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Welcome to Safety Spot – another 
year dawns, brilliant. Bearing in 
mind the health worries (various) 

expressed in the December issue, it’s clear 
that we’ve both made it to the other side so, 
well done to you and I suppose, well done 
to me! Mind you, Christmas didn’t help with 
my quest to get my BMI off the right hand 
stop; luckily, we’ve had more success dealing 
with the problems of over-pressure with the 
Rotax-supplied replacement BCP Corona fuel 
pumps and (hopefully anyway) our Rotax 9 
series fleet is achieving fuel pressures in the 
middle of the green arc, an altogether more 
sensible place if you ask me. Many of you 
have written offering possible solutions and 
asking questions about this issue; thanks for 
taking the time to write.

I have to say that the December 2013 
Safety Spot generated the largest mailbox 
I’ve seen since I’ve been penning the 
column, many thanks to all of you for writing 
with tips and suggestions about how to keep 
us all safe. Certainly the object of Safety Spot 
is to spread a safety message as widely as 

A huge response to the Rotax 9 issues and and the swift resolution of a 
problem with a EuroFOX Glider Release cable 

NEw MAiNtENANcE 
sEctiON FOR A  
NEw yEAR

This month’s Bite-Size Maintenance 
focuses on wheel removal and servicing, 
an often neglected part of the Tailored 
Maintenance Schedule (TMS). Most aircraft 
engineers I speak to reckon that for an 
LAA aircraft doing less than fifty hours 
a year the wheels should be removed, 
inspected and the bearings re-greased 
at least once in every three year period. 
Naturally, the TMS was developed so 
that the owner can take into account the 
aircraft’s local operating conditions and 
adjust the schedule accordingly. If, for 
example, the aircraft is operating off wet 
grass or particularly rough runways then 
wheel bearings may need to be serviced 
more regularly, perhaps each 100 hrs. or 
annually. Remember, the key documents 
upon which the TMS should be based are 
the Light Aircraft Maintenance Schedule 
(LAMS) and manufacturers recommended 
service intervals. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

SAFETY sPOt

with Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

Here’s a picture of 
the failed welded 
joint from the 
Luscombe 8A 
discussed at the top 
of the next page; 
corrosion present 
in the fracture face 
clearly shows that 
this joint has been 
cracked for some 
time. Perhaps this 
is a timely reminder 
that occasional 
‘strip’ inspections 
are a good idea. Had 
this undercarriage 
been inspected 
closely before the 
unforeseen heavy 
landing, the crack 
would most likely 
have been spotted. 
(Photo: Malcolm 
McBride)

La01.safetyspot.v5.ee.indd   50 17/12/2013   11:22



JANUARY 2014 | LIGHT AVIATION 53

BSM mustn’t be thought of as a ‘how to’ 
feature, this Haynes© Manual approach 
would be far too specific to be of any real 
use to the LAA owner/engineer; hopefully 
though it will offer a quick look at a specific 
maintenance task, acting more like a Rough 
Guide to the very many enjoyable tasks 
involved in keeping your aircraft in a fully 
airworthy condition. Many thanks must go 
to LAA Inspector Alan Turney of Chiltern 
Classic Flight for his help in creating this 
month’s BSM, it’s his arms and hands 
you’ll see in some of the photographs. The 
spotters amongst you will notice that the 
wheel featured is fitted to a Chipmunk, and 
those with a detailed engineering knowledge 
will know that the DH-1 operating under an 
LAA administered Permit to Fly must be 
maintained (effectively) under the LAMS 
schedule… this means the wheels need to 
come off annually, regardless of use. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

