
Whether it’s replica parts, damp getting into your aircraft or unsecured 
items in the cockpit, there’s an awful lot to bear in mind in this month’s 
selection of incidents, accidents and items of interest
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SAFETY SPOT

With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

M
y goodness, surely it can’t be July 
already; we’re the other side of 
the curve when it comes to day 
length and, hang on, if you are 
reading this not too long after the 

magazine dropped through your letterbox, I’m 
probably away on my holiday… a small prayer 
asking for light to moderate southerly winds in 
the Mediterranean would be appreciated. I must 
start getting things organised.

Thanks to all of you who have written, 
telephoned and emailed me with your personal 
experiences with Jabiru rotor arms and distributor 
caps. I was quite surprised by the response to be 
honest but, thinking about it, perhaps I shouldn’t 
have been as, for a home-builder support 
association, the sourcing of component parts for 
the Permit aircraft is a core issue. With regard to 
the distributor caps, quite a few of you had seen 
the problem where the centre electrode gets 
‘stuck’ inside the body of the cap. The solution 
seems to be, well, here’s a good email from 
LAA’er Gary Omer that sums up his experience 
and offers some sensible advice:

PATTERN PARTS – UPDATE
Hi Malcolm,
I own a Jab 450 with the 2,200 engine. Reading 
the latest issue of the LAA mag, and noting 
the issues with the dizzy caps, I also had 

I featured this picture  
in last month’s Safety 
Spot but, because  

I received such  
a large mailbag  

from chaps that  
had suffered similar 

problems to Barry 
Plumb, I thought it 

worth another airing. 
The picture left  

shows an  
acceptable Bosch 

Rotor arm.  
(Photo: Gary Cotterell)

This picture features the villain in the story; this pattern  
part doesn’t last many hours and, if you are operating  

with these in both of your distributors, our advice is  
to change them before you fly again. Incidentally,  

a few members have commented that there’s advice 
floating around that a drop of glue (or thread-lock) 

should be placed on the rotor arm’s drive  
before pushing the rotor into place in order  

to remove any sloppiness found in some 
installations. This sounds OK but one member 

commented that when he did this the glue 
caused an air-lock and the rotor didn’t sit 

correctly on the shaft, which lead to a 
premature failure of his distributor cap. 

(Photo: Gary Cotterell )
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purchased the same caps (I know they are the 
same by the part number 220A inside the cap 
on the photo… Ironically does correspond to the 
engine type by chance?). Anyway, the actual 
part number is XD97 for these and  
they are available at any motor factors. As 
I service my engine and airframe every 25 
hours and my previous caps had been fitted in 
the engine for 100 plus hours, I decided they 
needed to be changed. The new caps fitted 
fine, had less radio noise than the Bosch units 
and no other issues.

On the following 25-hour service I noticed 
they had the same fault as the one in the Safety 
Spot picture. At first I thought the carbon brush 
had worn down but a quick run around the brush  
housing with a modelling knife and the brush 
popped back out. I refitted the caps and can 
confirm after an inspection today that they have 
completed a further 70 hours trouble-free and 
the brush is still free with no notable wear on it.

I think by freeing the housing a little the 
problem was cured. However, it’s worth bearing 
in mind that no notable problem existed until 
inspection so I would advise other users to have 
a check. Mag drops were ‘as usual’ with a Jab 
(no notable rpm drop).

I know there are a number of ‘copy’ Bosch 
dizzy caps on the market (designed for a 
Nissan Sunny). If the right make is substituted 
then there is no call for panic. Bosch parts are 
virtually non-existent at the moment. 

Gary went on to explain that the Bosch rotor 
arms are still available and that poor quality 
alternatives as described in the June mag 
should never be used, whatever their source.

I should say here that LAA Engineering is not, 
as a principle, against the use of alternatively 
sourced, or even locally made, parts or 
components. As I intimated earlier, as a  
home-builder support association where  
locally made parts are the norm, that would 
place us in a rather impossible position. What 
is important though is that our systems are 
robust enough to be able to identify dodgy 
parts and reject them as ‘not suitable for aircraft 
use’ if they are in any way suspect. This may 
be quite difficult, especially if the source is one 
where it would be reasonable to expect that this 
checking had been carried out on your behalf. 
My advice here would be, outside of a controlled 
environment, trust nothing and check everything 
thoroughly before fitment.

