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Welcome to ‘Safety Spot’ written, this 
time, in the full blast furnace of a 
British heatwave. No, I’m not going 

to start moaning; yes I know that we’re not 
used to it but just think about the vitamin D 
top-up you’re getting. to be honest, I’m not 
quite back in harness as I write this; part of 
me, rather sadly a decreasing part, is still 
pressing into a force 6 Meltemi on my way to 
one or other Greek island… I shouldn’t moan 
that I can only do this for a fraction of the 
year, as I know that it’s a privilege to be able 
to do it at all!

Strangely, I’m never quite sure where the 
inspiration for these ‘Safety Spot’ items is 
going to come from; issues that we have to 
confront on a day-to-day basis often refl ect, 
albeit in a more focussed way, on matters 
aeronautical. Take, just for example, the need 
to listen to that ‘inner voice’ and the courage 
required sometimes just to be able to say, 
“No,” regardless of cost.

We can always learn aeronautical lessons from the issues we face day to 
day – and from listening to the hairs on the back of our neck…

Learning 
DaY BY DaY 

Sussex Luscombe Flyer, Peter Dyer, sent 
in this picture of a scull cap attachment. 
He writes: I have just read about the 
prop failure from a detached spinner. 
See the attached with a ‘self tapper and a 
Tinnerman U-nut!’
As an aircraft engineer, spending most 
of my years on bigger aircraft (C130 & 
Boeings), I dislike such a fastener in 
such a location. So much so, that I have 
substituted a ‘threaded clip-nut’ instead, 
on a Piper Cub & Luscombe. I have never 
really thought about it as a mod, just a 
fastener substitution!
The Luscombe Association has had 
instances of this same problem, not 
always failure of the screw! Sometimes 
the bracket has failed. This has happened 
numerous times as the material used was 
not always correct grade or temper, or 
incorrect bend radius.
As I say, replacing with a clip-nut could 
reduce, almost at once, any chance of this 
happening again on LAA aircraft
I certainly agree with Peter’s comments… 
especially as the drawing shows a proper 
threaded screw rather than the PK fi tted to 
the attachment that came apart. 
(Photo: Peter Dyer)

SAFETY sPoT

With Malcolm McBride
airworthiness engineer
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I learnt a long time ago to take note of that 
‘back of the neck’ feeling… I’m not sure why 
it’s named such, perhaps because, when 
you’re not convinced about something (but 
you’re not sure why), one’s hand can often 
be found scratching the top of one’s spine. 
Anyway, at the very beginning of my annual 
holiday, I had one 
moment where I had 
to say ‘No!’

I’d like to say that 
I was brave enough 
to put my foot down 
immediately it became 
obvious (to me) that 
I needed to make 
a stand but, weak 
as I am, there was 
some considerable 
procrastination 
and not a little foot 
shuffling. Here’s the 
brief tale.

I rent the same 
boat, a rather nice, if 
a little old, thirty-four 
footer, from a small 
Turkish company, every year. I love sailing 
the Med and the Aegean but can’t afford the 
very high prices charged by the big name 
companies, at least without filling every bunk 
which, for me anyway, would turn a holiday 
into an employment. Anyway, as you would 
imagine, the members of this little family firm 
have become real friends over the years 
and, as long as the boat’s safe, I don’t mind 
(in fact I quite enjoy) doing a bit of en route 
maintenance.

This year I took the boat over very late 
at night and, pretty much, just hit the 
sack without taking much notice of my 
surroundings. The next morning I was 
pleased to see that everything looked very 
shipshape… a state that was confirmed when 
my Turkish friend turned up and let me know 
that they’d spent a king’s ransom this year 
on a complete refit and would I mind giving 
the boat a test run. “Just, you understand, to 
check the fit of the new sails.”

I said that I would be very happy to do this 
and said that the steering seemed a little 
stiff. “Yes,” my enthusiastic friend replied, 
“the bearings have been replaced. You’ll 

remember your comments last year?”
I did, now he’d reminded me, remember that 

there was quite a bit of free play between the 
rudder and the wheel the last time I’d sailed the 
boat and I’d made a note of this in the tech log.