The first picture in this series shows that it 
is completely possible to remove a wheel 
without jacking the whole aircraft up; this 
means that you might schedule wheel 

servicing over a period of a few months 
– perhaps choose a day when the 
weather’s not up to much and service 
one rather than sitting in the crew room 
telling war stories (only joking). BSM 
is all about spreading the big jobs 
out through the various scheduled 
maintenance points. In this case a small 
bottle jack works well, especially as 
there’s a recess in the bottom of the 
leg to take the jack. Remember that 
you should only ever jack an aircraft 
on a level solid surface and the other 
two wheels must be firmly chocked. 
Because the aircraft on jacks will be 
inherently unstable, it’s a wise idea to 
make up a label saying KEEP OFF – 
AIRCRAFT ON JACKS to stop people 
from climbing onto the aircraft and it’s 
also a good idea to hang a sign over 
–– the prop. I’ve seen an aircraft pulled 
off a jack by somebody trying to move it 
realising, at the last second (just as 
the wheel-less axle crunched into 
the ground), why it was so difficult 
to move! 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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Above is a picture of a failed stub axle. This example comes from a Luscombe 8A, its undercarriage failed during the take- off, 
effectively writing off the aircraft. Thankfully the pilot wasn’t hurt. I spoke to him after the incident, he explained, “The take-off run 
appeared normal to start with and I was getting my normal maximum RPM, it was a very hot day in June. Once I left the ground I didn’t 
appear to be climbing at all and I was worried that I might not clear the trees at the end of the runway, so I aborted the take-off… I guess 
the landing would be described as ‘firm’.” 
We received the broken stub axle here at LAA HQ and it is clear that this part has been failing for some time at its welded connection 
with the main undercarriage leg. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

Thanks to LAA’er Doug Blair who, after 
reading the December 2013 issue of Safety 
Spot about Pitts tailwheel failures, sent in 
this picture of a serviceable connecting 
link. I called the link a karabiner in the 
text – however, Doug points out, “The link 
in question would be called a mallion in 
climbing circles, not a karibiner. They do 
look feeble, but then so are the chains that 
go from the link to the bar at the bottom of 
the rudder. This picture shows the link but 
mine have a hole for a split pin.” 
We received a big mailbox on the different 
approaches to the perfect tailwheel 
landing, too many to feature in this 
month’s SPOT sadly. Most agreed that 
this link was not designed to take the 
very large steering loads imposed in an 
incorrectly adjusted system… The split pin 
is a good idea nonetheless.
(Photo: Doug Blair)
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possible; by sharing a problem you may, 
sometime down the line, save somebody 
else’s life… that’s got to be worth a few 
moments’ time.

I’m sure that there’s a slightly different 
lay-out in this first Safety Spot of 2013. This 
is because we’ve introduced a new feature 
which we’re calling Bite-Size Maintenance. 
The reason? Well simply, you’ve asked for 
it! In this short new section we’re going to 
explore one specific maintenance task each 
month. This month we’re offering advice on 
checking the wheels on your aircraft; naturally, 

there’s a huge difference between one kind of 
wheel fit and another so we’d need more than 
just a few columns to give justice to even this 
very restricted subject. That said, we will be 
able to offer general advice and that’s got to 
be worth a drop of ink.

You may be surprised (then again, if 
you’re an aircraft engineer you may not be) 
about the variance of opinion within the LAA 
community about when a wheel needs to 
come off to be checked. “Why check the 
bearings, you don’t do this on a car do you?” 
The fact that most cars have sealed-for-life 

bearings and most aircraft generally don’t 
escapes some and, even if they are right 
and the bearings are likely to be fine, what 
about the rest of the structure surrounding 
the wheels? The brakes, the axle and, most 
importantly, the connection between the axle 
and the leg itself. It’s far better to discover a 
potential weakness when you’re inspecting in 
a comparatively safe hangar than during the 
flare with all the seats full.