In the case of the pattern distributor caps, 
it’s clear that there are some small dimensional 
differences that lead to a burr being created 
around the centre brush, which, in turn, jams the 
centre electrode. The removal of the burr clears 
this issue and it looks like the component can be 
returned to service. OK, I’d go along with this, but 
it would be wise to expect that other issues may 
surface later and a special check of this part, 
incorporated into your maintenance regime, be 
made – perhaps an inspection after the first five 
hours wouldn’t be a bad idea.

Clearly the pattern rotor arms that we’ve 
seen are not fit for purpose and should not 
be used on your aircraft. It’s clear that the 
design, probably modified by after-market 
manufacturers to reduce manufacturing costs, 
is totally different from the original, both in terms 
of detail and material choice.

MINIMAX ACCIDENT – 
INCORRECT RIGGING
In our discussion about so-called ‘pattern’ parts 
we touched upon the fact that the real key to 
safe operation was to ensure that a part was, in 
every way, fit for purpose. Within the Certificate 
of Airworthiness ‘Certified’ world this is done, in 
good measure at least, by a very strict regard 
to absolute traceability where the whole story 
of the component ‘from cradle to grave’ can be 
established. Naturally, this is a pretty expensive 
process to manage and, in truth, falls to bits 
when components leave the system for any 
reason and records are lost. The fully certified 
system is necessary for aircraft operating in the 
commercial sector; I’m flying down to Turkey 
tomorrow and I certainly wouldn’t want to think 
that the aircraft operator I’ve chosen to take 
me there would be allowed to consider 

Left is a rather sad looking MiniMAX, 
taken shortly after a very heavy landing, 
heavy enough in fact to knock the 
tyres off their rims. The reasons for the 
crash were manifold but, if you read 
the accompanying text, you’ll note that 
running through the story was the simple 
fact that the owner didn’t follow usual 
LAA procedure when repairing and 
reassembling his new aircraft.

A closer look at the MiniMAX empennage shows clearly why the pilot had such a job  
on his hands flying the aircraft accurately; the fixed trim tab was fitted upside down.  
With these aircraft now being able to leave the LAA Permit to Fly scheme and move 
into the deregulated SSDR category, it is very important that owners retain a properly 
structured maintenance regime. Naturally, the LAA will endeavour to support members 
who own aircraft in this new SSDR category.
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using a ‘don’t worry mate, it’ll be OK’ part just 
because it would save him or her a few quid!

The essence of this issue is really the 
selection of an appropriate process to  
maximise safety; the commercial world requires 
a rigid safety management superstructure 
to achieve the highest level of safety that’s 
possible, whereas in the world of Permit 
to Fly aircraft, at least in the LAA system, 
the procedures rely more on the shared 
responsibility between HQ Engineering, the  
LAA Inspector and the owner (who, as you will 
know, must be a member of the Association). 
Some would say that this system, which 
has evolved to allow a certain amount of 
pragmatism will, by its very nature, be less  
safe. I don’t think that this is necessarily 
true, it’s just a different way of managing 
risk. It could equally be argued that in the 
Permit environment, where average annual 
flying hours are often relatively very low, an 
inflexible approach to continuing airworthiness 
management could increase risk.

Taking the above into account, our systems 
(perhaps all systems involving homo sapiens) 
do require the absolute cooperation of all the 
participants if they are to work efficiently. This is 
especially true when the efficiency of the system 
is measured by the number of accidents and 
incidents. An honest, ‘issues firmly on the top of 
the table’ approach is a basic requirement.

Here’s a story that demonstrates what can 
go wrong if correct procedures aren’t followed 
and operators choose to ‘go it alone’; as it turns 
out, the central participant, a TEAM MiniMAX 
aircraft, can now opt out of the protections 
afforded by being a safety partner in the LAA 
Permit scheme as this type can now be classed 
as an SSDR (Single-Seat DeRegulated). 

So what’s the tale? Well, here’s part of the 
pilot’s report into the events, which led to the 
crash. The pilot’s a fairly experienced three-
axis microlight flyer, although has very limited 
experience on taildraggers and this test 
flight was the first time he’d flown a MiniMAX 
(Eyebrows raised: One).