To cut what could become a very long tale 
down to a size appropriate for ‘Safety Spot’, 

I can report that 
during the test sail 
everything performed 
well and, apart from 
a bit of trimming, the 
new sails worked 
well… except, well, 
I just didn’t like the 
‘feel’ of the rudder, 
something wasn’t 
right and that’s when 
my neck-scratching 
started… should I 
take the boat out into 
the open sea? In the 
end I decided that I 
didn’t like it and said 
that I wasn’t prepared 
to take the boat 
without somebody 

taking a closer look at the mechanism.
“But you must expect a little stiffness, 

Malcolm, as new bearings have been fitted.” 
I stood my ground and genuinely thought 
that this would be the end of the 2013 sailing 
adventure – or even spell the end of what had 
become a great friendship and the mutual 
arrangement that had suited us so well over 
the years. In the end they found me another 
boat (a rather nice forty-footer… completely 
over the top) and off I went. When I returned, 
two weeks later, the boss came to welcome 
us back; when I saw him on the quay I will 
admit to butterflies thinking that he would be 
annoyed about my refusal to take the original 
boat and not wanting a scene but, after the 
usual welcomes, he explained.

“Well done for spotting the problem with 
the rudder, the oafs in the yard had fitted the 
wrong bearings, only Allah knows how. We 
got the boat lifted out the water for checks 
and the problem was seen straight away… if 
you’d gone any distance in her it’s likely that 
the rudder would have seized completely.”

I felt pretty good about my decision not 
to operate a machine that I’d got doubts 

about, even though there was considerable 
pressure one way or another for me to 
back down. Quietly I thanked my first flying 
instructor for his advice. “Always listen to the 
hairs on the back of you neck, there are lots 
of them but, alas, they speak quietly and are 
easily ignored.”

Before I move into new territory, if there is 
such a thing, apologies and thanks to all of 
you who have written over the last few weeks 
about some of the discussions in the July 
‘Safety Spot’. My apologies that I haven’t 
written back to most of you, I’m still catching 
up after my nautical antics. ‘Safety Spot’  
is powered by your input so please keep  
it coming.

Thanks in particular to LAA Inspector 
Robin Dispain for sending me a copy of 
the Luscombe Association Newsletter from 
December 1998 that highlights the problems 
associated with the loss of the ‘scull cap’ type 
spinners as fitted to the Luscombe (and, 
indeed, many LAA types). The article points 
out that the actual Luscombe drawing 

Learning 
DaY BY DaY 

Safety Spot

›

LAA Inspector Paul Jenkins sent us this 
picture of damage caused when the ‘scull 
cap’ spinner came off a Jodel. 
Here’s his story: 
Your note in the last magazine about the 
Aeronca spinner that departed prematurely 
brought to mind an incident with a similar 
type of spinner that happened up here 
earlier in the year on a Jodel that I look 
after; this Jodel is fitted with a C-90 and an 
Evra prop.
Cruising back to their base in Shempston 
from Wick in May of this year, the pilot 
noticed that the skull-cap spinner also 
decided to depart – this time with less 
disastrous consequences. You can see 
the cause in the attached photograph, this 
time it was the support bracket that failed. 
Damage to the prop was confined to paint 
scratching and abrasion, as we determined 
by gently sanding back the paint in the 
affected areas. That the propeller was only 
lightly damaged this time was probably 
because the spinner impact was a glancing 
blow on the broad part of the blade; the 
prop continues in use with no ill effects.
Why did the bracket fail? Our deduction 
was that it had been poorly fabricated. 
The angle formed to create the foot at the 
4 o’clock position looks as though it had 
been bent over in a vice, leading to a sharp 
radius and a linear crease that probably 
acted as a stress raiser and caused a 
fatigue failure. I do not know the source of 
the bracket.
Paul goes on in his email to remind us 
all about the need for vigilance during 
inspections. After checking the logbooks 
Paul noted that the ‘lost’ scull cap had only 
been fitted nine flying hours earlier; he’s 
going to send down the bits for us to take 
a closer look – it may be that the material 
used wasn’t up to the job but it’s more 
likely that the lower bend radius was too 
tight and the material overloaded on the 
outside radius during the component’s 
manufacture. Propeller mounting systems, 
especially the mounting of wooden 
propellers, need very regular inspections 
to spot the first signs of trouble.  
(Photo: Paul Jenkins)

“Always listen to the 
hairs on the back 
of you neck, there 

are lots of them but, 
alas, they speak 
quietly and are 
easily ignored.”
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shows a centre (attachment) screw with a 
machined thread into a self-locking Nutplate 
rather than the PK into a Tinnerman spring 
plate seen on the incident discussed in last 
month’s ‘Safety Spot’.

