – or rather the unwillingness to publish routes of the basis that “we might be anywhere” has been an issue since the day I started flying.

												
														CHIRP Comment
														Ultimately, Class G airspace is a sharing environment in which neither military nor civil aviators have any priority over and above the Rules of the Air. We researched the NOTAMs mentioned and they were all ‘H’ series navigation warnings (which you just have to be aware of but don’t have to avoid) and not RA(T)s or TDAs (which you would have to avoid and would be ‘J’ series NOTAMs). Some useful links for understanding NOTAMs are the CAA Infringement Tutorial and UK AIP Gen 3.1 (Aeronautical Services) Table 3.6.3.4 which explains what each of the 18 NOTAM series types are (see below).

The specified locations of the 2 high-energy NOTAMs up to 20,000ft were applicable to operations at the reporter’s airfield, although [NOTAM 1] gave the blanket statement that associated military aircraft “…will avoid controlled airspace unless given permission to enter by appropriate ATSU” which implies that they would avoid the airfield ATZ. The reporter mentioned that their ATSU had tried to contact NATS to get further information but NATS would be unlikely to have any on a specific NOTAM and so that is probably why they received the response they did.  In fact, the 2 high-energy NOTAMs had the same contact number within their Section E details where more information should have been available to the ATSU (our assumption was that this number gave access to the exercise controllers who would have details of when aircraft might be using the areas and at what heights).
All that being said, one wonders how much research into airspace usage is conducted before the decision is made to plan military low-flying exercises. Why these specific locations were chosen we don’t know, but we’re all well aware that there could be high-energy fast-jets flying at low-level without NOTAMs at any time in most parts of the UK Class G airspace and so at least these NOTAMs were a step up from that in warning that there will be a higher concentrations in the specified areas over the associated periods. We doubt that the military will consult with [Airfield] before deciding on their exercise areas and issuing the associated warning NOTAMs, and military crews will be well-versed in understanding that [Airfield] is there and to be avoided. But there is a valid argument that local airfields and their training areas could be taken into account during military exercise planning such that likely conflicts due to concentrated military activity might be reduced. Perhaps there is also a case for GA training airfields to publish their own favoured training locations (if such exist) so that this information is available to all – military and other civil aviators alike?
 

													
                                                    	Key Issues relating to this report
                                                    	The following ‘Dirty Dozen’ Human Factors elements were a key part of the CHIRP discussions about this report and are intended to provide food for thought when considering aspects that might be pertinent in similar circumstances.

Knowledge – awareness of NOTAM applicability; navigation warnings are not avoidances.
Communication – use of NOTAM contact information; liaison between military and civilian airspace users.
Complacency – NOTAM publication is but one part of risk-reduction and should not be assumed to confer any protection in their own right.
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