The test flight: This was the first flight 
undertaken since the purchase of the aircraft by 
the present owners (me +1). On the day of the 
flight I gave the aircraft a thorough inspection, 
paying particular attention to the engine 
mountings and the tailplane. All seemed fine.

The ground run was uneventful, except that 
I had to apply more backward pressure than 
anticipated for the aircraft to become airborne 
(Eyebrows: Two). On climb out I had to 
sustain significant back pressure. The aircraft 
climbed initially at about 60mph. The engine 
ran smoothly without vibration, however, on 
checking the tachometer I noticed that it was 
over-revving to 8,000rpm (Eyebrows: Three).  
I reduced the engine revs to 6,500.

The altimeter was swinging wildly, perhaps 
when the engine was over-revving, but settled 
down in cruise. Engine temperatures were 
within normal ranges.

I was unhappy about the amount of back 
pressure required to maintain level flight and 
was a little worried that the cable might detach 
with disastrous results (although I considered 
this unlikely). I estimate about 7.5kg back-
pressure was required in cruise configuration. 
It was possible to fly with one hand on the 
stick, but more comfortable to fly with two 
hands. It was difficult to achieve well-balanced 
turns, probably because of the back pressure 
required. I considered landing immediately but 

to its new operating site after purchase by road 
and, in a small reversing misadventure, the 
tailplane was damaged.  
The owner decided to give the woodwork side 
of the repair job to his inspector, carrying out  
the fabric work himself; the inspector was 
awaiting a call to sign-off the repairs and  
carry out the required range checks and  
initial and duplicate inspections (process),  
but this call never came; the owner had  
decided to clear this work himself… perhaps, 
thinking in this new SSDR environment, all  
these steps evolved to keep us all safe  
were no longer necessary.

An upside-down fixed trim tab would have 
been spotted, without any doubt at all in my 
mind, by a qualified LAA Inspector. I also 
have no doubt that a pre-Permit Maintenance 
Release (PMR – Signature in the log book) 
engine run would have discovered that the 
propeller pitch had been incorrectly set.

In my seat as Airworthiness Engineer for the 
LAA, I’m privileged to get to see the results of 
a lot of mistakes and, I hope at least, I’m pretty 
good at worming my way to the root causes 
of many of them. More often than not, things 
go wrong because evolved processes aren’t 
followed; often, perhaps because participants 
think that in the Permit to Fly world, safety 
processes are more relaxed. Not true. I’m 
minded, when thinking about the different 
systems used to manage light aircraft in the 
UK, to offer a parallel with the story of our 
understanding of blood groupings.

One type of blood group looks and feels  
(and behaves) pretty much the same as 
another. One group, pretty much, is as good  
as another (in this context the label A doesn’t 
mean the best!). The only thing is, you cannot 
give a person the wrong group – if you do, 
they’ll probably die. To understand why requires 
a very deep understanding about how the 
human vascular and immune systems involved 
work. I’m not sure that, in the world of SSDR, 
where systems and processes have been 
deemed by some to be unnecessary, that 
those making the decisions have the deeper 
knowledge required. Time will tell.

PIONEER 200 – WATER DAMAGE 
TO STRUCTURE
If there ever was an aircraft that highlights 
the difficulties of type definition within a 
regulatory system it has to be the Pioneer 
200; we’ve got ten aircraft operating under 
an LAA administered Permit to Fly, three of 
these operate as light aircraft (in what’s often 
described as the Group A category) and the 
rest, with some tiny tweaks developed to drop 
the stalling speed a fraction, registered as 
microlights (for those old enough to remember, 
Group D!). As an organisation, where the 
members’ aviation well-being sits predominantly 
in our minds, what category an aircraft falls into 
is far less relevant than how it should be safely 
managed. Category comes into this process, 
of course, it’s just that what category an aircraft 
falls into isn’t that important.

Our systems have evolved to ensure the 
safe operation of the member’s flying machine; 
almost a ‘bespoke’ continuing airworthiness 
service. The individual nature of the system is 
necessary when, in the Permit environment, 
no two aircraft are exactly the same – that’s the 
nature of kit-built aircraft and a big feature of  
the orphan Annie. Also, in the understanding 
that no two pilots will operate their aircraft 
precisely in the same way, we have developed 

“A straightforward 
engine failure isn’t 

formally a reportable 
incident, but it 

doesn’t mean that 
you shouldn’t let  

us know”

decided that it would be preferable to try to get 
used to flying it before attempting a landing 
(Eyebrows: Four).