Losing a propeller can be an expensive 
business, especially if you don’t get the 
resulting field landing just right. Sussex-based 
Luscombe flyer Peter Dyer backs Robin’s 
suggestion that this is an old problem and 
sent details of a 1947 Luscombe Service 
Bulletin (see picture and details on page 44).

North of the border, LAA Inspector Paul 
Jenkins sent pictures of another ‘scull cap’ 
loss, this time on a Jodel and with a different 
failure mode… check out the story under the 
picture on page 45.

RAF 2000 AUTOGYRO
WARP DRIVE RPM 3-BLADED  
PROP HUB
Whilst I was away sunning myself, our Chief 
Inspector Ken Craigie was carrying on his 
usual Inspector audit process; auditing, as 
you will imagine, is an essential component in 
keeping high standards of operation within our 
Association. Anyway, whilst auditing, he met 
up with LAAer and, it seems, part-time sheep 
farmer, Neil Smith. Neil has been learning to 
fly his RAF 2000 for quite a while now after 
spending a few years commuting between 
the Isle of Coll and Perth, both places as I’m 
sure you will know, well north of the border 
in bonnie Scotland. Neil explains, “Now 
that LAAer and Autogyro instructor Kevin 
Whitehead has based his training operation 
at Perth, access to training has definitely 
improved.” Best of luck with that first autogyro 
solo, Neil.

Neil, with a little help from his LAA Inspector 
Pete Murray, spotted the serious crack (shown 
in the photos) in the propeller back-plate 
during a 100-hour inspection of the engine/
airframe. Regular readers will know that we’ve 
seen a crack almost exactly like this before in 
the back-plate of a Warp Drive RPM three-
bladed propeller; this previous example was 
also fitted to an RAF 2000 autogyro. After the 
last report, I wrote to all RAF owners letting 
them know of the failure and recommended 
that they check the back-plates on their 
aircraft before further flight and, if any 
problems were found to let us know here at 
LAA HQ; none were forthcoming and the 
matter passed into history.

The pictures on this page really tell their own 
story and it’s clear that there’s a root connection 
between the two failures. I’ve suggested in the 
photo-captions that the washer has been acting 
as a fulcrum around which the plate has been 
bending. There was a suggestion that these 
outer bolts may have been loose although 
Neil, a trained engineer himself, said that whilst 
there was a ‘spread’ of torque values when he 
checked these bolts, none were lower than their 
minimum limit. I spoke to the Warp Drive agents 
in the UK, Skydrive, and they passed across 
some correspondence between the propeller 
manufacturers and themselves, explaining 
that the RAF 2000’s Canadian manufacturer 
(as it was then), Rotary Air Force, made their 
own back-plates from the early 1990s. Warp 
Drive themselves explain that, apart from some 
early development issues relating to the power 
transfer between the hub and the plate, they’ve 
never seen cracking in these plates.

We’ve about forty RAF 2000 autogyros 
operating with an LAA Permit to Fly and, 

Safety Spot
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Here’s a picture of 
the back-plate from 
the second Warp 
Drive RPM 2000 
propeller which has 
recently failed, I’ve 
tried to orientate 
the picture so that 
you can match 
this failure with the 
occurrence last 
year and I hope that 
you can notice the 
similarities. This 
crack appears to 
originate at the 
outer top blade 
attachment bolt 
hole, as does the 
first example.. 
(Photo: Malcolm 
McBride)

We featured this photograph in the August ’12 issue of ‘Safety Spot’ and at that time I 
wrote: ‘A spot like this reminds us why good daily inspections are a vital component 
for safe flying.’ This advice holds good a year later in my view. Last year we wrote 
directly to all RAF 2000 Autogyro owners, most of whom operate using the Warp Drive 
RPM 3-Bladed propeller, warning them of this failure and asking whether they’d seen 
any problems… we didn’t get any reported problems so the incident passed into the 
propeller/aircraft type history file. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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“Warp Drive 
themselves 

explain that, apart 
from some early 

development issues 
relating to the power 

transfer between 
the hub and the 

plate, they’ve never 
seen cracking in 

these plates”
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Origin?

