
We featured this pair of pictures a couple of months ago, showing a good and a bad 
rotor arm both as used in the Jabiru 2200 engine. The picture on the left shows a ‘good’ 
Bosch rotor arm, this is the design that was selected to fit into the Jabiru-manufactured 
distributor and has shown reasonable service over the last few years. The picture 
on the right shows an inferior pattern copy which has a history of premature failure. 
Unfortunately, many of these pattern parts have entered the supply chain and, judging 
by the number of in-service failures, they are not up to the job. If you operate a 2200 
engine and haven’t checked your rotor arms yet, take our advice and make sure you’re 
not running with these inferior pattern parts before your next flight. Earlier in the year, 
LAA’er Colin Hales had a fright when a newly-fitted rotor arm of the inferior type, one of 
two fitted at overhaul, gave up the ghost on his Rand KR2 just before he set out on his 
trans-Atlantic flight to Oshkosh. (Photo: Gary Cotterell)

With a certain amount of déjà vu, it’s time again to consider the problems 
of using pattern parts and the importance of regular maintenance. Make 
the wrong decision with either and the results can be disastrous
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Airworthiness engineer

Hello again, and welcome to this 
autumn Safety Spot. I hope that 
all’s well with you and those you 
love, most especially if you’re 
lucky enough to own a particularly 

gorgeous lover with wings and a tailplane!
Lover or not, we can all fall out of favour with 

one another. I’ve just come off the telephone 
with LAA Inspector David Hunter who, when I 
asked him how he was getting on with the repair 
of his Cvjetkovic CA 65 after a recent wheels-
up landing, explained, “She’s in the corner and 
we’re not speaking at the moment. There’s only 
so much a chap can forgive.” We’ll look at this 
unusual and interesting incident, which occurred 
on a type I’ve never heard of before, later on.

Pattern Part Rotor Arms
Take a look at the picture of another failed rotor 
arm, which I feature for a couple of reasons. 
First is because the engine failure it caused 
during a training flight on a Jabiru UL-D 
Microlight aircraft shouldn’t have happened, 
especially after all that’s been done to get 
these dodgy parts out of service. We’re all, I 
hope, pretty expert at identifying the suspect 
pattern rotor arms by now, at least we should 
be from the amount of publicity these failures 
have generated, and this one (and its partner) 
should have been replaced. For some reason 
the agent wasn’t aware that the particular 
engine had been supplied with the pattern 
items and the owner, who uses this factory-
built machine for training, doesn’t appear to 
be a Safety Spot reader. The second reason to 
feature? Well, more interesting than supply-
chain drop-offs is the mode of failure; we’ve not 
seen a failure in the centre attachment before.

I was, a couple of weeks ago, very gently 
taken to task by LAA member Kevin Morgan, 
who happens to be the co-owner of the PA18 
Super Cub that ended up in a field near 
Crowthorne last month. If you remember, 
LAA’er Jonathan Morton, who was P1 at the 
time, made a great job of the field landing 
in what I described in the article as ‘hostile 
territory’! Kevin pointed out that he was the 
passenger at the time of the incident; but it 
wasn’t the fact that I hadn’t mentioned him in 
despatches that worried him, rather the lack 
of emphasis in the piece about the cause of 
the engine failure. You might remember I was 
emphasising the need to Fly the Aircraft First, 

(Left) This picture of a failed pattern rotor 
arm shows a different mode of failure 
than we’ve previously seen. As you can 
see, the drive spindle has ground away 
the interior keyway to the point that the 
rotor arm itself has stopped going round. 
This example and its brother failed nearly 
simultaneously after only a very few in-
service hours, causing an engine failure 
during a training flight. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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a bit of a hobby-horse of mine at the moment, 
in this case a task accomplished very well.