I flew for about 15 minutes within a few miles 
of the airfield over open land before returning to  
land. I called downwind and informed the airfield  
that I was having trouble with the trim and 
advised them to expect a very bad landing. The 
call was acknowledged, I think by the tug pilot.

I waited for departing traffic to clear and set 
up a long approach, so that I could get used to 
the aircraft in approach configuration. I decided 
to approach at 60mph. I called finals on 
approach. Speed was difficult to control, at one 
point it reached 70mph, but was mostly close to 
60mph. The flare was possibly a little fast. I tried 
to bleed off some speed before touch down, but 
with the very heavy stick load and consequent 
lack of stick sensitivity I was unable to execute 
a good landing. The aircraft landed heavily, the 
tyres detached from the rims, the nose went 
down and the propeller broke. The front cowling 
was also damaged in the impact. I switched off 
and left the aircraft without injury.

On further inspection, and comparison with 
an earlier photograph of the MiniMAX, it was 
discovered that the fixed elevator trim tab was 
assembled upside down when the elevator 
repair was carried out (Eyebrows: Five). Marks 
in the grass showed that the propeller continued 
to rotate after impact.

Let me explain the ‘eyebrows’ comments  
sprinkled through the report – they actually 
reflect my eyebrows’ behaviour when I first 
read the report and I hope, in retrospect, 
that the reader will take note of the potential 
questionable decisions made without an excess 
of extra explanation. That said, we all choose 
the wrong paths now and again, and ‘fair-play’ 
to this pilot for getting an incorrectly rigged 
machine back on the ground without injury; 
others haven’t been as fortunate.

Life would have been safer, and probably far 
more enjoyable, had the new owner taken earlier 
advice to get some refresher training and a 
proper conversion. It’s never a good idea to test 
fly a machine without any experience on type, 
that’s the role of the qualified test pilot.

So, how on earth did the longitudinal (pitch) 
trim tab get put on upside down? That brings us 
back to process and, as we’re focussing a little 
on process in this edition of Safety Spot, this is 
worthy of further discussion.

This particular MiniMAX was actually a 
replacement machine, its predecessor, another 
MiniMAX, having been written-off by insurers 
after a landing accident the previous year.  
The new (replacement) machine was transferred 
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This (not very clear) picture shows what 
confronted the owner of a Pioneer 200 when 
he removed the lower inspection panel from 
his aircraft after a securing screw had fallen 
out on to the tarmac (and, for reasons that 
soon became obvious, wouldn’t screw back 
in). The black colouring in the wood is a 
result of microbial life and is a sure sign of 
damp. In this case the structure had been 
completely compromised and the fuselage 
could easily have come to pieces in flight. 
(Photo: Michael Hogg)

a Tailored Maintenance Schedule to 
accommodate both machines that operate very 
regularly and those that only fly rarely. Bear 
in mind that the average annual flight time of 
an LAA machine sits just below 30 hours and 
you will hopefully appreciate why maintenance 
schedules used in the commercial world (and 
those that mimic them) are pretty well useless 
for aircraft that only rarely fly.

In the LAA’s system, the owner of the aircraft 
is considered to be the continuing airworthiness 
manager. He or she is being helped and 
supported towards a safe operation by an LAA 
Inspector. Both, of course, are supported by 
the Association, which, while centred, in this 
sense, by professional staff at LAA Engineering, 
actually includes every other member. In  
many senses, while not recognised by some, 
the LAA system is already the proportionate 
system aspired to by some… look more  
closely, it’s already here (and has been, more  
or less, for over 60 years).

Naturally though, in any system, things can 
go wrong. This is true of course of both the 
Certificate of Airworthiness world and the  
world of the Permit. If you don’t believe this,  
type AAIB G-ATRR into any search engine  
and read the AAIB report.

In the case of this Pioneer 200, two 
things have gone astray. Take a look at the 
accompanying pictures and you will see that 
water has worked its way into the fuselage 
structure. The structure of both of the lower 
longerons has been compromised to the point 
where, as structural members, they’ve stopped 
working. This pilot is lucky that the fuselage 
didn’t come apart in flight. The first thing that’s 
gone astray is that this damage should have 
been picked-up long before it became critical.