SPOT THE DIFFERENCE! Both pictures 
show the respective fracture faces as seen 
on the Warp Drive RPM 3-Bladed propeller 
fi tted to RAF 2000 autogyros discussed 
in the text. Picture 1 comes from a failure 
reported in August ’12 and Picture 2. is 
from the second reported failure (July 
’13). OK, I used a different camera on the 
second picture and I didn’t quite get the 
colour temperature right but, apart from 
that, these photos clearly show similarities 
between the August ’12 failure and the 
July ’13 one. I’ve marked on the picture 
where I think the cracks started and, pretty 
much in both cases, the crack’s probable 
origin lies opposite the gouge made by the 
washer (which, incidentally, we think was 
made because of the unusual movement 
of the blade after the plate failed). This 
gouge would have allowed the plate, which 
you’re looking at edge-on, to move locally. 
I think that the attachment bolt at this point 
has become loose and the plate has been 
allowed to bend in an oscillatory motion 
leading to fatigue in the plate – you can see 
in the second picture that the gouge made 
by the washer has grown to a depth of over 
50% of the thickness of the plate… notice 
the clear ‘banding’ in this area suggestive 
of operation after the primary crack had 
developed. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

Picture 1

Picture 2

›

although other propeller types have been 
tried, the Warp Drive RAF 2000 propeller 
appears to fi t the fl ight profi le of this machine 
perfectly and is therefore, naturally, the 
propeller of choice for owners. I spoke to RAF 
expert, Marc Lhermette and he confi rmed 
that none of these autogyros were fi tted with 
spinners and a pre-fl ight inspection would 
therefore be easy. It’s possible that there is 
some small difference in the material used 
between the manufacturers (that’s RAF v Warp 
Drive), but it’s also possible that something 
in the propeller’s operation on the RAF may 
be causing problems; either way, we’ll be 
mandating a close inspection of these hub-
plates before every fl ight on the RAF 2000 
autogyro and incorporate an immediate, 
then ‘every fi fty hour’ inspection on Warp 
Drive RPM propellers fi tted to other types of 
airframe in our fl eet.

PIONEER 200M
LONGITUDINAL TRIM FAILURE
We received an email from LAAer Paul 
Bewley. Paul and his wife Nikky are 
the proud owners of (probably) one of 

(Above) Here’s a picture of Paul and Nikky Bewley’s broken elevator trim drive push/pull 
rod from their Pioneer 200 Microlight aircraft; when this rod failed it allowed the trim tab 
to move freely and, as it oscillated in the airfl ow between the bottom and the top of the 
elevator, it induced an opposite movement in the elevator which was felt by the crew as 
severe vibration. Luckily, in this instance, no further structural damage was created by 
the large loads imposed and the pilot was able to land safely. This type of electrical trim is 
used widely in our fl eet and may be easily overlooked during routine inspections.
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Above) This is a picture of the fracture 
face of the elevator trim drive rod. At this 
stage, early in the investigation, we’re not 
sure exactly what material was used in 
its manufacture – my guess is that it is 
400-series stainless steel (martensitic), 
which is notoriously diffi cult to bend. This 
isn’t the best picture of a fracture face I’ve 
ever taken, but it shows quite clearly the 
brittle nature of the failure; in other words 
the failure occurred instantaneously. If you 
look closely you can see that there are 
actually two distinct zones (top and bottom 
of the horizontal line ¾ of the way up from 
the bottom) and this indicates there were 
probably three independent failure events. 
The fi rst occurred on the outside of the bed 
when the bar was initially cold formed. It 
seems likely that the component was over 
bent and the second failure, originating 
from the inside radius, was generated 
when the bar was pulled back to the correct 
radius. The horizontal line is the area that 
was holding the component together over 
the last hundred or so fl ying hours.
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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the swishest microlight aircraft around, the 
Pioneer 200M. I managed to get my hands 
on one when the aircraft was being checked 
against the flight requirements of BCAR 
section S and I can testify that it’s a delightful 
little machine. Whilst originally introduced 
to the UK as a Group A type, a special 
lightweight version has also qualified, as a 
microlight. When presented to the LAA as a 
potential microlight type, it couldn’t quite meet 
the maximum stalling speed requirements. 
Alpi’s engineers, after some head scratching, 
used a couple of fairly sophisticated airflow 
devices to achieve a stall speed at gross 
weight of under 35kt (required to be a 
microlight in the UK).