Anyway, we’ve started with the wheels, 
but there’s a whole series of BSM out there 
waiting to be written so, if you have an idea 

The second picture in the series 
demonstrates that taking a wheel off allows 
the engineer to inspect the wheel’s axle 
and, probably more importantly, the axle’s 
connection with the main leg (see the 
story about the Luscombe in the main text 
above). Picture three shows Alan removing 
the valve. This is essential for obvious 
reasons, but often forgotten… even low 
pressure wheels can give you a fright 
when you separate the wheel halves in a 
pressurised wheel. A high pressure wheel 
must be treated with the greatest respect 
if you value your life! Job one is to remove 
any risk of an explosion and let the air out! 
It may be true, for an aircraft operating off 
tarmac in generally good weather, that the 
bearings are not likely to need greasing, 
but this shouldn’t be used an excuse for 
not going through the exercise. Removing 
a wheel is not just about re-packing wheel 
bearings with grease. You can see, in the 
picture alongside, what surprise awaited 
us when we dismantled the wheel halves 
of the wheel here at Turweston, this brake 
attachment is completely worn out and will

The subject of managing fuel pressure on the Rotax 9 series engine featured in the December 2013 Safety Spot and the feature 
generated a lot of discussion amongst members. One thing that has been discovered since the December edition is that the diameter 
of the return restrictor in the continuous flow system is critical to system performance; these restrictors are essentially metered 
carburettor jets. Skydrive, the UK agent for Rotax, manufactures a clever ‘T’ piece which contains one of these jets and, as 0.35 was 
stamped on the side of the jet, it was thought that this number related to the jet’s size, 0.35 mm. Well, we now know that this number 
relates to a fluid flow number which, whilst related to size, isn’t a dimension in the normal sense. Nigel’s measured a few as far as it is 
possible to do so and a 0.35 jet appears to be about 0.7 mm. Whilst I was speaking with Nigel about this he explained that he’s has been 
asking Rotax themselves why problems surrounding this pump change (see text) haven’t been acknowledged by them at all… they say 
there’s no problem (and that comment appears to relate to the world-wide marketplace). Of course, we know there is an issue, so what’s 
going on? Rotax explained to Nigel that they, “Only respond to a report of an engine problem if the report comes to them via a Customer 
Service Information Report (CSIR)” and they haven’t received any of these forms. Nigel says, “If it’s not on a CSIR then it didn’t happen.” 
So, if you have an issue with a Rotax product make sure you get on their website and let them know about it through the online CSIR 
form… Nuff said. (Photo: Nigel Beale)
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need to be replaced. Checking this wheel 
and finding this wear problem may have 
save someone the embarrassment of a 
ground loop! (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

One perhaps unique operational feature of 
the aircraft wheel is that it has to spin-up 
from zero RPM to about 1,400RPM every 
time the aircraft lands (in almost no time); 
the forces generated during a normal 
landing are resisted by the friction between 
the wheel half (rim) and the tyre, a total 
area of only a very few square inches 
on most light aircraft wheel assemblies. 
Naturally, over time, tyres can ‘creep’ round 
the rim and this can lead to the fixed valve 
stem being put under severe bending 
stress as the inner tube follows the tyre; 
in the photo to the left Alan is painting a 
creep mark which shows clearly whether a 
tyre has shifted around a wheel rim. Do you 
check your tyres for creep during your pre-
flight inspection? you should if you want to 
avoid a sudden flat! 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

Note that the fastidious engineer 
spends time ensuring that the 
lubricating grease – in this case 
Aeroshell 5 – is forced right through the 
tapered wheel bearing… 

Greasing a bearing properly is not 
a two minute job. Naturally, before 
re-greasing, the bearing itself must be 
thoroughly cleaned and inspected. This 
bearing is operating in a very harsh 
environment where fine brake dust, 
perhaps mixed with soil, will act as a 
perfect ‘cutting’ paste. 

Check the bearing for signs of 
Blue’ing, this indicates that the bearing 
has at some point in the past become 
very hot; this local heat-treatment  
may change the materials wear 
properties which could lead to an in-
service failure. 

Don’t forget that, when working with 
oils or grease, you should avoid direct 
contact with the skin… in this case a 
proprietary barrier cream was used, 
some engineers prefer latex gloves. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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for a short ‘how to’, let us know here at LAA 
HQ and we’ll try to accommodate your 
request; we do, as you will have guessed, 
have a few ideas of our own!

