
A mixed bag of accident and incidents to start the year, featuring a 
Denney Kitfox, a Slingsby T.31 and a Piel Emeraude… 

HAPPy nEw yEAr! 
LET’S KEEP iT SAfE
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SAFETY SPOT

with Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

“OK you lot, I appreciate 
that this is the first day of 
a new term, but that’s no 
excuse for sloppiness”. 
My fingers, poised over 

the keyboard but mildly out of practice after the 
Christmas break, listen attentively and await 
my further instruction. Perhaps I should remind 
them that it’s always polite to ask one’s readers 
if they had a good Christmas holiday, always 
assuming, of course, they were lucky enough 
to get one. 

So, here goes, the first bit of typing for a 2015 
Safety Spot, fingers and brain at last ready, 
we’ve agreed that we’ll begin with my usual 
welcome. I’ll perform a short cough to signal 
readiness (and wake up that little digit in the 
middle that’s pretending it’s not well). Perhaps 
you should settle down an inch or two in your 
chair, an unseen signal through time that it’s 
OK for me to start, and take a deep breath, 
after all we’ve got a whole new flying season to 
get through safely. Off we go then.

Welcome again to this first Safety Spot of 
2015. I do hope that you, and all those close to 
you, are in good order and aren’t having  

This picture, probably taken at a Cranfield 
Rally, shows Kitfox G-KITY in concours 
condition. It’s one of only three in the UK 
that used the 60hp Italian KFM eninge.

The angle that it was taken from rather 
emphasises the short longitudinal couple, 
a feature of this type’s design which 
caught-out a few pilots in the early days of 
kit-build sports aircraft. Personally, I think 
she looks fabulous and it’s a real shame 
that she’ll no longer take to the skies. 
(Photo: LAA library)

to sign-off the acceptance of too many  
deferred defects in your (or their) bodily 
functions. Another year, another ache! Anyway, 
we’re in the depths of winter so we’re not 
supposed to be on top form. I don’t normally 
get too affected by the SAD syndrome, if 
indeed it is a syndrome. I know somebody 
that claims to be, although it has to be said 
that she’s pretty grumpy most of the year, 
regardless of the length of the day. Maybe it’s 
the dark glasses?

Thank you all very much for your support 
for Safety Spot last year, most readers seem 
to like the general content and style. Feel 
free to let us know if you can think of a way 
it might be improved. This column, by its 
very nature, can only ever be as good as the 
content you send in, so please keep providing 
us with your ‘failure’ stories, however trivial 
you might think they are. We don’t mind if the 
problems you send us are of a mechanical 
or electrical nature, we try to avoid issues of 
space and time, and religion is a definite no 
no but, somewhere in our LAA ‘family’, there’s 
generally somebody who knows something 
about your particular issue. 

If you’ve had a problem and have ‘got away 
with it’ (or maybe even didn’t completely 
escape trouble), please share your experience 
with us, that’s what Safety Spot is all about, 
sharing information. You never know, you might 
just save somebody else’s bacon by pointing 
out a problem that hasn’t been noticed before.

Thanks also to all of you that commented 
favourably about our handling of the stall/
spin incident involving a Minimax. We tend 
not to get too involved in Safety Spot with 
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matters ‘Operational’ as it’s primarily 
an engineering-related section of 
the mag but, looking at the failure 
statistics, it would be foolish not to 
discuss the big pilotage gotchas 
now and again. Some folks got a little 
confused about what I meant by ‘never’ 
turn back after an engine failure after 
take-off. ‘Never’ is a big ask of course, 
and I think that we all appreciate that 
each event needs to be assessed as 
an individual situation – when does 
the ‘just-after-take-off’ section end and 
the ‘cruise-climb’ begin. Nevertheless, 
the general rule applies, if you suffer 
an engine failure after take-off, your first 
objective is to keep the aircraft flying. 
Then, select a field as far as possible 
straight ahead and plan your approach to 
that field. If you have any time, try to see what’s 
happened to stop the engine, although this is 
not a high priority as, chances are there won’t 
be anything you can do about the failure, even 
if you discover what’s gone wrong.

Engine failure situations often occur when 
you least expect them. If you’re unlucky 
enough to suffer one, especially on take-off, 
concentrate on keeping the aircraft flying at 
the correct speed and focus on pulling-off a 
good field landing (as close to dead ahead as 
sensibly possible). If you are going to practice 
this, and it’s not a bad use of valuable air-time, 
then don’t waste your time learning how to 
whip round into a stall turn in an attempt to land 
back on the departure airfield as, when the 
failure actually occurs, it’s unlikely that you’ll 
have the presence of mind (or the airspeed!) to 
accomplish such a manoeuvre.