Firstly, flexible flap seals were fitted which 
limited the ‘bleed-through’ and increased the 
performance of the flaps, then small vortex 
generators were stuck to the top surface of 
the wing, which serve to keep the airflow 
following the aerofoil’s profile at high angles-
of-attack. Both these devices work well and 
the Pioneer 200M, in the end, met the UK’s 
requirements and offer a sensible cruising 
speed, rivalling some Group A types. The 
airframe is essentially, as with all aircraft within 
the Pioneer range, of wooden construction, 
and in the case of the 200 is primarily fabric 

covered. We’ve got ten such aircraft on our 
books, five of which are currently flying on 
full Permits. Here’s Paul’s email, which tells 
the tale of the incident with the Pioneer 200 
microlight at Westonzoyland, with Paul Bewley 
P1 and Nikky Bewley P2:

Saturday 6 July, planned trip to 
Broadmeadows’ Fly-in; we were leaving later 
due to maintenance on the clubhouse; as it 
was a lovely sunny day we knew we had a 
long afternoon to enjoy.

After inspecting and fuelling the plane, 

we taxied to Runway 34 for take-off. All 
seemed OK until we got to around 200ft, at 
which point we started to get a vibration. We 
were just overhead a big barn close to the 
airfield and have experienced turbulence 
here before so, for a few seconds, thought 
this was the cause. At this point during the 
take-off there is no real place to land without 
(probably) damaging the plane... small fields 
with ditches or power lines.

The vibration persisted and it became clear 
that we had a problem. The control stick was 
moving violently back and forth in my hand 
and the aeroplane was shaking badly; at this 
point we were doing around 65kt, so I started 
to slow down and level out… my first thought 
was that we had a prop problem. Then, on the 
radio, one of our colleagues told us, in a nice 
calm voice, that our trim was flapping loose. 
“Slow down to slowest safe speed, and return 
to land as soon as you can.” The trim failing 
causes oscillation to the elevator.

By this time, I had turned onto the downwind 
leg so I slowed the aircraft down to 50kt, at 
which point the vibration lessened. A normal 
landing was carried out.

On inspection it was found that the 4mm 
threaded bar from motor to trim was in half 
(fractured), which allowed the trim tab to flap 
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(Above) Here’s the reason why you need to be careful when bending (or forming) 
metals: note the distance between the threads on the outside of the bend and the 
inside. This shows that the outside of the bend is having to resist tension and the 
inside compression. I haven’t got the gear here to be able to photograph the small 
crack, evident under a magnifying lens, which lies in the root of this thread so you’ll 
just have to trust my word!  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Left) Trim systems centred around screw type servos are a very good option for a 
number of reasons: firstly, they are small and lightweight so you can fit the ‘business 
end’ of the system into the control surface itself – control power and position feedback 
to and from the cockpit is via lightweight electrical wire. Here’s a picture, culled from 
the Pioneer build book, showing the installation. Note on the right of the picture that 
the tab’s operating rod has to be pre-bent to take the drive from the servo (inside of the 
control surface) to the outside; stainless steel is a poor choice of material here, as it 
has low ductility and work-hardens very quickly. (Photo: Pioneer UK)

“The control stick 
was moving 

violently back and 
forth in my hand 

and the aeroplane 
was shaking badly”
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freely. It’s not an area that is easy to inspect, 
as the trim’s drive motor has a cover (even 
then you would not spot a crack unless you 
took it out and looked really close up).

We wanted people to be aware of this, as it 
was pretty scary when it happened, but also 
it is hard to detect and in my view, needs 
changing to a heat bent piece of stainless. 
Regards, Paul.

I spoke to Paul and Nikky. They both 
reinforced the fact that this was a very 
scary incident. Quite sensibly Paul slowed 
the aircraft down, which had the effect of 
reducing the force behind the oscillation, and 
set himself up for an emergency landing. 
Paul didn’t panic and remembered the 
maxim, “First, fly the aeroplane,” so a big 
well done to him. Well done also to the calm-
voiced chap on the radio, who I later found-
out to be Westonzoyand’s resident microlight 
instructor and, as it happens, Cri Cri builder, 
Chris Harrison.

The LAA is treating this incident very 
seriously indeed for two reasons: firstly, it’s 
a failure of a primary control; secondly, this 
component is very common throughout the 
sports aviation world, the actual servo type 
in this instance having 
been manufactured by 
the US company, Ray 
Allen. I checked the 
design file for this type 
of servo and noted 
that the installation 
sheet, written by  
Ray Allen, cautions 
against making sharp 
bends in the stainless 
steel pushrod as, 
‘possible failure could 
result’… good advice 
in my view.