The Pioneer 200 is essentially a wooden 
frame covered with either plywood or fabric;  
as the machine was being left outside the 
Tailored Maintenance Schedule should have 
reflected this and regular checks should 
have been included in the aircraft’s Tailored 
Maintenance Schedule.

The second issue concerns the way that the 
aircraft was repaired. Essentially, the fact that 
the aircraft had suffered damage came to light 

During the repair, the water-damaged wood 
was removed from the lower longeron. This 
picture shows clearly how much of the 
structure was actual compromised – as you 
can see, virtually all of it. Regular structure 
inspections are an absolutely vital part of a 
Tailored Maintenance Schedule, especially 
with a wooden aircraft stored outside.  
(Photo: Jackie Mackie)

This picture, taken from the Pioneer Build 
Manual in our library, shows the basic 
wooden fuselage construction employed  
in the P200. Note that the two lower  
fuselage longerons are ply covered in  
the area of the wing root where the damage 
caused by water was found.  
(Photo: Pioneer 200 Build Manual)

when a repair report was received with the 
annual Permit renewal. I didn’t like the look of 
it for a couple of reasons so I ran the repairs 
past our Chief Engineer, Francis Donaldson. 
He did some sums and, sadly for the owner, 
the repairs were quite some way under 
strength.

In fairness, the inspector involved, 
a very experienced and competent 
engineer, had chosen an off-the-shelf 
wood repair schedule that, while perfectly 
acceptable in some circumstances, 
wasn’t appropriate in this particular 
case... an easy slip. By the time you 
read this, structural strengthening of this 
fuselage repair (now fully accepted by 
our Design Office) will be well under 
way but, because proper process 
wasn’t followed, there’s going to be 

(Right) There is a misconception that aircraft being operated within the LAA Permit system  
are somehow operating within a second rate system; if this were true our accident  

statistics wouldn’t be anything like as good as they are. The AAIB has recently published 
a scathing report about a company 

operating within the Certified (Certificate of 
Airworthiness) system. It makes sobering 

reading and reminds us all that any system 
of governance requires the full participation 

of all involved individuals. The LAA 
Permit system has one goal: creating an 

environment where ordinary men and 
women can fly both affordably and safely. 

Once they’ve done this, of course, they 
become extraordinary men and women.  

(Photo: AAIB)
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quite a delay before this aircraft flies again. The 
lesson for all of us here is that before anything’s 
‘done’ to an aircraft ask yourself, ‘What’s the 
correct process?’ If you’re not sure, ask. Certainly, 
before you start any repair involving any critical 
component or structure, have a chat with LAA 
Engineering to see whether an LAA repair 
approval will be necessary.

Incidentally, LAA Engineering issued 
an Airworthiness Information Leaflet (LAA/
MOD/334/003 issue 1) which was sent to all 
P200 owners requiring fuselage structure 
checks. So far no other problems have been 
discovered. This owner, by the way, has 
decided that he’s going to hangar his machine 
in the future – with a wooden aircraft verses  
UK weather, that’s a good idea!

SPORTCRUISER – REDUCTION IN 
MAXIMUM SPEED (VNE)
I received a telephone call from a SportCruiser 
owner, LAA member Godfrey Melling, who 
explained that he genuinely felt “lucky to be 
still around” after temporarily losing control of 
his aircraft during the Vne check on the routine 
annual air test. It appears that for some, as yet 
unexplained reason, the tailplane has failed 
symmetrically in overload. Naturally, LAA 
Engineering is investigating this event fully and, 
while we work (with others) to establish why this 
structure failed, we’ve decided to ‘write-down’ 
the Vne from 138kt IAS to 120kt IAS.

I asked Godfrey to put his experience down 
on paper as early as he could and then, along 
with the Chief Engineer, Francis Donaldson, and 
the LAA’s structures expert, John Tempest, I 
visited the aircraft and met Godfrey. Here’s the 
essential part of Godfrey’s incident report:

At approximately 12:00 UTC on 17 May 2014 
I took off in G-MELL from Chilsfold Farm, West 
Sussex, near the Midhurst VOR, intending to 
fly via the Westcott area in Hertfordshire, to 
complete the flight test for the purposes of the 
aircraft’s annual LAA Permit renewal and from 
there to return to its base at Elstree.