The reason for the engine failure was found 
to be that the carburettor’s float valve seat 
hadn’t been wire-locked during a previous 
overhaul and had become unwound, shutting 
off the fuel supply and stopping the engine. 
Kevin was worried that there may be other 
incorrectly assembled carburettors out there 
just waiting to fail. I took the criticism on the 
chin and wrote to the firm that had carried 
out the previous overhaul on the carburettor 
to see whether any other carburettors could 
have been misassembled during this time. 
Unfortunately, the company had changed 
hands since they had completed the original 
overhaul on Jonathan and Kevin’s carburettor 
but a bit of detective work through the 
company’s work record system showed 
that this was the only Stomberg they had 
overhauled around that time. Apparently 
the fitter involved no longer worked for the 
company. The chap I spoke with, once I’d 
made contact with the new manager, had 
recently been brought in to rectify deficiencies 
in the company’s inspection system.

Thanks Kevin for thinking out of the box with 
regard to this and for picking up the phone. It 
was good to chat.

Pietenpol’s failed undercarriage rod 
end bearings
Another incident featured in last month’s 
mag and where we’ve since had a bit more 
information to pass on, is the story of the failing 
Pietenpol undercarriage rod end bearings. 
We’ve issued an Airworthiness Information 
Leaflet about this now, defining a minimum 
quality standard for the actual bearings, 
initiated regular strip inspections and have 
lifed the parts. You can see by looking at the 
attached picture that, after reading Safety 
Spot, LAA member and Pietenpol enthusiast 
Peter Wright decided to take a closer look at 
the rod end bearings on his Pietenpol and, 
well, you can see for yourself what he found. 
It is certainly worth taking a close look around 
an undercarriage before every flight. After 
all, flying suits are not just worn to look flash, 
they’re to keep your suit clean whilst you are 
crawling around on all fours making sure all’s 
well before you fly. Good Spot Peter.

I think that that’s enough gossip, 
important though it is. Let’s take a bite into 
another developing story, also involving 
undercarriages; there have been two recent 
failures of SportCruiser nose leg assemblies… 
sound familiar?

SportCruiser – PiperSport Type 
Nose Leg Failure(s)
If you are getting a feeling of Déjà vu, I cannot 
say that I blame you. The last couple of years 
seem to have been dominated by the LAA’s 
SportCruiser noseleg modification programme. 
You will remember that it had become clear, 
after a couple of nose undercarriage failures 
damaging LAA aircraft, that the assembly 
supplied for the kit-built machines, built by 
the Czech manufacturer CZAW, wasn’t strong 
enough. After some considerable work by 
LAA members, the problem was fixed by 
the implementation of one of two available 
strengthening modifications, colloquially known 
as the Dover and Derby mods. At around 
the same time, Piper Aircraft Corporation 
was rolling out the new factory-built LSA 
version under the PiperSport flag, and it 

