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Sometimes, I get the 
feeling that there’s just 
no point in making 
a noise. What’s the 

point of moaning about things 
when nobody takes any notice? 
Other times, like pushing a swing 
at exactly the right moment, an 
insignifi cant comment or action 
can change everything. The clever 
thing, I suppose, is the ability to 
know exactly the right moment 
to make your point. The problem 
with this theory though is that 
sometimes the frequency that 
these ‘special’ moments come 
around can be pretty low, which 
makes for long periods of quiet 
and, because you’re so out of 
practice, you’ve forgotten the point 
that you wanted to make when the 
opportunity occurred.

I, as you know, like walking, 
which is fairly lucky for my dog Jed 
who, if you are a regular reader of 
‘Safety Spot’ you will also know, 
is a Collie and lives for ‘charging 
about the hills’. Last night bore 
witness to my swing pushing/eff ect 
theory. Let me explain.

A few miles from my home, pretty 
much in the middle of nowhere, 
there’s a fi eld which is bounded 
by a stone wall. I have learnt over 
the years that this fi eld is a sort of 
sheep transit camp. I have no idea 
where they come from or, indeed, 
where they go to, but various 
numbers of sheep often spend a 
happy (possibly worried) two or 
three days in this fi eld. 

Last night, as I walked the lane 
bounding the southern edge 
of the fi eld, with a half moon 
obscured by a dark, rain-bearing 
cloud, I heard a single, and rather 
pathetic, baaa. Not that I would do 
this if there was anybody about, 
you understand, I replied with a 
fairly good rendition, complete 
with vibrato, of baaa. There was 
a short pause, then I was almost 
literally knocked off  my feet by 
the simultaneous BAAAAA of, and 
this is a guess as my laughter 
made it impossible for accurate 
accounting, about forty sheep. 
Even Jed, and he really likes sheep, 
was a little taken aback judging by 
the linear and near vertical nature 
of his normally rough coat!

Before I get into this month’s 
Spot I need to eat a bit of humble 

pie; actually I should have eaten 
it in last month’s Spot but I (and 
apologies) completely forgot. 
The reason for the pie is that in 
the feature about the Pietenpol 
in January – that’s the Pietenpol 
whose undercarriage broke – a 
caption to a picture implied that 
the cost of the engine’s shock 
load inspection was ‘for some 
reason very expensive’. The fi rm 
that did the work called me and 
pointed out that there was a 
huge amount of other work done 
to the engine in addition to the 
shock load inspection (including 
a new crankshaft and a couple 
of new magnetos); hence the big 

bill. I’m sorry if I gave the wrong 
impression. I am looking forward 
to doing a review about what 
happens during a shock load 
inspection later this year, so watch 
out for my report about this in 
future Spots.

While I am on the subject of 
past features, you may remember 
Inspector Eddie Clapham’s 
concerns about the inability to shut 
the fuel off  at the fi rewall in the 
event of an accident if a fuel return 
line is fi tted. He was worried that 
this fuel could keep a fi re going 
should one start. Thanks to all of 
you who wrote in with suggestions; 
I’ve not seen a two-port fuel 

valve personally, which was one 
suggestion, but I quite like the 
idea sent in by LAAer Barry Brown. 
He said that, ‘an additional shut-off  
valve or indeed a double-shut-off  
valve can be avoided if a simple, 
free-fl ow, one-way check valve is 
incorporated in the fuel return line 
to tank. Aircraft Spruce off ers a 
low-cost type with -6D AN fi ttings 
to suit 3/8” fl ared alloy tube and 
Andair off ers more expensive types 
available as both AN -6D and also 
two versions to suit push on 1/4” 
& 5/16” id hoses.’ Don’t forget the 
point of last month’s tale about the 
fuel system failure though; clear 
any mods through LAA Engineering 
before you fi t them.