Shortly after departing Chilsfold Farm I 
contacted Farnborough West and obtained a 
Basic Service, after which I remained in contact 
with ATC throughout, the flight being passed 
from Farnborough West to Farnborough North 
and eventually contacting Elstree for the last few 
miles of the flight.

The transponder was in use for the entire 
flight being set to squawk as directed by 
ATC. On first contact with Farnborough West 
I informed them of my route and intention to 
operate in the Westcott area for handling.

At approximately 12:30 UTC, about two to 
three miles south east of Westcott, I climbed the 
aircraft to 3,000ft to complete the last part of the 
flight test, which is to demonstrate safe handling 
of the aircraft at Vne and to check that this 
can be achieved without exceeding maximum 
permitted rpm. In the SportCruiser that means 
achieving a speed of 138kt in a dive.

From 3,000ft I put the aircraft into a shallow 
dive while carefully monitoring the ASI,  
altimeter and tachometer, and keeping my  
hand on the throttle to enable me to gradually 
ease it back during the dive to prevent  
over-speeding the engine and propeller. At a 
point at which the aircraft had reached an lAS  
of 125kt and an altitude of 1,700ft there was 
a loud bang and the aircraft began pitching 
severely in both directions. I was immediately 
aware that the canopy had fractured and that 

papers and other small objects were flying 
about inside the cabin.

In the moments following the bang my entire 
attention was taken up in throttling back and 
overcoming the pitching of the aircraft in order 
to restore safe and level flight. During those 
moments I do recall feeling something hitting my 
right shin, briefly glancing down and noticing 
that the fire extinguisher (normally housed in the  
centre console under the armrest) was hanging  
by its trigger from the wiring behind the instrument  
panel in the pilot’s footwell. I also noticed that 
my headset had been pulled off my head.

I was able to regain safe and level flight at  
just under 1,000ft QNH, by which time the 
airspeed had reduced to 47kt, which I  
increased by slowly opening the throttle.  
While doing this I checked the known wind 
direction against the Dl and selected two fields, 
either one of which would have been suitable  
for landing in. I also scanned the flight and 
engine instruments, which seemed to be 
reading normally.

I then reached for my spare headset, which  
fortunately was still roughly where I had left it  
prior to take-off, but realised that my original  
headset was still plugged in. By following the 
wires I found it jammed against the canopy, 
one of its ear cups having gone through the 
large radial crack in the canopy above me and 
to my left. I pulled it back into the cabin but it 
was unserviceable as part of the ear cup had 
been ripped off in the airstream. I therefore 
disconnected it and plugged in my spare so that  
I could call ATC to inform them of my situation.

While doing this I also noticed that the fire 
extinguisher (which is of the powder type) had 
partially discharged and had now fallen down 

One feature of this incident was that the 
fire extinguisher came out of the centre 
consul during a period of negative g and 
discharged its contents into the cockpit. 
Clearly, this in itself could have resulted in 
a serious incident. We’ve written to all SC 
owners advising them that it is essential that 
any article carried in an aircraft is properly 
restrained. A fire extinguisher, if carried, 
must be affixed by an appropriate fixing to 
an appropriate structure. This is true for all 
aircraft naturally. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

You can see that the canopy has failed. At 
the moment we’re not sure if this was the 

cause of the loss of control or an effect of it. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

This diagram shows the basic construction 
of the SportCruiser tailplane.  
(Diagram: CSA SportCruiser Parts Manual)
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(Above) This is the tailplane damage that 
confronted Godfrey Melling after he landed 
safely at Elstree after temporarily losing 
control during a Vne dive. In effect, this 
tailplane has folded up, only regaining 
its original shape when the airspeed 
dropped below about 60kt. This is the 
first in-flight structure failure recorded 
on the SportCruiser type and naturally 
LAA Engineering is working to establish 
exactly what might have happened. While 
investigations continue, the LAA’s Design 
Office has reduced the Vne on all LAA 
SportCruisers (70 aircraft) from 138kt IAS to 
120kt IAS). (Photo: Godfrey Melling)

›
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behind the rudder pedals. By gently depressing 
them, one at a time, I found that I had restricted 
but acceptable rudder authority given the calm 
conditions and light wind on the day.