Whilst we’re reminding ourselves of the need 
for airspeed, and perhaps the potentially lethal 
effects of wind-gradient, the following tale 
might be of interest!

Is there anybody home? Luckily, 
although this crash occurred 

shortly after a delivery of heating 
oil and both the delivery driver 
and the owner of the bungalow 

were in the back garden, nobody 
was seriously injured. We 

think that the reason for this 
aircraft failing to climb out after 
take-off is that it was flying too 

slowly. At high angles of attack, 
lift production results in an 

enormous amount of total drag, 
reducing the climb performance 

to zero… or in this case, a little 
less than zero.  

(Photo: John Parkhouse)

I’m sure that most of you will have 
seen this diagram before. In the stable 
situation, drag must be balanced by 
power you can swap TOTAL DRAG for 
POWER REQUIRED. In the recent accident 
featuring a Kitfox, we think because he 
was taking-off downwind the pilot became 
confused about his airspeed and hauled 
the aircraft into the air at too low an 
airspeed for safe flight. As a result, even 
with full power applied, the aircraft failed 
to climb. Recently, because of a number 
of incidents, we’ve been discussing the 
need for the pilot to ‘First Fly the Aircraft’ 
whatever else is going on in the cockpit. A 
wise pilot keeps the picture of this graph 
firmly in his or her mind. You can think of 
it in cash terms if you like. Speed is ‘cash 
in the hand’ and height is ‘money in the 
bank’… in flight, keeping the situation 
solvent is the pilot’s first job. (Illustration: 
Trevor Thom – The Air Pilot’s Manual)
 

dEnnEY kiTFox (Mk2) – loSS 
oF conTrol AFTEr TAkE-oFF 
I first remember seeing a Kitfox in the early 
1990’s and I must admit to being heartily 
impressed. This aircraft, along with the 
Avid, in some ways set the standard for 
things to come. There were, as is often the 
case, a number of variants, ranging from 
the early Mk.1 through to the Mk.7. Most 
of the aircraft, in fact over 80 of them, 
operating under an LAA administered 
Permit to Fly, are either Mk. 1s, 2s or 
3s. Originally, because the aircraft had 
too high a wing loading to be classed 
as a microlight, it was flown as what 
was known at the time as a Group A 

aircraft (now SEP – Single Engine Piston 
or SSEA – Simple Single Engine Aircraft).
When the definition of a microlight moved 
away from basic empty weight and wing 
loading requirements in the late 1990’s, some 
aircraft were eligible to fly within the microlight 
category: in other words, this aircraft type 
became one of the first ‘intermediate’ types  
so, as I suggested earlier, it became rather a 
trend setter!

I’ve taken a look at our database and  
note that out of a total of 96 examples, 55 
aircraft are still flying with current Permits.  
I guess that you could take this statistic, as  
with most statistics, any way that you wanted 
to. Certainly, if memory serves, the aircraft  
type was considered rather tricky to handle 
on the ground as it is quite short-coupled (the 
back’s quite close to the front) and so lacks 
an inherent directional stability. What’s more, 
because of the quite high power-to-weight 
ratio, the aircraft has a ‘mean’ acceleration 
from a standing start, which caught a few 
people out. This was a very different behaviour 
to the aircraft being used for training in the 
flying clubs, mostly PA28s or C150s.
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Here’s a lovely old picture I’ve scanned 
from an original technical manual for 
the DH 82 Tiger Moth; sure, I could have 
photo-shopped it but I think it looks 
great the way it is. You can see here that, 
whilst the system itself is quite simple, 
in a way reminiscent of the motorbike 
systems around at the time, there’s a lot 
for the engineer to keep his eyes on. The 
designers of this system wanted to keep 
the on/off valve as close to the tank as 
possible but this led to the problem of 
opening and, more importantly, closing it 
in flight (in the emergency situation). You 
can see that this was accomplished, in 
the end, by including a complex linkage 
system… note that the simple fuel cock 
control knob isn’t securable in this early 
drawing. (Photo: de Havilland Aircraft Ltd)
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I remember that the insurance 
companies, at the time, were so 
worried about the number of take-off 
incidents that, to get insurance, a 
pilot needed training and a check-
ride before it would be granted. All 
the examples I saw in those distant 
days were powered by the Rotax 532 
or 582 engine, but I’ve just discovered, 
by chatting through a recent take-off 
accident with the original builder/owner/
pilot, that some, three I think, were 
powered by a flat-four air-cooled 60hp 
four-stroke powerplant, the Italian KFM 
112. This isn’t an engine type that made 
much of an impact in the UK marketplace, it 
unfortunately went out of production in 1990, 
but its performance in most respects was very 
similar to that of the 582, although it is perhaps 
a little heavier. All that said, the aircraft to which 
this story applies was the first fit for the KFM 
and, apart from changing the ignition system 
to a Leburg capacitor discharge system early 
on in the aircraft’s life, it has run well for nearly 
500 hours. The fact that the aircraft found itself 
impaled on the roof of a bungalow precariously 
placed at the end of Runway 27 at Castle 
Bytham airfield, is not thought to involve a 
problem with the engine.

