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I’ve heard said, in a 
different world, that 
if you want to lose 
weight, always have 

a big meal before you go into the 
supermarket to do the week’s 
shopping. This sounds like a good 
modus operandi (for those of us 
that tend to be a bit weak-willed in 
the ‘pleasure department’) and I’m 
wondering whether I can transform 
this concept into a generic rule 
and apply it to my selection of 
airworthiness items. Should I,  
for example, start this feature  
in the morning, full of the joys 
of life having just arrived at 
work after roaring through the 
countryside on my motorbike, or 
would it be better started at the 
other, perhaps more reflective, end 
of the day?

Certainly, just like in a 
supermarket, I’m a bit spoilt  
for choice when it comes to  
subject matter, but I must resist 
my natural tendency towards the 
shelf with the triangular chocolate 
bars. Man, after all, cannot live on 
titbits alone.

Let’s start with some good news. 
We’ve got the results from our 
survey into the corrosion issue that 
befell the MCR-01 wing attachment 
brackets discussed in last month’s 
Safety Spot. So far, we haven’t 
found any significant corrosion on 
this part in any others in our fleet 
of 31 aircraft. The exercise wasn’t 
a waste of time though as two 
unrelated, and fairly significant, 
problems were discovered by 
owners and inspectors while 
carrying out the ‘wings-off’ 
inspection. By the time that you 
read this we will have reissued the 
Airworthiness Information Leaflet 
(AIL) relaxing our inspection 
requirement on this part from 
annually to every three years. 

You’ll recall that the MCR-01 
which had the corroded wing 
brackets had previously had 
to have its flapperon brackets 
changed due to severe corrosion. 
I think that the primary lesson 
learnt, or perhaps better relearnt, 
is that if corrosion is found on 
one part of an airframe there is a 
good chance that it will be found 
elsewhere if you look closely 

enough. Very light airframes tend 
not to carry a lot of excess material 
around with them so, in effect, 
there is only a little reserve to 
accommodate for losses in material 
dimensions (and therefore load-
bearing capacity) due to corrosion, 
or the stress concentrations which 
corrosion causes. Composite 
structures, and I use this term 
literally, can be particularly prone 
to electrolytic corrosion and this 
type of corrosion will only occur in 
the presence of an electrolyte, in 
this case, salty water.

I have a muso friend who, to earn 
his living, owns a bike shop. He’s 
a bit quiet on the sales side at the 
moment and we were debating, 
after a band rehearsal, other things 
he could introduce into his shop to 
help his cashflow. I suggested that 
he could sell some second-hand 
bikes. He looked a bit flustered 
with this suggestion which, on 
reflection, was a bit stupid as 
he was bound to have thought 
about this idea. Anyway, he said 
an interesting thing that relates 
to corrosion in closed structures 

which I’ll share. “What you get,” 
he continued, “is people trying to 
make the outside of the bike look 
fantastic by pressure washing the 
frame. The problem is that when 
they do this the water is forced into 
every nook and cranny and, three 
months down the line, the bearings 
all fail or the frame rusts to bits. 
It’s just not worth it.”

I thought about this and a report 
from inspector Mark Masters about 
a problem he found in an Aeronca 
Champ lift strut came to mind. 
There, first item selected!  

   When Mark first sent me the 
email explaining that he had found 
some worrying thinning of the 
structure of a member’s Aeronca 
Champ(ion) lift strut, I never had 
the faintest idea that the subject of 
lift struts would come to dominate 
my every waking moment for the 
next three weeks. OK, I exaggerate 
a little, perhaps not every waking 
moment, but the issue has 
certainly occupied a fair amount 

AeroncA 7Ac 
chAmpion – Lift Strut 
Corrosion and fuel starvation once again are cause for concern

Not the best of pictures as the little pocket camera used didn’t quite get the focus right. Still, the corrosion, deep 
in places, can be seen only after the paint was removed. (Photo: Mark Masters)