At that point I realised that the aircraft was 
now in safe and controllable flight with the 
engine running well and all temperatures and 
pressures normal. I decided that returning to 
Elstree, a licensed airfield with full facilities 
a relatively short distance away, was a safer 
option than attempting a landing in an unknown 
field with no facilities.

With safe flight and communications now 
restored, I called Farnborough North and 
reported my situation. They asked me  
if I wished to declare an emergency and  
I told them that as the aircraft appeared to 

The evidence points to the canopy 
failure having been caused 
by an impact; note that at the 
origin the crack is subtended in 
four directions (most probably) 
simultaneously. There are 
four obvious possibilities for 
this: impact by the pilot’s head 
(headset); impact from outside; 
impact by the fire extinguisher; or 
a sudden explosive failure due to 
internal material stresses caused 
by the curtain rail. All these (and 
other) factors are being explored. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Below) This picture, taken at our facility at 
Turweston, shows the extent of the buckling 
to the skin of the tailplane. This is a shot of 
the lower surface of the tailplane.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

Here’s a close-up 
of the port/top 
surface of the SC 
tailplane showing 
the LE failure mode.  
(Photo: Malcolm 
McBride)

(Above) In this picture I’ve combined the port tailplane (top) alongside the starboard (bottom). 
Notice the symmetry in the failure zones between port and starboard flying surfaces.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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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  £115
391 - 499kg £155
500kg and above  £210
Three seats and above  £230
Modification application 
Prototype modification £45

Repeat modification £22.50
Transfer 
(from CofA to Permit or CAA Permit to LAA Permit)
Up to 499kg  £135
500kg 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
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be in safe and controllable flight, I would prefer to 
land back at Elstree.

While all this was going on I had been 
gradually increasing the airspeed and climbing 
the aircraft. However, owing to the broken 
canopy, I found that at about 77kt the remaining 
sections of the canopy began flapping in the 
airstream and pulling apart and the aircraft 
began pitching again. I elected to restrict the 
airspeed to approximately 70kt for the rest of the 
flight, cruising at about 1,400ft QNH.

Just past Amersham I obtained a frequency 
change from Farnborough to Elstree who had 
been alerted by Farnborough of my situation. 
Elstree gave me directions to join downwind  
for 26 Left (instead of the usual overhead join) 
and I was relieved to establish with them that  
the surface wind was less than 5kt and more  
or less straight down the runway, which  
I judged would give me no problems with  
the limited rudder authority.

I was then able to make a normal approach 

and landing and to taxi back to my normal 
parking spot, where I parked the aircraft  
and inspected the damage. The flight ended  
at 13:15 UTC.

 Thanks Godfrey for a very clear and concise 
report and, naturally, congratulations for 
keeping a cool head in a very difficult situation. 
As you will see I’ve made some comments 
below the associated attached pictures. Now, 
where is that passport? 

Fair Winds. ■

LAAer Greg Scott sent in this picture as a good FOD 
ALERT. He explains: “I thought I should share this 
picture with you and other members. A persistent 

Robin has taken to setting up home in aircraft in our 
hangar shared by three active aircraft. Two of us had 

been working on our aircraft, an RV-4 and RV-9, 
preparing for a Permit renewal test flight but the 

weather prevented flight tests for three days. On the 
first day of good flying weather we went to the hangar 

to ready the aircraft and were confronted with what 
you see in the attached picture; not difficult to spot 

even with the most cursory walk round! The offending 
matter was carefully removed as was the cowling for 

a thorough inspection. This was quite remarkable 
enough but because our strip was a bit marginal for 

a fully-loaded aircraft we had elected to drain fuel and 
fly to Henstridge for the hard runway. We filled with 
fuel and met with our inspector and duly carried out 

the testing. When we returned to our home strip some 
five or six hours later, having enjoyed a flight around 
the Isle of Wight, we opened the hangar doors to find 

the remaining aircraft, a Prostar, had the same level 
of nest material in the identical inlet. We have taken 

the hint and are making polystyrene blocks for all 
apertures. I don’t mind sharing the sky with the Robin 

but this is going too far!”