FUEL SIGHT GAUGE
Last month’s feature about the 
engine failure in the Europa 
triggered a thought in LAA 
Inspector Peter Sturgeon’s 
cranium. One of the issues that 
surrounded this case, as you will 
remember, was the direct reading 
fuel sight gauge. Normally, of 
course, you cannot get better 
than a direct reading ‘anything’ 
for the fairly obvious reason that 
there’s less to go wrong. But in the 
Europa’s case the direct reading 
wasn’t really very direct (as it was 
quite a few feet from the tank) 
and the tube had become a little 
less than perfectly translucent. 
Peter’s thought was that he had 
come across a problem just like 
this in another life. His thoughts 
drifted towards steam engines, 
and boilers, and sight gauges… 
he sent me a photo, actually two, 
a before and an after. It was such 
a good idea that I got all excited 
and suggested to Peter that we 
should have a tip of the month. 
‘Please send a photo of yourself 
as you are this month’s winner!” 
Unfortunately, as is often the way 
of such things, if you check the 
Europa build manual (and thanks 
to both Andy and Francis for 
pointing this out) they’d already 
thought about it… well, a bloke 
can’t know everything!

As you will note, I never got 
the mug shot, well actually I did 
but Peter sent me a rather good 
picture of a hippo! Check out the 
unphotogenic Pete’s tip though. 
What a good idea!

FUEL SIGHT GAUGES
AND FUEL FLOW VALVES
A very good idea courtesy of an LAA inspector

What a good idea. Here the simple addition of a back plate painted with 
diagonal lines provides a simple way of highlighting fuel quantity. The 
diff raction properties ensure that you can see how much fuel there is in the 
tube. Tip of the month perhaps, although LAA inspector, Peter Sturgeon, 
didn’t think that this was such a good idea (photos: Peter Sturgeon)
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With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

In these days of very high fuel 
prices, I keep a special eye on 
how much fuel I’m using. I fi nd 
myself continually doing mental 
arithmetic to check whether I’ve 
used a decilitre more or less over 
any particular journey. Working 
out fuel consumptions in aircraft 
can be a tricky business of course, 
especially if the aircraft is not 
regularly fl own on any particular 
route. This next cautionary tale 
didn’t end up in any major disaster, 
but, if you think about it a bit, it 
could have done.

I’ve been asked to keep all the 
players in this story out of the 
limelight, so I will ask the reader 
to imagine a small airfi eld, perhaps 
somewhere near you. A few 
handmade hangars and a regular 
crowd of, in general, friendly 
and aff able aviators. One of the 
resident aircraft, a Continental 
A-65-powered Luscombe had, 
to quote the original storyteller, 
‘been around for years’. Most of 
the time, up until recently, the 
aircraft only used to do ‘short 
fl ights and circuits’ but things 
changed when the aircraft moved 
to new owners who left the circuit 
behind and headed off  cross-
country. One of the new owners 
decided to use the machine to do 
long trips ‘up country’ and, after 
a few of these longer trips, he had 
enough of the numbers to work out 
the aeroplane’s fuel consumption. 
This turned out to be about 21 
litres per hour at 2,150rpm.

He thought he ought to mention 
this seemingly high consumption 
to his inspector who, if you 
haven’t guessed already, was the 
person who wrote to me telling 
the tale. I will let him carry on: 
‘When he mentioned this to me I 
was startled because my A65-
powered Luscombe ran using 
12-13 litres per hour. Once this 
was mentioned we started noticing 
very faint traces of black smoke 
when viewing the fl ying Luscombe 

against cloud, and subtle popping 
with carburettor heat pulled on 
approach.

‘From the previous week’s 
experience with the Cub (that’s 
the next tale in ‘Safety Spot’, if 
you’re wondering if you missed 
something!–MM) we ordered a bag 
of new bits for the carburettor, as 
per the manual. On dismantling 
the carburettor we found a 

strange concoction of jets that 
did not match any confi guration 
specifi cation in the book.

‘Putting the carburettor back 
together with the correct parts was 
accomplished and, immediately on 
starting up, an improvement was 
evident. The tickover was cleaner, 
the engine had a much crisper pick 
up and there was no carburettor 
heat popping on approach. Fuel 

consumption was checked and 
measured at 13-14 litres per hour 
and, as an extra bonus, he got 50 
rpm extra on static run up.

‘Malcolm, it appears that this 
carburettor had been fi tted to the 
engine without being checked to 
see if it was correctly set-up for the 
engine type; this engine had been 
running with the incorrect mixture 
settings for many years.’