(Above) Regular readers of Safety Spot 
will recall seeing this picture of a failed 
Pietenpol rod end bearing before and 
the LAA recommended the removal of 
rod ends with grease nipples some time 
ago. This failure was the first we’ve seen 
that featured a grease-nipple-less rod 
end bearing. To be honest, we were a bit 
foxed as to the sequence of events that 
led up to this bearing’s eventual failure. 
Certainly, according to the manufacturer’s 
specifications, the bearing itself should 
have been strong enough to withstand 
all normal landing case loads. Last 
month’s Safety Spot featuring a recent 
undercarriage failure encouraged a few of 
you to take a closer look at the bearings 
on your aircraft and, as you can see in the 
other two photographs featured, I think 
that we can now understand what’s going 
on in the early stages of an event. It may 
be relevant that the undercarriage was 
designed to use energy-absorbing balloon 
tyres like those on a J3 Cub, but Pietenpol 
builders prefer the old-time look of 
spoked wheels with narrow high-pressure 
tyres, which are much less kindly on the 
undercarriage structure.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Above and below) This picture shows two Heim HM-6M rod end bearings as fitted to 
most Pietenpols; the one on the left comes from the lower left side of the undercarriage 
and the one on the right was removed from the left lower attachment (I know, I should 
have been cleverer when I took the picture!). In any event, most of the failures have 
occurred with bearings on the right side. These bearings, according to LAA’er, Peter 
Wright who owns the aircraft they were removed from, had been in service for only 
48 hours and 13 minutes. I hope that you can see what’s happening here – clearly the 
landing stresses have reached the yield point of the outer casing and a gap has started 
to open between the inner race and the casing itself. This has caused waisting in the 
casing which reduces the surface area in the loaded zone; once this ‘waisting’ starts the 
ultimate strength of the bearing in tension will progressively reduce to the point that the 
casing will fail, just as we saw in the failure case discussed last month. The designer 
intended this bearing to act as mechanical fuse. The good thing about this latest find is 
that we now know that bearings don’t just suddenly give way and, knowing this, makes 
them readily inspectable. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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(Left) Here is a close-up of the fracture face 
of a castoring spindle from the PiperSport-
type nose undercarriage leg which recently 
failed. Note the general similarity to the 
earlier spindle failure featured in the picture 
below. Clear beach lines indicate a failure 
over time and, between two and four 
o’clock, multiple origins can be seen. We’ll 
need to take a closer look and I bet we’ll see 
corrosion pits in the crack initiation zone. 
(Photo: Neil Copley)
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had tidied up the design slightly, and, perhaps 
recognising the deficiencies in the CZAW nose-
leg, had re-designed that component.

We issued an Airworthiness Information 
Leaflet (LAA/MOD/338/017 issue 1) in April 
2013 requiring the replacement of the existing 
CZAW nose-legs with either the Derby mod, 
the Dover mod or the new EASA-certified 
PiperSport nose-leg. Both the Dover and 
Derby mods required the replacement of 
the spindle assemblies but, once this was 
done, it soon became clear that the leg was 
suffering problems elsewhere. The first issue 
that surfaced was bending in the leg followed, 
shortly afterwards, by cracks that started to 
appear in some of the legs at the welded 
joints, most especially the lower joint. Another 
mod was cleared by LAA Engineering adding 
doubler plates to the leg to increase its stiffness 
and ultimate strength, and these doublers 
were extended over the connection with the 
nosewheel assembly to reduce the local 
loads on the welds. These mods have been 
incorporated fleet-wise and, so far at least, 
we’ve not seen any problems in the modified 
assemblies.

Some owners adopted to comply with the 
LAA mod by fitting the new PiperSport leg 
assembly. At least up until just recently, we’ve 
had no reported problems from any of the three 
solutions. Anecdotally, we had heard of one 
or two failures with this type of leg in the US, 
although in both cases, the failures appeared 
to be due to ‘snap’ loads when pushing the 
aircraft back into the hangar; this type of 
damage, although not common, can occur. 
Take a look at the picture of the failed RV-6A 
nosewheel stop assembly I’ve featured.

One aspect of all these failures that became 
rather obvious during our enquiries was that, 
especially with the main spindle failures, lack 

(Left) As you can see the welded joint in this assembly has 
completely failed and, looking at the depth of penetration and 
unusual pattination in the failed weld’s fracture surface, I’m 
not convinced that the correct filler rod (and therefore welding 
technique) was used during this part’s manufacture; it looks 
to have had a far lower melting point than the material it was 
supposed to be attaching. Tim continues, “The weld has virtually 
completely broken away from both surfaces – nearly all of it was 
loose and fell away on touching. Closer inspection shows a tell-
tale mark on the leading edge of the plate that suggests that the 
nosewheel castored about 240° around the wrong way at some 
point, and this would be consistent with the paint damage to the 
nosewheel spat.” 
(Photo: Tim Gibbs)