With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

‘I never had the faintest idea that the 
subject of lift struts would come to 

dominate my every waking moment 
for the next three weeks’
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With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer
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of my time lately. The story, as far 
as I am concerned, started with 
an email from LAA Inspector Mark 
Masters, who operates from a 
workshop near Goodwood. Mark 
had been asked by a local aircraft 
restorer to cover the inspection 
of an Aeronca Champ that was 
being refurbished after an incident 
where the aircraft was ‘attacked’ 
by a large model helicopter. 
Actually, the incident was a little 
less exciting, the model helicopter 
actually crashed into the roof of the 
hangar in which our Champ was 
stored and the roof debris caused 
damage to one of the wings.

The owner decided to have both 
wings recovered. Here’s the rest of 
the story from Mark’s pen.

‘I suggested that as Aeronca did 
not have any corrosion advisories 
on their struts and, considering 
the struts are probably getting on 
for 70 years old, we also carried 
out a strip and inspection. We 
also organised an X-ray inspection 
for any internal corrosion at the 
ends, which are more susceptible. 
The struts in themselves did 
not show any surface corrosion 
coming through the paint, but it 
was obvious to me that they had 
been painted many times and 
looked decidedly shabby. I also 
noted a few dents and a welded 
patch on one of them… hence my 
suggestion. Thankfully the owner 
agreed. 

X-rAy checkS
‘Before stripping I sent the struts 
for an X-ray of the end 12in. When  
I collected the struts and viewed 
the X-ray picture I was alarmed 
at the shadows which can be 
considered evidence of corrosion. 
There appeared to be bad 
corrosion at the top end of the 
rear struts, which I did not expect 
to see. 

‘Because X-rays cannot determine 
if corrosion is internal or external, 
I stripped the ends of paint and 
compared the X- rays to the 
corrosion. It was evident that the 
corrosion shown on the X-ray was 
on the outside of the struts.’

Mark continued in his letter  
that there had been some 
suggestions made by people at the 
airfield that the lift struts could 
be patched, but he didn’t like this 
idea very much. We agreed that 
this was not an option in this case, 
and spoke to the owner who, quite 
sensibly, forked out for a new set 
of lift struts – not the cheapest 
option, but certainly the wisest 
in my view, especially when you 
consider that these components 
hold the wings in place! Mark 
continued with the following 
comments, which I completely 
agree with.

There are a number of ways that 
the inside of closed metal tubes 
can be inspected. Here is an 
example of an X-ray radiograph 
supplied by Alan Hunscott of GE 
Inspection Technologies based 
in Coventry. Mark, in his letter 
about the Aeronca Champion lift 
strut corrosion, suggested that it 
was difficult to see whether the 
corrosion seen in an X-ray picture 
was on the inside or outside of the 
tube. These days fast computer 
technology can act as an interpreter 
and a very clear picture can be seen 
showing exactly what’s going on 
inside. This picture shows signs of 
corrosion and pitting in a weld.
(Photo: Alan Hunscott)

This picture shows the result of a ‘very light pressure’ having been applied to a centre punch on an Aeronca 
Champ lift strut. There are a number of ways that the remaining thickness of a lift strut can be assessed – drawing 
a 10mm grid on the area to be inspected and using a pre-set Maule tester is one way that’s been used for many 
years. X-rays pass through metal and the shadows formed give a good indication of corrosion and, as you can 
see from the radiograph, thickness can now be easily determined. Sonographs are an accepted method of 
establishing the depth of a metal – the speed of sound varies through different materials and so ‘interfaces’ can 
be readily seen using appropriate equipment such as a probe and an oscilloscope. Very modern equipment is able 
to build an accurate visual image of the inside of a tube allowing the operator to establish the serviceability of 
closed components. (Photo: Mark Masters)

Here is a live B-Scan image showing 
a corrosion pit through a section of 
steel plate. The technology used to 
produce this image is an extension 
of acoustic thickness-measuring 
equipment and specialist training 
is required to interpret the results. 
(Photo: Alan Hunscott)