Luscombe carb changed

I put this exploded view of a 
carburettor here just to show how 
complicated these little devices 
actually are. Carburettors have 
grown organically in some respects, 
the earliest ones being a simple 
adjustable drip. Carburettors are 
matched to the engine and to the 
fuel system. Be careful if you obtain 
one to ensure that it is set up for 
your engine/airframe… it probably 
won’t be

‘It appears that this carburettor had 
been fitted to the engine without being 

checked to see if it was correctly 
set-up for the engine type’

LA.march - Safety spot.v6.IW.ind51   51LA.march - Safety spot.v6.IW.ind51   51 1/3/11   16:50:571/3/11   16:50:57



One of the reasons why we require 
the person who conducts the annual 
air test to have at least ten hours 
on type (or on something very 
similar) in addition to 100 hours 
P1 is that, without this prior 
experience, there’s no baseline 
against which checks can be made. 
In this next example, furnished by 
the same inspector who sent me a 
letter about the wrong carburettor 
jets on the Luscombe, the fact that 
the engine was under-performing 
wasn’t noticed by the new 
owner because he had almost no 
experience on type.

‘Here’s what the reporting 
inspector had to say: ‘This Piper 
Cub was originally fi tted with a 
Continental A-65 but, a few years 
ago, the original engine was 
replaced by the more powerful 
Continental C-90. The new owner 
of this aircraft had fl own it locally, 
but was unhappy with the poor 
starting characteristics; he asked 
me to take a look at it.

‘I ran the engine and it became 
apparent that there was a reduced 

power output right across the rev 
range, the starting was indeed awful 
and it took ages for the engine to 
warm up. Starting required loads 
of priming and about half-throttle 
to keep going. Once the engine 
warmed up it settled down a bit 
and the aircraft was test fl own. 
Having got airborne the Cylinder 
Head Temperature (CHT) would 
rise and fall notably with a change 
in engine load so I decided, once 
we were back on the ground, to 
get the cowling off  and take a 
closer look at the engine and its 
installation. This is what I found.

‘Issue 1: no inter-cylinder baffl  es. 
This was probably the reason 
why the CHT was all over the 
place during the air test. I remade 
the missing baffl  es and repaired 
the rest.

‘Issue 2: The induction rubbers 
were leaking badly. These rubbers 
connect the intake mixture 
distribution spider to the induction 
tubes, and the induction tubes 
to the induction elbows fi tted to 
the head. It is essential that these 
are leak free but I found them 
overtightened and perished.

‘The overtightening was possibly 
caused by ‘nipping them up’ 

over a period of time. The induction 
rubbers are made up of two pieces 
each, one piece being the external, 
tough piece with the clamps around 
it, and the second piece being a slim 
rubber tube used to increase the 
OD of the induction tube up to the 
OD of the elbow and the spider. 
These slim inner pieces can easily 
slip during installation inside the 
induction tube and partially block 
it, especially if done on the aircraft 
trying to reach through cables, fuel 
lines and baffl  es etc. I removed the 
tubes and refi tted them with new 
rubbers.

‘Following a further ground run 
from cold, the engine still needed 
lots of extra priming once started 
and would not run slowly.

‘I certainly started to scratch 
my head about what could be 
wrong… either the carburettor 
could not supply enough fuel 
(fi lters checked, ok, fuel suffi  cient, 
ok, etc) or air was being drawn 
in somewhere. Upon shutdown, 
with cowling again removed, fuel 
could be seen dripping down the 
induction tubes – with a closer 
look I could see that the intake 
elbows were not mating with the 
cylinder heads and air could be 
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Piper Cub engine 
performance

Left and above right are a couple of pictures of a Stromburg ‘DC’ Series 
Carburettor, which is the type to be found on many VW engines. I asked 
inspector Peter Sturgeon if he had a picture of one I could use in the magazine 
and he supplied these two. He spent a bit of time with a potted description of the 
device, which I can pass on to you. Thanks Pete for making the effort.
Description
‘CD’ represents ‘constant depression’ and applies to this type of side draught 
carburettor. It has a conventional fl oat-operators fuel system with only that 
one ‘main’ jet, which is variable by the insertion or withdrawal of a needle 
regulated by the constant depression arrangement, which is described later. 
There is a normal butterfl y valve but no choke, having instead an enrichment 
device for cold start-up.
History and basic operation
Designed for automobile use, the unit was found mainly on the Triumph and 
Hillman series of car, and was supplied in three forms, the CD 125, 150 and CD 
175, the larger version. Sometimes mounted as side-by-side in pairs, but singly 
on the less sportive types, these carburettors are easy to adjust and balance 
for very satisfactory and smooth running.
Main jet adjustment was done in one of two ways. First, by a knurled knob 
under the fl oat chamber which raised or lowered the main jet, changing its 
relative position on a metering needle. On other models the position of the 
needle was changed relative to the jet, which did not move, by the use of a 
long Allen key inserted down through the dash pot at the top which raised or 
lowered the needle within the slide body, achieving the relative change in the 
fi xed main jet below.
Further adjustment was possible to suit conditions by changing the needle 
to one with a diff erent profi le. Needles with diff erent profi les may still be 
available from specialised sources, but the profi les can be changed manually, 
achieved by tailoring the existing needles as required.