(Left) This is a close-up of a fracture face 
of a CSAW-type nosewheel castoring 
spindle. We were fairly sure that there were 
two primary reasons for the failure of this 
part: the first being that it simply wasn’t 
strong enough to take the loads imposed 
during normal operation; the second was 
rather more subtle, and concerned lack of 
routine inspection and maintenance. All 
these under-strength components were 
removed from service on LAA machines 
during 2012 and 2013. Note the classic 
beach lines indicating a fatigue failure 
(over multiple overloading events – 
probably over a period of time). A closer 
examination suggested that the probable 
origin for the cracking was a corrosion pit 
on the surface of the pin.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Above) This is the first time that we’ve 
seen a failure of a PiperSport-type 
nose undercarriage leg in the UK. This 
failure occurred to an LSA version 
of the SportCruiser so we’re not 
directly involved in the investigation. 
Nevertheless, knowing that there has now 
been a failure naturally concentrates our 
thinking and advice has been given to all 
LAA owners of SportCruiser aircraft to 
increase the level of inspections in this 
area. (Photo: David Pitt)

(Above) Undercarriages on light aircraft need to be inspected constantly if 
embarrassment is to be avoided. Notice that the body of this nosewheel castoring stop 
is showing some signs of surface corrosion. This is the sort of thing that suggests the 
leg needs to come to pieces to be inspected and re-furbished. LAA’er Tim Gibbs didn’t 
like the look of the weld holding the two parts of the stop together and I cannot say that 
I blame him… Tim reports: “I landed on 08 at Enstone yesterday in a mild crosswind. 
It was a fine gentle landing, but I don’t think I’d perfectly corrected the crabbing of the 
aircraft on touching of the mains, but on lowering of the nose I noticed more roughness 
from the undercarriage than I expected. I checked the aircraft over and noticed some 
minor paint chipping from the nose gear spat and a stone chip to the paint on the right 
main leg. Everything else was firm, aligned and working correctly. You’ll probably know 
that the runway isn’t brilliant in places and there are a few loose stones. 
“On returning to White Ox Mead I took the spat off to just check that it was nothing more 
than cosmetic to find that the castoring limiter had failed.” (Photo: Tim Gibbs)
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(Above) Before I disassembled the PiperSport noseleg’s spindle 
assembly I wanted to see what the forks rotational friction was 
relative to the CZAW/PS Safety Directives. Too little friction here 
will increase the likelihood of shimmy, too much may lead to a 
torsional overload failure of the leg itself, especially if regular 
heavy differential braking is used. I recruited the assistance of 
Jo ‘K’, the Chief Engineer at Akki Aviation Services based here 
at Turweston, for this test. As you can see, the test was done 
backwards, in that normally this torque is set by reference to the 
fork itself but, after a few sums we noted that the frictional load 
was roughly twice what it should have been. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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(Above) This is the fracture area of a failed PiperSport-type nose 
undercarriage; this example failed whilst taxying. To orient 
yourself, the castoring pin sits at about ten o’clock in the photo 
so you’re looking at the part the wrong way up. Notice that the 
top (bottom in service) of the failed area, whilst a bit battered, has 
clearly been failed for some time before the leg finally gave way 
(the area from about three o’clock to about eight o’clock). This is 
an easily inspectable area on the SportCruiser, but a close look 
around this weld will require a torch and a mirror. Our advice, 
until a fix has been incorporated, is that this weld is carefully 
inspected after every landing; naturally, any sign of cracking 
grounds the aircraft. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Right) We’ve been lucky thus far that nose undercarriage failures 
on SportCruiser aircraft have only occurred at taxying speeds. 
The latest LSA failure occurred on landing but, fortunately for 
the occupants, the groundspeed was below about 20kt when 
the spindle failed. This picture shows the spindle assembly from 
the aircraft that suffered a failure of the leg itself. Note the lack 
of lubrication and, more worryingly, the multiple corrosion pits. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

(Below) I decided to take a look at the spindle on the broken leg to see why there didn’t 
appear to be any grease emanating from the top and bottom bearings. It was possible 
that, before sending the item to us for examination after the failure, somebody had 
cleaned the exterior down. Nevertheless I was very surprised to find that there wasn’t 
a drop of lubrication in the bearings at all. Naturally, I wanted to make sure that the 
greasing nipple worked and I hope you can see that two or three pumps of the grease 
gun later, clean grease came out of the lubrication port. I sort-of guessed this might be 
the case, based upon previous experiences with the CZAW spindles.  