One reason why we selected the wheels 
for our first BSM is that the Airworthiness 
Department is negotiating its way through a 
whole pile of undercarriage related incidents. 
Many of the incidents might have been 
prevented had the component that failed 
been properly inspected earlier, but before 
we tackle this, what about Rotax fuel pumps?

ROTAX ENGINGES – BCB 
CORONA FUEL PUMPS
I seem to have been talking, or 
corresponding, with worried members about 
the potential problems of carburettor flooding 
on Rotax 9 series engines almost constantly 
for the last week or two. This is a real life 
issue which actually touches a number 
of the aspects of LAA aircraft continuing 
airworthiness management. 

On reflection, I think that it would be wrong 
to say that this pump change has caused 
engine problems; yes, changing the pump 
has led to an increase in fuel system pressure 
on a number of LAA aircraft and this has 
led to flight safety concerns, but these 
subsequent problems have come about 
because the fuel system wasn’t thoroughly 
checked through (visually and operationally) 
on the ground before flying the aircraft.

Here’s an email I received from LAA 
Member, Terry Smith; because his email 
asked sensible questions, I asked him 
whether I could reproduce it in Safety Spot, 
thanks to him for agreeing.

Dear Malcolm,
Having a Rotax 912 bolted to a SportCruiser 
I read with great interest your article in the 
latest issue of the LAA magazine. Graham 
Smith had been kind enough to copy me 
his letter soon after the incident at Leeds/
Bradford. As a result I decided to postpone 
my swapping of the fuel pump for very 

obvious reasons. The information you have 
gathered seems to suggest that there are (so 
far) four options when fitting the new pump.

1. Just carry on and hope that the carbs do 
not get flooded or that the resulting forced 
landing is not a disaster.

2. Change the restrictor in the fuel vent – To 
what particular component? Is this a mod?

3. Change a spring in the carb – To what 
particular part? Is this a mod?

4. Switch off the electrical pump on take-off.
I do have a fuel pressure gauge fitted but 

it seems that is little consolation if faced 
with a problem like Graham – it’s too late 
then. I really don’t know what to do. Whilst 
statistically the risks don’t seem high (so far) 
the possibility of a disaster does seem to be 
much higher than I would like to take on.

I appreciate that you are not a Rotax 
support agent (!) but your further advice and 
comment would be much appreciated.
Thanks,
Terry Smith

Here’s my response to Terry which, I 
hope, answered his and any of your similar 
questions:

Hello Terry,
I think that the issue here is whether a 
particular aircraft is fit for service or not 
before it is cleared for flight; in the cases 
I discussed this status was questionable 
because, at one point or another in their 
operational range, the engines started to 
misbehave one way or another because of 
fuel supply issues.

One thing for sure is that there does appear 
to be an issue with some Bing carburettors 
when fed with higher than normal pressures; 
I’ve spoken with quite a few chaps about this 
since the Safety Spot piece, those that seem 
to have a good deal of knowledge on the 
subject reckon that the Bing was designed 
for an input pressure of 4.5 psi*, that’s 0.3 
bar – about midway up a gauge that shows a 
0.5 bar max (as defined by Rotax engines). 

We know that the float valve can resist the 
claimed maximum easily on carbs tested by 
Nigel on the bench, but we also know that 
some carbs have been failing when being 
operated at close to the maximum pressure 
in flight (so that’s not fit for flight) and, it 
should be said, that bench operation doesn’t 
completely mimic flight operations.

Let me try to answer your specific 
questions:

1. If the system is working and remains 
within the permitted fuel pressure range in 
all flight conditions (aux pump on/off) then 
in this regard, it should be considered fit for 
flight. However, ideally, a system should be 
working at its ideal design pressure so, if it’s 
running high, adjust it down (this is easily 
done on the Rotax because of the return 
system by opening the restrictor a little).