STROMBERG ‘CD’ SERIES CARBURETTOR
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drawn in – and all the excess fuel 
(needed to keep up with the excess 
air) showing around the gaps. I 
removed these intake elbows and 
replaced them with serviceable 
parts. Subsequent ground runs 
revealed greatly improved 
performance, but still the engine 
didn’t feel quite right. I decided 
to remove the carburettor with the 
intention of giving it a thorough 
clean. I found the following issues 
with the carburettor. 

‘Issue 1: incorrect main jet found 
fi tted. I fi tted the correct main jet.

‘Issue 2: incorrect air bleed jet 
found fi tted. I fi tted the correct air 
bleed jet.

‘Issue 3: Incorrect venturi found 
fi tted. I replaced this.

‘The carburettor appeared to 
have been set up perfectly for 
an A-65 Cub type (non pump 
installation). By referring to the 
appropriate manuals, the correct 
internal parts were fi tted and the 
correct fl oat height was set. This 
engine now runs well and starts 
easily.’

In both the examples described 
above, it is fairly obvious what 
has happened; parts have been 
removed from one engine and 
used directly on another. The 
inspector involved, who has a 
lot of experience with this type 
of engine, pointed out that the 
carburettor manuals specify 
exactly what parts must be fi tted 
and when. If you think about it, a 
C90 is not likely to use the same 
carburettor confi guration as an 
A-65 even though the carburettors 
look the same on the outside.

With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

➽
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One of the many things a 
pilot needs to guard against 
is complacency; just because 
you’ve been fl ying for years, 
been there and back again so 
to speak, doesn’t mean things 
can’t go wrong. When they do, 
even if you are the best(ish), 
most experienced(ish), most 
competent(ish) fl yer in the world, 
if something fails in fl ight you 
could be faced with a set of 
decisions which need to be made 
virtually instantaneously.

Most pilots who I talk to who 
have had in-fl ight emergencies 
would agree that, while experience 
(and practice) helps you to make 
the correct decision, luck needs 
to be onside if you are going to 
‘get away with it’. The diff erence 

between walking away from a 
slightly broken aircraft and not 
walking away from a smashed-up 
wreck, in decision-making terms, 
can be whisker-thin. It’s much 
better to do the thinking on the 
ground before you fl y; it’s better 
to ask yourself the questions, for 
example, ‘are my maintenance 
records up to date?’ or ‘Did I get 
this or that inspected?’, on the 
ground, where you have all the 
time in the world, rather than 
in the air, when every second 
could be described as a precious 
commodity.

I am very sad to have to write 
about this particular Taylor 
Monoplane crash because it 
killed a long-term LAA aircraft 
builder and enthusiast, somebody, 

probably, just like me. I never 
knew him but, from every account 
I heard (and I heard quite a few as 
you will imagine), he was a great 
bloke, a very regular fl yer and a 
good engineer. He will be missed 
by his family and his mates. I write 
about it now because, as I have 
said in this place many times now 
over the years, ‘it’s bad enough 
when there’s an accident, but it’s a 
complete waste if nothing is learnt 
from it’. Before I start explaining 
what we think happened, may 
I say that I am not in any way 
being judgemental about the man 
himself. I’ve been in the same 
place as he was, and made exactly 
the same sorts of decisions as he 
did, the diff erence was that I had a 
bit of luck on my side at the time.

The Taylor Monoplane and 
the LAA come from the same 
intellectual place in some ways. 
The JT1, as the machine is known, 
was the fi rst new ultralight design 
to emerge in Britain post WWII. 
The JT1 was designed by John 
Taylor in 1956 (when I was still in 
nappies). The prototype machine 
fi rst fl ew, in the hands of Mr O V 
(Titch) Holmes at White Waltham 
at around about the same time that 
the pianist Russ Conway topped 
the charts with (a great favourite 
of my mum’s) Roulette. This was 
the summer of 1959. As an aside, 
John Taylor named his second 
machine, the Taylor Titch after his 
test pilot.