(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

of maintenance featured heavily. It was clear 
during many of the inspections that many 
of the original nosewheel assemblies hadn’t 
been serviced properly. All the failures we saw 
exhibited some evidence that the initiating 
cracks originated from multiple corrosion pits 
in the surface of the pin and many of the pins 
inspected didn’t look as if they had had any 
grease near them. We found out that many 
builders, whilst constructing their kits, had just 
fitted the leg to the aircraft straight out of the 
box thinking that they were ready to fit, hence 
the ‘no grease’ scenario!

This lack of maintenance extended to other 
aspects of nose-leg servicing. One aspect of 
this type of trailing fork design is that they can 
be prone to shimmy, a kind of uncomfortable 
dynamic oscillation with the fork swinging wildly 
from side to side at a fairly low frequency of, 
maybe, four to ten CPS. A shimmy can be very 
damaging to local structures, both because of 
the increase in fatigue due to the fluctuating 
loads and, due to acceleration affects, an 
increase in peak loads. Some aircraft use 
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specialist piston type shimmy dampers to 
prevent shimmy from occurring; simpler 
machines, like the SportCruiser, rely on friction 
forces between the fork assembly and the leg. 
The SportCruiser relies on the friction imposed 
by tightening the spindle assembly against 
Bellville (cupped) washers, but the problem is 
that if the friction loads are too low, shimmy will 
occur and, if too high, the leg itself can easily 
become over-loaded during normal steering, 
and this may lead to premature failure of the leg.

So, what of all this history? Well, what did 
I say last month, ‘what goes around, comes 
around’? We received notification that there 
had been a failure of a nose-leg ‘following 
an uneventful landing’ from the Air Accident 
Investigation Branch (AAIB), the incident 
having occurred at West Tisted airstrip (near 
Petersfield, Hampshire). Nobody was hurt, 
thank goodness and, after a bit of checking, 
we discovered that the nose-leg had simply 
collapsed whilst taxying. Further exploration 
showed that the failure had occurred with a 
PiperSport type nose-leg, so we asked the 
owner to send the broken parts to Turweston 
for examination.

It was clear, as you can see from the 
accompanying photographs and text, that lack 
of maintenance and, perhaps, close inspection 
had played its part in this failure too. We sent 
a letter out to all SportCruiser owners letting 
them know that there had been a failure with a 
PiperSport leg and advised owners that ‘close 
attention should be paid to the area around the 
weld joining the leg itself to the fork attachment 
hinge at every pre-flight inspection’.

As I said, subsequent close examination 
of the leg showed some evidence that lack of 
maintenance was at least partly to blame, but 
it was clear that we were seeing the same type 
of problem with the welded joint cracking that 
we’d seen previously with the CZAW leg, so we 
naturally began discussions to see whether a 
similar strengthening mod could be introduced. 
Then fate played its hand and we had another 
failure, so it looks as if we might all have to go 
back to the drawing board.

A few days ago we received a very brief 
email from LAA Inspector, Neil Copley, letting 
us know that a factory-built SportCruiser that 
he looks after had very recently suffered a 
nose undercarriage failure at Audley End. 
These factory-built machines are outside of 

our bailiwick of course, but Neil sent the CAA 
Occurrence Report which, in the description of 
events, explains what happened.