I couldn’t find a picture of a strutted high-wing monoplane so I popped 
out onto the line here at Turweston – there’s always a great selection of 
aircraft out there! (Malcolm McBride)
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Rans S6 – Fuel 
Starvation 
During Descent
I have featured a fair number of 
fuel-related issues over the last 
few months and I promised myself 
that ‘enough was enough’ in this 
department. But this story from 
LAAer Tony Harrison-Smith caught 
my eye and I would like to share 
it with you, along with a few other 
similar recent occurrences. Tony’s 
an horologist – he mends clocks 
– but he assured me that, as far as 
he knew, he wasn’t related to the 
famous 18th Century clockmaker 
of Longitude fame!

Tony told me that he’s been 
flying for about eight years and 
that built he Rans with his wife 
in 2008. Since build, he has 
accumulated about 60 hours 
on his machine. A while ago he 
decided that he would take the 
aircraft up and, just for fun, he 
climbed ‘quite high’ over the 
Isle of Sheppey, ‘Kent’s Paradise 
Island’ as our editor, who just 
happens to live there, calls it. Tony 
takes up the story.

‘Just a note for your information. 
I had an engine out on my Rans 
S6ES (G-RTHS) last week while 
doing a steep descent with low 
fuel. I had about eight litres of fuel 

in each tank and I did a 2,500ft 
descent at about 1,000fpm 
and about 90mph and about 
4,000rpm. The descent was in  
a straight line (this is important). 
At 900ft I gently pulled out of  
the descent and the engine 
stopped. I landed in a field 
without any problems and the 
engine then started OK. After 10 
minutes run at several different 
rpms, I took off back to the home 
strip and landed OK with half-
an-hour of fuel in each tank (my 
normal minimum).

‘At first I thought it had been 
carb ice, but an email from the 
USA put me onto a possible fuel 
starvation problem. Although 
the wing tanks do have a front 
take-off for the fuel, all the pipes 
are routed to the back of the wing 
before entering the cabin. A steep 
dive on low fuel can make it so 
that the fuel level is below the 
height of the rear of the wing so 
cannot feed the engine. I have 
tried this on the ground and it is 
true. If you have seven litres or 
less in each wing it is possible to 
cut off the fuel supply if you go 
into a nose-down attitude.

‘A steep dive on low fuel can make 
it so that the fuel level is below the 
height of the rear of the wing so 

cannot feed the engine’

‘These struts really do highlight 
to me the importance of careful 
inspection and even periodical 
strip and inspection. These struts 
have no advisory and obviously 
just get a routine inspection 
and sign-off every year. There 
seems to be no advisory as to 
what corrosion on the surface of 
the struts is allowable and what 
isn’t. I am aware of percentage 
allowances against thickness of 
tubes on airframe structures but 
to me struts are something which 
deserve special attention. It is a 
good job the owner accepted my 
recommendation as I would hate 
to think where these struts would 
have been in several years. As I 
said to the owner, sometimes an 
accident can have a silver lining!’

Regular readers will know that 
we are looking closely at our 
maintenance philosophy at the 
moment. Last year saw a focus on 
airframe inspection schedules and 
LAA Engineering introduced the 
Generic Maintenance Schedule 
(LAA GMS). The concept of 
having a ‘purpose designed’ 
maintenance regime was based 
upon the simple fact that many of 
our LAA machines don’t do many 
hours and, because of this low 
utilisation, may never reach the 
major check points that airframes 
existing in a more commercial or, 
of course, military setting have. 
The start of this year saw the focus 
shift from airframes to engines, a 
process ‘kicked-off’ by the Ageing 
Engines Conference held here at 
Turweston in February. 