2. No, changing the restrictor is not a 
mod. LAA Engineering feels that this is 
like adjusting any other user-adjustable 
parameter. In this context, no two systems 
will be exactly the same and some tweaking 
is generally necessary. As long as you’re 
getting sufficient fuel flow and sufficient 
pressure to maintain the correct float level 
during max (and when you think about the 
recent issues, minimum) power operation 
then the system will operate correctly. The 
fuel system designer needs to consider a 
number of parameters here and these need 
to be checked in service if any fuel system 
part is changed; it is important that the 
system is designed to avoid vapour creation 
(in this sort of design by having adequate 
recirculation) but this must be balanced 
against the reality that fuel flow (quantity 
over time) will be a function of pressure. 
Remember, the system itself must have 
the ability to provide 125% of the engine’s 
fuel requirement at max power (gravity fed 
systems must prove 150%). 

3. The spring itself, as discussed in the 
Safety Spot text, is not a user-changeable 
part as the spring forms part of the 
needle valve assembly; the EuroFOX 
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had problems with flooding during idle 
and changing to a different part number 
needle valve solved this issue. We were 
miffed that we weren’t aware that this was a 
problem during this type’s approval process, 
although the actual engine (and the changed 
needle valve) was supplied by the aircraft’s 
overseas supplier. I’m going to write to Nigel 
Beale, Skydrive’s boss, for clarification about 
whether changing this part is considered an 
acceptable user-adjustable parameter by 
Rotax; his reply will no doubt influence the 
Design Office’s judgement with regard to 
any potential need to apply for a mod in the 
rest of the fleet. This was a specific type-
related problem that appears to be a one-off 
so it shouldn’t affect you as a SportCruiser 
operator.

4. Whilst there are aircraft/engine 
combinations flying that have complex fuel 
systems and, therefore, complex operating 
procedures with regard to fuel pump 
operation, the Rotax 9 series engine doesn’t 
fall into this category. If switching the auxiliary 
pump on leads to engine flooding then, 
clearly, the system is not fit for purpose and 
the aircraft is consequently not fit for flight. It is 
convention that the auxiliary pump should be 
switched on during take-off/landing (and for 
the sensible pilot, other low level operations) 
for well-defined safety reasons. I won’t 
comment on recent suggestions by some that 
‘mechanical pumps never fail so the electric 
back-up isn’t necessary’  for, I hope, obvious 
reasons.
All the very best, Malcolm.

* Since writing this email to Terry I have 
found out that the Bing carburettors used on 
the 9 series engine have had the float valves 
beefed up a bit to cope with the increased fuel 
demand encountered in this aircraft engine. 

I also received a very interesting email 
from LAA’er, Tony Thorne, who’s a retired 
mechanical design engineer and suggests:

Sir,
If our fellow members enter ‘grose jet’ into 
an internet search engine, they will see a 
solution devised by one Mr Grose to solve 
a similar problem (of float valve leakage) in 
the automotive field (also shown are some 
failures). His design uses the time-honoured 
ball-bearing acting on a reamed hole method 
– used by hydraulic and pneumatic engineers, 
the advantage being that a precision spherical 
surface, usually a ball-bearing, will always 
produce true circular contact against a hole in 
a flat perpendicular surface. 

A conical form will only produce the true 
circular contact point if its axis is exactly in 
line with that of the hole both in displacement 
and angle. My thoughts are that the fitting 
of a float needle with a weaker spring made 
it easier for the conical point to align with 
the seat and thus solve the problem for this 
person (That’s the EuroFOX issue featured in 
the December mag). My own simplified view is 
that, other things being equal, a lighter spring, 
at this point, would make it more likely that the 
spring pressure in the pump could overcome 
this and make matters worse. The flexible 
tip can overcome these alignment problems 
most times, otherwise many more failures 
would result. However, a lighter spring in the 
pump might solve the problem as long as it 
produced sufficient fuel flow.