“Uneventful landing on grass runway 18 
(good surface) with modest crosswind. During 
roll out, at 20 knots estimated, a/c pitched onto 
nose and decelerated over a distance of 8.5m. 
Engine stopped. Pilot shut off fuel and master 
switch and evacuated. No injuries, no fire. 
Nosewheel had detached at the spindle, nose 
leg then dug into turf and bent back on itself. 
One prop blade broken (other undamaged), 
lower cowling some damage, landing light 
damaged. ELT was activated by deceleration.”

Neil also kindly sent us one or two pictures 
of the broken spindle, which I have attached. 
You can see, I hope, that it appears that we are 
re-visiting old territory, but then, in reality, we’re 
just at the beginning of this story so it wouldn’t 
be fair to jump to conclusions, would it? No 
doubt, much more later.

Cvjetkovic CA-65 u/c failure
I think that it would be very fair to say that 
it would be impossible to check for every 
possible failure mode; a good inspector will 
get close but, reality being reality, there will 
always be the gotcha. LAA Inspector, David 
Hunter, was certainly ‘gotcha’d on his way to 
the LAA Rally this year in his Cvjetkovic CA-65. 
He didn’t make it, much to my disappointment, 
as I was looking forward to seeing this only 
example of type in the UK for the first time. 
David explained that on this of all flights, when 
he tried to put the undercarriage down to make 
the aeroplane’s first public land-away at Sywell, 
the undercarriage operating lever failed to, 
well, do anything at all.

David explained, “At first I couldn’t work 
out what was going on… was I doing 
everything right? Then it became clear what 
had happened and I realised that I was going 
to have to do a wheels-up; the best place 
to do this in my view, was my home base of 
Chavange Airstrip (Near Tetbury, Glos); 550m 
of pristine grass and not too many people!  
I decided that I should get rid of as much fuel 
as is possible which meant flying around for a 
couple of hours, so I had plenty of time to try  
to find a solution to the puzzle. Sadly, no 
solution came!”

I wouldn’t be at all surprised if you hadn’t 
heard of the CA-65, I hadn’t, although this 
particular example purchased from the estate 
of a Belgium plans-builder came to the UK 
about half finished in 2002. The aircraft is, 
essentially, a low-wing taildragger monoplane 
with side-by-side seating; the aircraft is, as 
implied, a plans-built aircraft designed in the US 
by Anton Cvjetkovic in the 1960s. This example 
is powered by a wet-sump turbo Subaru driving 
an NSI variable pitch propeller. Regular readers 
will remember that the NSI propeller has the 
unusual feature where the final drive is through 
a sprag clutch, which means that the propeller 
free-wheels when not being driven. In other 
words, you cannot stop the propeller in the 
event of say, a wheels-up landing!

Another unusual thing, well perhaps two 
unusual things, about the machine: firstly the 
exact same machine can be constructed using 
aluminium, this becomes the Cvjetkovic CA-
65A and, well to quote David, “The handling 
characteristics are absolutely superb”. Sad 
that this should be considered an unusual 
feature against so many modern designs, but 
there you go. David’s aircraft was essentially 
finished, having now completed about 70 
separate ‘tuning/test’ flights and was just 
waiting for Dan Griffith, the LAA’s Chief Test 
Pilot, to conduct the formal flight evaluation 
and, hopefully, sign off the handling qualities 
aspects of the LAA design investigation.

So, why couldn’t David get the 
undercarriage down? Here’s what happened 
as David describes it.