So far our review of LAA 
maintenance requirements has 
included general airframe checks, 
engine and propeller overhaul 
requirements, and an electrical 
system quality review. Some 
owners have started to adopt the 
LAA GMS although the process is 
still in its infancy. The example 
of the nearly-failed lift strut 
discovered by Mark is a good case 

in point where, because there is 
no specific Airworthiness Directive 
or factory Service Bulletin, it can 
give guidance as to when and  
how these components should  
be inspected.

This particular Champ started 
its life in the USA in 1949, the 
year that the musical South Pacific 
hit the boards on Broadway (the 
Rodgers and Hammerstein’s film, 
for interest, came out ten years 
or so later). Nostalgia aside, 
this lady is in her 60s and we, 
as an organisation, need to both 
recognise and accommodate 
for this. The particular machine 
involved in this event received its 
first Permit in the UK in 1989 and 
has accumulated nearly 2,500 
flying hours.

When the Champ was first 
built its main competition was 
another strutted high-wing 
monoplane, the J-3 Cub. We’ve a 
fair number of those on our fleet 
but they, like another strutted 
type, the Taylorcraft BC, are 
required to have regular strut 
inspections because of various 
ADs and Bulletins. I’ve chatted 
to a few inspectors about this 
and they agree that the rules 
governing the inspection of 
struts is too variable, with some 
strutted types ‘escaping’ the ADs 
clutches, sometimes because 
of a silly technicality. Without I 
hope sounding too dramatic, the 
money saved by not doing an 
NDT inspection of the lift struts 
wouldn’t be much use to you if one 
of them let go during flight.

I expect the reason why there’s 
an AD out on the Piper struts is that 
one failed in the distant past, so we 
need to ensure that history doesn’t 
repeat itself on an Aeronca. In my 
opinion, in the absence of specific 
manufacturer’s advice or bulletin, 
there should be a ‘zero tolerance’ 
policy on corrosion on all critical 
structure items like this, at every 
annual check. 



With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

➽
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‘My problem was low fuel levels 
coupled with a steep descent  
with no turns. If I had turned 
during the descent then one 
wing would have fed the engine. 
I do not think any changes are 
necessary, but I have put a note in 
my handbook that steep descents 
should be done as curved descents 
not straight.’

Tony’s issue is due to the fact 
that, because the wings fold using 
the trailing-edge as the hinge 
point, the pipe from the forward 
fuel outlet in the wing tanks has to 
be routed to the back of the wing 

then links to the rear fuel outlet 
pipe and thence downhill to the 
to the fuel valve. Essentially this 
means that, in a low fuel condition 
in a steep descent, the rear fuel 
tank outlet is exposed to air and 
the engine sucks air through the 
rear pick-up rather than fuel from 
the front.  

Some high-wing aircraft such 
as the Kitfox and Super Cub use a 
header tank to avoid this problem, 
but Rans’ owners can probably 
keep clear of trouble by levelling 
off from time to time in a long 
descent to warm the engine and 
restore the fuel flow to refill the 
filter. Some Rans owners in the 
USA have changed the design 
and rerouted the pipe so that it 
goes straight down to the valve 
from leading-edge but this change 
means that a release fitting needs 
to be added to the fuel pipe so  
that the machine can be  
derigged. Don’t forget, changes 
like this would need to be covered 
by a mod on an LAA aircraft. Oh, 
and well done to you Tony for 
completing a successful field 
landing, good job!

In this next ‘fuely’ example, which 
has been kicking around my desk 
for a while now and has gained the 
title (in my imaginary ‘library’ of 
events) ‘Sotirios’s fuel story, just 
because it has an exotic sound! 
LAA member, Sotirios Koutsoukos, 
explains a problem he encountered 
on the Murphy Renegade he had 
just bought. Here’s Sotirios’s take 
on the matter.

‘Back in the summer of 2008, 
I had just bought my Murphy 
Renegade and was ferrying it 
from Dunstable to Perth, via North 
Coates and Eshott. I knew that 
the fuel capacity was 25lt usable 
on each tank, with a fuel burn 
of around 15lt/h at 4,800rpm, 
established by what the previous 
owner had said. The Rotax 912UL 
manual agreed with that figure 
and so did the fuel burn over a 
30-minute flight the day before. 
According to my calculations, 
these figures would leave me with 
more than adequate fuel for each 
of the trip’s legs, including a very 
good reserve of more than an hour. 