This picture shows the failed emergency tow release system as fitted to a EuroFOX 
aircraft. It has failed because the cable’s outer has given way and eventually split. The 
reason for this failure was discovered to be that the outer cable was manufactured from 
incorrect material; after checking the fleet, one further aircraft was found to have an 
incorrect outer fitted, although that example was still working. 
(Photo: Ian Lane)

Because of recent changes to the interpretation of the rules for Permit aircraft the 
EuroFOX is proving popular amongst UK gliding clubs as a glider tug; this is primarily 
because of the very reduced costs involved in operating an aircraft through the LAA 
Permit scheme… although the aircraft is also proving to be an excellent and reliable 
workhorse in the field in its own right.
Naturally, the LAA is monitoring these aircraft closely and, during the process, has 
developed an excellent relationship with the UK agent; they’re well-placed to offer good 
back-up as the chaps involved are both long time LAA members who also enjoy gliding 
and have plenty of time flying a more conventional tug. This picture shows the cockpit 
layout of the EuroFOX; the red T handle is the tow release as fitted to a nosewheel 
aircraft, on the tailwheel machine the release can be fitted in the place of the hand 
brake (that’s the black T handle)… in my view, from the ergonomic perspective, a better 
position. (Photo: Roger Cornwell)
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I would like to take this opportunity to 
comment on the fuel pump item on the same 
page; I assume that the AC mechanical pump 
previously used was similar to the automotive 
version i.e. the camshaft acts on a diaphragm 
compressing a spring drawing fuel from a 
tank via a non-return valve. As fuel is used, 
the float valve opens and the pump’s spring 
feeds the fuel until the float rises, such that 
the force on the float needle can overcome 
the pump spring pressure and stop the flow. 
However, the later pump appears to require a 
‘flow return restrictor’ and an example size is 
quoted. 

I do not fully understand the workings of 
these pumps, but taken at face value it seems 
a very crude way to control fuel pressure. The 
restrictor would presumably have to be small 
to allow sufficient pressure build up to attain 
maximum power…

I wrote back to Tony thanking him for his 
design input – as I said, very interesting. 
Tony’s right that the return flow system via a 
metering restrictor is indeed a very coarse 
method of controlling pressure, but the reality 
of this flow return system design was that it 
wasn’t initially introduced to control system 
fuel pressure; that’s a function primarily of the 
pump’s spring operating in concert with the 
rest of the system and the demands upon 
it. This type of fuel return’s real role was to 
introduce a continual fuel flow in the supply 
system to reduce the likelihood of vapour 
locking acting both as a ‘bubble’ return and – 
by keeping the fuel moving – helping to keep 
the fuel cool; it’s just serendipitous that you 
can control system pressure by varying the 
flow rate of the return feed.

EUROFOX – GLIDER RELEASE 
FAILURE
I received an email from Jim Hammerton who 
is the Chief Technical Officer (CTO) of the 
British Gliding Association (BGA); actually 
Jim was forwarding an airworthiness report 
from the Tug-master of the Highland and 
Fulmar Gliding club letting the CTO know that 
they’d just had a component failure on their 
new EuroFOX tug. This was the first technical 
issue that has surfaced with a EuroFOX and 
there appeared to be a bit of a confusion 
about who was responsible, both for issuing 
a report, who should respond and, I suppose, 
how! I introduce this failure for both technical 
information reasons and because it affords 
the opportunity to discuss the LAA’s system of 
technical responsibility.

First, the technical issues. I called the Tug-
master, Ian Lane, to chat about what he’d 
found that led him to writing an airworthiness 
report. Ian explained that the tow cable 
release felt ‘wrong’ when he checked its 
operation so he stuck his head under the 
instrument panel to have a look at what was 
going on. You can see from the accompanying 
picture what Alan found. When I looked at 
the picture I have to admit that I didn’t like 
what I saw; the tow release is an extremely 
important safety device which, whilst not often 
used during normal operation, needs to work 
effectively if the glider that’s being towed gets 
seriously out of position. There are recorded 
instances where a glider too high on the tow 
has overwhelmed the elevator and the tug has 
been ‘nosed’ into the ground… not good.  