“The undercarriage is essentially a mechanical 
hand-operated system; it’s a lovely smooth and 
robust affair. The main operating lever is actually 
an off-the-shelf socket wrench, the only difference 
from the one in my toolbox being that it offers a 

This rather sad picture of David Hunter’s 
Cvjetkovic CA-65 was taken after he’d 
made a superb job of a wheels-up landing 
after an aborted attempt to bring this 
interesting machine, the only example 
in the UK, to the LAA rally. I feature the 
picture to show you what this all wood, 
side-by-side two-seater looks like, albeit 
without undercarriage legs.Note the slots 
on the leading-edge of the port wing… 
interesting! (Photo: David Hunter)

“Close examination 
of the leg showed 

some evidence that 
lack of maintenance 
was at least partly 

to blame”
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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

lAA engineering scAle of chArges – PleAse noTe neW PerMiT fees hAVe APPlied since 1 MArch 2014

drive to both sides of the wrench (See Pics -  
I remember my Dad having one like it though, a 
King Dick if I remember? MM)

Being a socket wrench, the direction of travel is 
dictated by the position of a small operating lever, 
one way’s up, the other’s down. Simple. What 
happened to cause the disaster was that this little 
selector arm had fallen out so there wasn’t, for 
want of a better phrase, any ratchet effect”.

David explained that everything went as 
planned during the wheels-up landing except 
that he drifted off the centre-line slightly and 
clouted a runway marker, damaging the port 
flap and wing leading edge slightly. The aircraft 
was lifted back up onto its wheels and as I 
explained earlier, is sitting waiting for some 
attention (and a cuddle) in the corner of David’s 
hangar. What the CA-65 doesn’t know yet is that 
David’s thinking up a mod for the undercarriage 
which, he tells me, will include an electric motor. 
Don’t take too long David, if she flies as well as 
you say, I’d like a go in her! Fair Winds. ■

LAA Coach and test pilot Chris Thompson has been working with the LAA closely 
during the initial flight trials of a Spitfire Mk 26. Things were going well until – well, 
here’s what happened in Chris’ words. 
“Flew the MK26 for the second and third time today still doing ‘shakedown’ short flights. 
Gradually increased the cruise speeds to 145kt this morning (I noticed a slight tendency 
to turn left). No problems found so far, but after landing a detailed inspection showed 
a VERY small crack around the radio aerial which looked like a paint/filler chip. The 
flaps up position was adjusted to compensate the roll left accordingly and a second 
flight made this afternoon. This was a beautiful calm evening at Lee-on-Solent and I 
cruised about at leisure for 15 minutes. This flight’s detail was to check whether the flap 
trimming had cured the roll and to increase the max speed to 160kt in level flight (top of 
the green arc). No problems were experienced in flight other than crap radio reception 
which I put down to interference from the engine. After landing, we noticed that the 
aerial mount on top of the fuselage had a major failure and had completely broken away 
from the top of the fuselage. In the interim the plane is totally grounded and testing will 
have to cease for some time”. Almost certainly, unbeknown to the pilot, the aerial had 
been shaking at high speed due to aerodynamic effects on the whippy rod. The same 
problem was first spotted on the first of type in the UK, but only came to light when seen 
by ground observers during a low past. At the time this had been dismissed as a ‘one 
off’ snag. A good lesson learnt showing why, with all new aircraft, step-wise increases in 
airspeed are required and any signs of distress must be thoroughly investigated.  
(Photo: Dave Bishop)

Here’s a few of David’s friends preparing 
to lift the aircraft back onto its wheels. 
This is by far the best way of doing this (if 
ever you have to) without causing further 
damage. I won’t mention the ‘how many 
engineers joke’. Check-out the text for the 
full story. (Photo: David Hunter)

You may have seen components like this 
before, especially if you are interested 
in how ratchet handles in socket sets 
work! Believe it or not, a ratchet handle 
is used as the operating handle for the 
Cvjetkovic’s undercarriage; flick the little 
lever (centre left) one way for up, the 
other for down; pretty clever if you ask 
me. The problem that David encountered 
was that the pin is only held in place by 
an interference fit into the selector cam 
(centre stage), which was probably fine 
when the device’s home was a toolbox. 
Sadly, and rather expensively, it couldn’t 
stay together in the difficult environment 
of an aircraft control system. 
(Photo: David Hunter)
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