‘The aircraft has a placard stating 
‘When flown with both tanks full, 
select right tank first,’ I didn’t 

know the reason behind this and 
nor did the previous owner, but I 
respected the placard’s warning 
and only started using both tanks 
about 30 minutes into the flight. 

‘On reaching North Coates, it 
took 32lt to fill up my tanks, which 
was about 5lt more than I expected 
and as I had flown a consistent 
4,500rpm (less than 4,800 due 
to the coolant getting too hot) I 
was a bit surprised but not too 
worried. I checked everywhere for 
leaks and found nothing. I put it 
down to a mistake in the pump, 
but I didn’t want to discuss it with 
the operator and therefore left for 
Eshott. I landed there after 2hr 
20mins. 

‘The morning after, we refuelled 
the aircraft in Eshott, only to find 
out that it had required 43lt of fuel 
instead of the 35lt I had expected. 
This time it was off jerrycans, so 
there was no mistake, I had used 
eight litres more. That means I 
had landed with just half-an-hour’s 
worth of usable fuel, instead of 
an hour’s. Had I had a strong 
headwind or had the trip required 
a diversion for any reason, I could 
have ended up a statistic. 

‘A deeper investigation into this 
yielded a couple of points worth 
noting. Although I had always 
been using the right-hand tank 
first, it would always contain a 
lot more fuel than the left-hand 
tank when I was landing. There 
were also significant drip marks 
from the vent and filler cap. So, 
the right-hand tank was for some 
reason overflowing. This helped 
me to pinpoint the source of the 
problem – it was in the fuel vapour 
return line.

‘The aircraft is fitted with a fuel 
return line, teeing off the fuel line 
just before the carbs and into 
the right-hand tank. This is part 
of the conditions for clearance 
to use mogas and it is meant to 
return any vapour back to the tank. 
This line is supposed to be fitted 
with a 0.35mm restrictor orifice, 
restricting the flow through a 
hole about the size of the pinhole. 
The restrictor is usually fitted at 
the tee. Instead, my line had no 
restrictor anywhere to be seen, 
meaning the full bore of 8mm was 
available. So, with both tanks 
selected, the right-hand tank 
was receiving fuel from the fuel 

pump, effectively transferring the 
left-hand tank’s contents into the 
right-hand tank. As expected, lots 
of fuel was being dumped through 
the overflow, increasing my ‘fuel 
burn’ considerably. 

‘Installing a ‘restricted’ tee at 
the return line take-off solved 
the problem and no fuel was ever 
lost again, even with both tanks 
feeding simultaneously. 

‘So what are the lessons learned? 
Never trust an aeroplane you’ve 
not built yourself and never flown 
before. There was nothing wrong 
in North Coates and its pump was 
working perfectly. Never go for 
the answer that suits you. Always 
investigate anything inconsistent 
or abnormal. Use all available 
information. Don’t trust the fact 
that the aircraft has a fresh Permit. 
Inspectors are humans too, just 
like me and you.’

Regular readers will concur with 
Sotirios’s lessons, I’m sure, and 
I don’t need to add very much 
to his advice. Pilots must always 
understand the systems fitted to an 
aircraft before they fly. The teacher 
in the airborne classroom is very 
strict indeed!