Anyway, this system didn’t seem very robust, 
apparently relying on a thin polythene cable 

LAA Design Engineer, Andy Draper, gave me this picture showing a Monowheel Europa 
XS with the modified tailwheel system. Andy took this atmospheric shot during a trip to 
Sweden in 2000. It makes you want to get one, don’t you think? 
(Photo: Andy Draper)

Here’s a picture I’ve taken from the Europa build manual showing how the tailwheel 
spring is fitted to the rear fuselage; the aircraft featured was built using the very earliest 
of instructions which called for one drain hole in the fuselage… with the modified 
tailwheel two drain holes are required (one in front and one behind the internal ‘support 
pad’). This may have been the reason that the bolt has suffered corrosion (which may 
have been part of the reason for its failure). 
(Photo: Europa Aircraft)

Above is a picture of Roddy’s bolt, note the corrosion along the plain shank. 
(Photo: Roddy Kesterton)

(Left) Here’s the fracture face from Roddy’s 
tailspring bolt failure… it wasn’t really 
blue incidentally, I just added a side light 
to see if I could pick up any evidence of 
fatigue. You can see quite clearly this 
bolt’s failure story. Like the Luscombe axle 
discussed elsewhere this bolt has been 
failing for some time. It’s always worth 
building a complete strip inspection into 
your Tailored Maintenance Schedule, the 
only way to check this particular bolt is 
to remove it. For critical components, 
especially critical components exposed 
to the weather, these scheduled deep 
inspections are very important.
(Photo: Roddy Kesterton)
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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
Latest SPARS - No.15 April 2009

outer to redirect the forward facing cable 
to the tow release mechanism at the rear of 
the aircraft. I wondered why the designer 
hadn’t routed the cable around fixed pulleys, 
perhaps mounted on the strong tubular 
fuselage structure near the firewall? I decided 
to call the aircraft’s importer, LAA-er, Roger 
Cornwell to see what he felt about this failure. 

“I know exactly what’s happened here,” 
Roger explained, “this aircraft has got the 
wrong ‘outer’. Let me send you the fitting 
instructions, they’re quite clear.”  Roger went 
on to explain that this particular aircraft was 
the first tug cleared in the UK and it’s possible 
that the wrong part was supplied in the kit. 
Roger continues. “This thin and rather soft 
outer is only fitted to protect the cable along 
its straight section. Where it acts as a guide at 
the front of the aircraft, a much thicker nylon 
outer is used.”

I read through the fitting instructions 
supplied by Roger and, sure enough, the 
Highland and Fulmar Gliding Club’s system 
had been incorrectly assembled. Roger, in 
his capacity as the aircraft’s agent, wrote a 
report about the incident, which he sent to 
the owners of all EuroFOX aircraft, and the 
fleet was checked. We found another LAA 
aircraft with the same issue, so this was a job 
well done. Hats off to EuroFOX Aviation for 
the speed that they dealt with this continuing 
airworthiness issue… my spies tell me that 
they received the replacement parts within a 
few days and the aircraft were back in the air 
within a week. 

So, what about the other issues raised? 
Well, apart from the obvious first and second 
stage inspection drop-off, which I won’t go on 
about, there’s the issue of ‘who’s in charge?’ 
This may seem like a daft point not worthy 
of discussion in this safety feature but, when 
you think about it, it’s critical to safety that 
essential maintenance is completed and 
somebody needs to ensure that this work is 
done, both correctly and, importantly, when 
the work’s due. The LAA system, envied 
by many, relies on the triumvirate: LAA HQ, 
Owner/Technical Manager and, naturally, the 
LAA Field Inspector.  

Because of recent changes, both in the 
community at large and within the LAA rule-
book, we now have a situation where the 
owner of an individual machine may be a 
club. How this fits in with our normal modus 

operandi vis a vis continuing maintenance 
is, at the time of writing, under review here 
at LAA HQ; I’m sure that you will be hearing 
much more about this conundrum in   
due course.  