John wanted to design an aircraft 
that could be built with the 

Taylor JT1 Monoplane
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minimum material costs, tools and 
space. The power unit chosen for 
the prototype (G-APRT) was the 
JAP-99 two-cylinder engine. ‘RT 
fl ew with this engine for a couple 
of years but, not really being 
powerful enough, was replaced 
with a 1,600cc VW-based engine. 
Most of the Taylor Monoplanes 
on the LAA fl eet, and we have 19 
aircraft fl ying on our books, use 
the VW, the 1,600cc still giving 
good service. The accident aircraft 
was fi tted with a 1,834cc variant.

The aircraft itself is extremely 
light, with empty weights of under 
220kg being common. The mtow 
for the machine is only 318kg. 
I took a bit of time to look at a 
few of the fl ight tests we’ve got 
fi led here to see what sorts of 
comments were made by the test 
pilots. One chap was asked to do 
a two-hour endurance fl ight and 

his comment was, or perhaps 
excuse, as he had done this fl ight 
in two one-hour portions: ‘I have 
no doubt that the engine would 
perform faultlessly for as long as it 
had fuel – it’s the pilot that needs 
the rest!’

I checked these fl ight tests 
out so that I could get a feel for 
the stalling characteristics. For 
interest, the natural buff et speed 
for the type varied around 42kt 
with the stalls recorded around 
38kt; these are numbers that I 
would expect.

As described, the aircraft itself 
is designed to be constructed 
in the simplest way possible. 
The machine is built around a 
basic wooden frame with a fabric 
covering; the leading-edges of 
the simple rectangular wings are 
plywood; for simplicity, there is 
no taper or washout built into 

the wing design. Because of this 
‘plank like’ wing, the aircraft 
is rather ineffi  cient by today’s 
standards and produces masses 
of drag, especially at high 
angles-of-attack.

As a consequence of this the 
machine itself struggles to 
maintain height even during 
moderate banking turns as the g 
builds up. It was quite possibly 
these diffi  cult low-speed fl ying 
characteristics that caught the 
pilot out on the fateful day in 
June back in 2009. The reason 
I’m writing about it now is that 
the AAIB has now published its 
report into the accident. The 
AAIB synopsis is succinct enough 
to be useful here, so I will use 
it as published. ‘The aircraft 
experienced a signifi cant engine 
problem soon after take-off . The 
pilot apparently attempted to fl y 

an abbreviated left-hand circuit 
at low height to land back at the 
airfi eld. During this manoeuvre 
the aircraft stalled, with 
insuffi  cient height for the pilot to 
recover to controlled fl ight. The 
pilot was fatally injured in the 
subsequent ground impact.’

So, here we have a chap with 
an engine that appears not to be 
producing enough power, fl ying 
low and slow, trying desperately 
to get around a circuit. In this 
type of aircraft this is a plan that 
is not likely to be successful. I 
reiterate the training manuals… 
in the event of an engine failure 
after take-off , land ahead. Never 
turn back.

That said, the investigators 
looked at the possible reasons 
for the engine failure. This may 
sound harsh but, in my view, this 
is pretty irrelevant. In a Permit 

Clockwise from above: A Taylor Monoplane on a ground run. The 
internals of the SR4 magneto (two photos). A plot taken from the Taylor 
Monoplane’s GPS, with ‘A’ showing where the pilot did his ground runs 
and the increased angular change shown by the blue line implying that 
the pilot tightened his turn. The 36hp JAP-99 twin-cylinder four-stroke, 
around which John Taylor orignially designed the JT1
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aircraft a pilot should always be 
prepared for this event and should 
practise it regularly. I have had 
two engine failures on LAA Permit 
aircraft reported this week, both 
the crews are walking around 
and the aircraft, apart from their 
broken engines, are perfectly 
serviceable. In the event of an 
engine failure after take-off , get 
the nose down, maintain a normal 
approach speed and land ahead.