Murphy Renegade – 
Unintended Fuel Transfer

Here is a schematic that Tony 
Harrison-Smith copied from the 
build manual of his Rans S6. Note 
that the tank has two outlets, one 
at the back and one at the front. 
The pipe from the front fitting is 
routed towards the back of the 
tank so that, in a long descent 
(with low fuel), the fuel at the 
front of the tank cannot ‘climb 
the hill’ on its journey to the fuel 
valve. (Photo: Rans Aircraft)

LAA inspector John Chambers and the owner of a Piper J3C-65 have been 
going mad trying to find out why the engine keeps stopping during climb-
out. They have tried all sorts including re-routing fuel pipes. They did find 
this interesting problem where wear in the fuel selector contributed to a 
restriction in the fuel system. It’s another example where a picture is worth 
a thousand words… replacing the fuel valve though hasn’t solved their 
problem which is now turning LAA Design Engineer, Andy Draper’s hair grey. 
(Photo: John Chambers)
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Tipsy Nipper  
Propeller Loss in Flight
I always think that if nobody is 
injured when a propeller detaches 
itself from a running engine then 
it has been a lucky escape; the 
‘odds’ don’t favour it. If a propeller 
detaches on the ground there 
is a real chance that a passerby 
could be injured or killed. If the 
detachment happens in the air, 
that chance is reduced  
significantly but the airframe is 
very likely to be the target and 
structural failure due to impact 
may result. Also, it shouldn’t be 
forgotten that, as the mass of 
the propeller leaves the aircraft 
the centre of gravity will travel 
backwards which, especially 
during the inevitable glide to 
earth, may cause handling or 
stability problems. In short, it  
is essential that everything is  
done to prevent this occurrence 
from happening.

But, happen it does and, 
although the final AAIB report 
hasn’t been written yet and 
therefore the ‘official’ reasons for 
the loss of the propeller on the 
subject Nipper published, I feel 
that the event that I am about 
to explore with you should be 
highlighted as soon as possible. 
The reason for this urgency is the 
unusually dry period of weather 
that the UK has been encountering 
during the last few months and the 
effect that very dry periods have 
on wooden propellers. 

owner’S Story 
I spoke to the owner of the Tipsy 
Nipper in question to get his 
side of the story. He hadn’t flown 
the aircraft for some time so, 

on the day of the propeller loss, 
he had spent a couple of hours 
going round the aircraft checking 
everything. He clearly remembered 
physically checking the propeller 
attachment and there was no sign 
of looseness. The aircraft had 
been kept all through the winter 
tucked up in a heated hangar. On 

the fateful day the owner duly 
went off for his airborne jolly but, 
after about 45 minutes of flight the 
engine rpm increased and all thrust 
was lost. The pilot did a good job 
of getting the aircraft back down 
to the ground but tells me that he 
had a narrow escape, as the field 
he had chosen, which looked flat at 

1,000ft, turned out to be a hill as 
he made his final turn!

The aircraft was recovered back 
to its home base and the AAIB 
(and the LAA) were informed of the 
occurrence. A member of the public 
subsequently found the propeller 
and handed it into the police who, 
naturally, sent it off to the AAIB. 

This is the attachment face of the propeller retrieved by a member of the public after it departed the LAA Tipsy 
Nipper in flight. Notice the discolouration of the wood at one and three o’clock, this is probably caused by fretting. 
A close look at the bolts showed that it is likely that the propeller had been loose for some time. Initially this 
looseness would have allowed some side-to-side movement increasing the likelihood of fatigue failure. As one 
bolt failed the remaining would have had to take the increased load, still further increasing the likelihood of 
fatigue failure. Eventually the last few bolts failed in overload and the propeller was lost.  (Photo: courtesy of AAIB)



Our pilot became, for a few short 
moments, a local celebrity, as did, 
as it happens, Gloria, the owner of 
the landing field. The headlines in 
the Mail Online read ‘Pilot Cheats 
Death’, which, as I have explained, 
probably wasn’t necessarily that 
far from the truth.

I have included some of the 
pictures of the failed propeller 
taken by the AAIB. It can be seen 
from the fracture faces of the bolts 
that this was a sequential failure 
of the attachment bolts probably 
caused by a loss of torque. It 
should also be noted that the wire 
locking of the attachment bolts is 
very poor quality and incomplete, 
but it is not known whether this 
contributed to the actual failure.