I can hear you thinking, “Why should this 
bother me, surely this is an issue for Gliding 
Clubs?” Well, we’ve got an increasing number 
of aircraft being operated by groups – that’s 
a good thing as far as I’m concerned, the 
more people we share the joy of flight with the 
better… but ‘group-think’ can be dangerous 
when it comes to decision-making about 
critical actions as, perhaps, we can witness 
all about us in our daily lives. There’s no place 
for it in the inherently dangerous world of flight 
where strict personal discipline is an essential 
element in aviation safety. Every band needs 
a conductor, even if the audience doesn’t 
always understand why!  

EUROPA CLASSIC – TAILWHEEL 
ATTACHMENT FAILURE
LAA Inspector and Europa expert, Pete 
Jeffers, sent me a copy of a safety article 
he was putting forward for publication in the 
Europa club magazine, EUROPA FLYER. 
The incident involved the failure of the main 
attachment bolt of the tailwheel assembly 
on what Pete describes as, “an elderly 
monowheel Europa.” I think the title “elderly” 
might be a bit unkind, this aircraft was first 
issued an LAA Permit to Fly in 2001 and 
that’s “spring chicken” status alongside many 
aircraft in our fleet. However, I know what Pete 
was implying… he is an engineer after all.

Anyway, as I was planning to chat about 
wheel inspections in this January issue, I 
thought that the story surrounding this failure 
would fit nicely into Safety Spot; thanks Pete 
for sending it across. I got in touch with the 
aircraft’s builder and owner, LAA flyer Roddy 
Kesterton, primarily to get his permission 
to share his experience but also to get a 
higher quality picture of the failed bolt. Here’s 
Roddy’s email explaining what happened:

Hi,
During the high winds two weeks ago my 
Europa, G-IKRK, suffered a failure to the 
tailwheel spring, whilst tied down outside (the 
maximum gust reported at Andrewsfield that 
day was 79mph). 

The bolt that attaches the forward end to 

the fuselage had sheared. No damage to 
anything else except for a small amount of 
damage to the base of the rudder. However, 
when I removed the failed bolt, it was clear 
that the bolt had previously suffered corrosion 
and that the strength of the bolt had been 
greatly reduced.

I attach photos of both halves of the fracture, 
and the bolt (which was also slightly bent). 
The bolt is AN5-21A. The fracture was at the 
point where the bottom of tailplane attachment 
sits on the mounting point on the fuselage. My 
inspector Bob Boyt has seen the damage and 
suggested I get in touch with you. He has also 
suggested that we do a dye penetration test 
on the tailwheel spring, which I will do. The 
tailplane was modified from the original with 
Europa mod 43.

G-IKRK lives outside, and has been flying 
now for 10 years, with about 350 hours in total.

Please let me know if you want further 
information.
Regards
Roddy Kesterton

Thanks Roddy, well done for spotting this 
not-so-obvious failure on your pre-flight 
inspection and I agree with your diagnosis 
about the bolt. Roddy talks in his report about 
Europa Mod 43 and a brief note of explanation 
might be useful here. Roddy started building 
his Europa in 1995 and it was therefore a fairly 
early kit, in 1998 Europa introduced a change 
to the tailwheel design which, according to 
the instructions issued at the time, improved 
the ground handling.  

I spoke with LAA Design Engineer, Andy 
Draper, to get a bit of background (he was 
working at that time at the Europa factory). 
Andy explained, “It wasn’t so much that 
the ground handling was weak with the 
old style tailwheel design, it was more that 
there was a big gap in the amount of control 
force required in a cross-wind between the 
steerable tail-wheel and the force effect of the 
rudder. The new tailwheel design ‘softened’ 
the transition between wheel on and off the 
ground from a yaw control point of view.” 

It’s always good to be able to get the inside 
reasoning behind a change, thanks Andy. I 
discuss some of the other factors involved 
in this failure under the photos but, for now, 
that’s it. 

Fair Winds. ■
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