However, it’s defi nitely worth 
trying to get to the bottom of what 
may have caused the engine to 
misbehave on take-off . Actually, 
the story here gets a little 
complicated by the fact that it 
looks like the pilot knew that there 
was an engine problem before he 
fl ew. Witnesses have come forward 
explaining that the engine was 
heard running rough and that he 
had been seen ‘tinkering with the 
magnetos’ in the weeks preceding 
the accident. Anecdotal comments 
were that the engine had had 
problems right from the earliest 
days of fi tment and the pilot had 
commented that he had problems 
with the magnetos and the tappets 
which he was trying to sort out.

This pilot didn’t keep a record 
of his maintenance activity and 
therefore it was quite diffi  cult to 
create a complete maintenance 
picture. He did write in the 
logbook that he had removed 
the magnetos and replaced the 
coils a couple of weeks before the 
crash. He also noted, in this same 
logbook entry, that he had fi tted 
home-made shims to the rockers to 
achieve correct clearances. None of 
this work had been inspected and 
signed off  by his LAA inspector, a 
point that, importantly, has been 
noted by the insurance company 
who are reviewing the terms 
and conditions of his accident 

policy; no decisions about this 
particular claim have been made at 
the time of writing, but the fact that 
questions are being asked serve as 
a reminder that it is essential that 
the aircraft’s technical paperwork 
be kept in order.

As a brief aside, I spoke to an 
insurance expert about this and 
he pointed out that ‘if the policy 
conditions are not fully complied 
with, the underwriter is not 
allowed to pay the claim’. The fact 
that the rectifi cation work was 
not checked by an inspector has 
opened up the possibility that this 
aircraft was fl ying, eff ectively at 
least, uninsured.

Another point about this that 
should be aired here is that this 
case highlights the sometimes 
very diffi  cult intellectual transition 
between the processes involved 
in aircraft construction and 
subsequent processes involved 
once the aircraft has fl own. I 
know that it can be very diffi  cult 
sometimes to accept that 
rectifi cation work done on an 
aircraft that you’ve built needs 
to be checked. In this case, the 

owner/engineer clearly lacked 
experience ‘front of fi rewall’ and 
should have asked for expert help. 
Even then, once help had been 
applied and the engine fi xed, the 
job’s not fi nished until it’s been 
inspected.

So far we have got dodgy 
magnetos, a suspect valve 
operating system, an aircraft 
with known diffi  cult low-speed 
characteristics, no inspector 
oversight and a pilot who elected 
to take off  with an engine 
described by onlookers as ‘running 
rough’. Surely that’s it? Mmm, well 
no. There’s the simple matter of 
the fuel.

Most of the fuel was lost during 
the accident but some, enough for 
testing, was still in the tank. The 
laboratory reported that the fuel 

sample taken from the aircraft was 
not 100LL avgas and most likely 
to be mogas; because mogas is 
far more likely to cause vapour 
locking, particularly in gravity-fed 
installations like the one in the 
accident aircraft; fuel starvation, 
due to vapour locking, couldn’t 
be ruled out. My personal view is 
that this last issue is not likely to 
be the cause of rough running on 
the ground, I say this because the 
engine had not had time to warm 
up thoroughly and, as you know, as 
temperature increases so does the 
likelihood of vapour locking.

My experience, both as an 
aviator and as an airworthiness 
engineer, has taught me that 
accidents are only very rarely 
caused by a single factor. We’ve all 
heard the adage about the holes 
in the Swiss cheese lining up, and 
this is a reasonable metaphor in 
this case, albeit rather three-
dimensional and over-simplistic. 
We all love to tinker, if we didn’t 
we wouldn’t have the hobby and 
passions that we share. But the 
LAA rules, perhaps better still, 
the rules of aviation maintenance, 
dictate that any work done on 
an aircraft must be subsequently 
inspected. When you are working 
on your aircraft it is very important 
to keep a record of what you’ve 
done; chasing about trying to fi nd 
that elusive fault can drive you to 
distraction, and increased anxiety 
can lead to poor decision-making. 
None of us are perfect, we all 
make mistakes; that’s why we 
operate best within a regulated 
system, especially when working 
in dangerous environments. 
Flying around just above the 
ground with a dodgy engine at 
airspeeds just above the stall 
might be considered just such an 
environment. Fair Winds.

With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

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
Modifi cation application  
Prototype modifi cation £45

Repeat modifi cation £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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The Lucas SR4 magneto, similar 
to the one fi tted to the VW 1830 
conversion fi tted to the JT1 
discussed (photo: Peter Sturgeon)
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