The history of this propeller 
tells its own story in some ways. 
In 2009 the original Chris Lodge 
propeller was removed for 
refurbishment and replaced with 
an approved Ken Fern propeller. 
The owner did a torque check of 
the propeller during the annual 
check in 2010 and, in the ten 
months subsequently, had flown 
about 25 hours. The next annual, 
by the way, was due in March 
2011 – as the propeller was lost in 
February, it didn’t quite make it!

I have mentioned that this 
propeller resides in a heated, very 
dry, hangar. The wood used in the 
propeller’s construction would 
very probably have been losing 
moisture during this period and 

therefore the mass of the material 
would have reduced. Experiments 
have shown that an increase 
(or, as in this case, decrease) of 
1% in the moisture content of a 
wooden propeller will equate to 
about a 0.010in change in hub 
thickness. Propeller bolt torque is 
calculated to create a compression 
in the wood which is resisted by 
the engine propeller flange. This 
compression is vital to achieving 
the necessary friction in the joint 
which transmits the torque from 
engine to prop. For a small  
engine of around 65hp, a typical 
required compression is about 

0.021in so you can see that after 
a reduction in moisture content 
of only a couple of percent all 
propeller/flange friction could have 
been lost.

Members with aircraft operating 
with wooden propellers should 
be mindful that it is very likely 
that, due to the very dry (and 
low humidity) period that the 
UK is enjoying as I write, their 
propeller could be shrinking. 
Most manufacturers of wooden 
propellers recommend that 
the propeller bolts should be 
slackened off and retorqued every 
two months and I wouldn’t argue 

with them. Certainly, it must be 
remembered that wood is a natural 
material and accepts and loses 
water readily. Naturally the amount 
of absorption and therefore the 
consequent dimensional changes 
vary considerably between timber 
species and, in some cases, 
manufacturing technique.

Well, that’s it for another few 
hours of Safety Spotting, thank you 
for your time. Remember, sharing 
a problem that you’ve encountered 
(and got away with!) may save 
somebody’s bacon sometime in the 
future, so don’t keep it to yourself. 
Fair Winds. ■

With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

JUNE 2011 LIGHT AVIATION 55

Left: here is an example of poor 
wire locking found on a propeller 
recently. You will notice (I hope) 
that the left-hand bolt has been 
anti-locked which means that the 
wire locking is actually helping the 
bolt to unwind, not a good idea. 
(Photo: file)

Here is the other side of the attachment or, perhaps more accurately, the non-attachment equation – the fretting 
can clearly be seen. It’s Sensenich’s view that a wooden propeller should be carefully checked after the first 
25 hours in service and then each 50 hours. Propeller torque should be checked at least every two months and 
especially after a large change in average temperature or humidity. During an annual inspection, the wise owner 
will remove the propeller and check the attachment faces. If fretting like this is found then you know that the 
propeller has been moving on the hub. Under these circumstances it’s wise to replace the propeller.
(Photo: courtesy of AAIB)

LAA Project Registration 
Kit Built Aircraft   £300
Plans Built Aircraft  £50
Issue of a Permit to Test Fly  
Non-LAA approved design only  £40
Initial Permit issue 
Up to 390kg  £320
391 - 499kg  £425
500kg and above  £565
Three seats and above  £630
Permit renewal 
Up to 390kg  £105
391 - 499kg £140
500kg and above  £190
Three seats and above  £210
Modification application 
Prototype modification £45

Repeat modification £22.50
Transfer 
(from CofA to Permit or CAA Permit to LAA Permit)
Up to 499kg  £135
500 kg and above £250
Three seats and above  £350
Four-seat aircraft 
Manufacturer’s/agent’s type acceptance fee  £2,000
Project registration royalty  £50
Category change
Group A to microlight £135
Microlight to Group A  £135
Change of G-Registration fee
Issue of Permit Documents following G-Reg change £45
Replacement Documents
Lost, stolen etc (fee is per document) £20
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