Because this 
pushrod is common 
through the 
Pioneer range, LAA 
Engineering is about to issue an Airworthiness 
Information Leaflet requiring the close 
inspection of this component. After looking at 
the piece we think that this item was fractured 
during its manufacture, perhaps by being 
overbent one way then corrected the other; 
I’ve discussed this possibility in the captions. 

In terms of a long-term solution our Design 
Department is in discussions with Alpi’s 
agent here in the UK about coming up with 
a replacement, manufactured from a more 
suitable material.

FLIGHT TESTING LAA   
PERMIT AIRCRAFT
Whilst I was away on my holidays the UK 
CAA issued a press release announcing 
that, ‘Check flights would no longer be 
mandatory.’ Many of our members noticed 
this change in policy, commencing from the 
beginning of July and enquired whether the 
LAA would follow suit. Our Chief Engineer, 
Francis Donaldson, issued a web news 
release where he explains: 

The recent CAA policy change provides 
an alternative to mandatory C of A or Permit 
renewal flight tests being required at the 
time of C of A or Permit renewal; instead, an 
approved signatory (called an Airworthiness 
Review Signatory, or ARS) within a CAA-
approved organisation can now decide when 
and how often a flight test is required, using 
guidelines provided by the CAA.

The guidelines state that the time-proven 
annual and three-yearly periodicity remain a 

good guide for this 
decision making, but 
allows that, in certain 
circumstances, a 
decision may be 
made to delay the 
flight test, or for 
that matter, call for 
more frequent tests. 
Circumstances 
that need to be 
considered are the 
aircraft’s utilisation, 
storage conditions, 
maintenance 
oversight and the 
type’s complexity.

In the long-
established LAA 

Permit renewal process, the flight test is able 
to be carried out by any suitably experienced 
pilot. This flight test, providing minimum 
experience levels can be met, can be the 
owner him or herself. The Permit renewal flight 
test schedule is a simple one, easily carried 
out in no more than 30 minutes of flying.

Unlike other sectors of aviation where the 
flight test involves specially vetted pilots, 
and significant hourly costs, in the LAA world 
the carrying out of a Permit renewal flight 
test at each annual check is not considered 
an overly burdensome requirement – this is 
viewed as being cost effective, with clear 
safety benefits and to be an important part of 
the total LAA package.

The LAA’s Permit renewal process has 
an enviable reputation for rapid turnaround 
by LAA Engineering, largely due to each 
Permit renewal following our standard, well-
developed process. The new arrangements 
offered by the CAA would benefit a 
maintenance organisation dealing with a small 
fleet of aircraft, where the ARS is on site and 
fully familiar with the aircraft, its owner, and 
the check pilot’s availability.

In the LAA world however, while LAA 
Engineering could potentially now consider 
applications from individual LAA aircraft 
owners to take advantage of the new CAA 
arrangements, the process, should we adopt 
it, would have to be agreed on a case-by-
case basis and may cause delays. LAA 
Engineering processes up to 40 applications 
each day, coming from all quarters of the 
UK – our object is to provide a thorough 
engineering audit (by HQ Engineers) with 
the shortest possible turnaround time. 
LAA Engineering does not consider that 
evaluating individual requests for not doing 
an air test to be a good use of what little 
spare capacity exists within LAA Engineering 
and believes this might have an adverse 
effect overall on Permit to Fly renewal 
response times and the present excellent 
level of service.

Instead, in recognition of the theme of 
the CAA’s recent announcement, LAA 
Engineering is currently reviewing the existing 
LAA requirements regarding the timing of the 
annual test flight, and will see whether some 
additional flexibility can be included in the 
‘window of opportunity,’ without the owner 
needing to contact LAA Engineering for an 
individual clearance. For now though, it’s 
business as usual.

From my personal perspective, especially 
bearing in mind my earlier tales of woe with 
my incorrect rudder bearing, a job’s not 
finished until it’s been tested in service…

Fair winds!■

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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Laa engineering scaLe of charges 

“The LAA’s Permit 
renewal process 
has an enviable 

reputation for rapid 
turnaround by LAA 

Engineering”
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