So, what happened? Well, to be frank, I’m not 
convinced that we’ll ever be completely sure 
but it’s very likely, in my view, that the aircraft 
was attempting to climb away at too low an 
airspeed and this, coupled with a couple of 
local environmental ‘issues’, meant that the 
aircraft was going down rather than up after 
take-off. Let me explain.

The pilot, a very experienced aircraft engineer 
(ex-Auster apprentice and well-used to the 
Kitfox as a pilot), decided that it would be a 
good day to fly a few circuits… and why not? I 
should explain that Castle Bytham, an airfield 
near Grantham in Lincolnshire, sits on a slight 
ridge with the main runway (15/33) running 

along the top of the ridge. There is another 
shorter runway, which runs more or less east/
west but, because of the ridge, the pilot is 
confronted with an initial uphill climb up to the 
point the runways cross, then it’s downhill. 
Please don’t get the impression that we’re 
talking mountain flying here, the total height 

change from the top of the ridge is only 
something like 35ft but, as I’ll explain later, 
I do think that this contour was one of the 
‘local environmental factors’.

Our man flew four or five circuits, all 
without any issues whatsoever although, 
on the last couple, he noticed that the 
wind’s direction was moving around 
quite a bit from the initially fairly steady 
southerly; he estimated that wind 
strength was light, generally less than 
about 10kt and he was using the main 

15 runway. 
On the last take-off he thought that the wind 

had swung around to a westerly direction, 
although this is where memories, quite 
naturally, start to become less reliable, so he 
elected to land on the westerly runway. He 
does remember that this approach went wrong 
in a couple of ways. Firstly he noticed that he 
appeared to be travelling much faster over the 
ground than normal. Then secondly, perhaps as 
a function of this perceived higher than normal 
ground speed, his initial touchdown was going 
to be ‘well into the field’. In fact, the aircraft didn’t 
touch down until the top of the ridge, more or 
less halfway along the runway, and, because 
he thought that it would be difficult to stop the 
aircraft before the boundary hedge, he elected 
to take-off and ‘have another go’.

This is the point memory disappears but the 
pilot does remember seeing the ‘propeller 
disintegrate’ and couldn’t, in this rapidly 
evolving situation, work out why! The picture is 
worth a thousand words; in it you can see that 
the aircraft, after an initial lift off, descended 
down the ridge, impacting the bungalow’s roof. 
Very fortunately, the pilot wasn’t badly hurt 
and there was only slight collateral damage 
although, mainly due to the extraction process, 
the aircraft has been pretty-well destroyed. It 
has to be said that I think that all concerned 
had a fortunate escape in many ways. As luck 
would have it, whilst the owner of the bungalow 

›

These are the contents, minus fuel of course, of the simple on/off fuel valve as used on the Tiger Moth. Basically the shaped metal 
plate has a hole in it which, when aligned with the holes in the two cork sealing washers, allows fuel to pass through. Pulling the plate 
outward blocks off the fuel… simple yes, but a devil to set-up correctly. (Photo: Tim Williams)
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and a chap delivering heating oil were in the 
back garden, they saw the aircraft approaching 
and were able to jump clear. Also, there was 
no fire which, with a fuel delivery tanker in the 
drive, might have made the event a little more 
exciting.

So, what went wrong? If we can discount an 
engine problem, and although this remains a 
possibility there’s no evidence of any issues in 
this area, an indisputable fact is that the aircraft 
failed to climb away, so we must therefore 
assume that there wasn’t enough power 
available to enable this.

I think, after discussing the pilot’s 
recollections with him, that he landed 
downwind. The evidence for this is anecdotal, 
but comes in two packages. Firstly, the pilot 
remembers ‘feeling’ that he was too fast on 
the approach and this led him to land further 
down the runway than he originally intended. 
Secondly, he remembers clearly that the wind 
was changeable on the day. Let’s assume that 
he did indeed start his approach with a 10kt 
tailwind; the first thing is that the aircraft would 
have had a groundspeed some 20kt faster  
than he expected. What’s more, because of 
this increased groundspeed, assuming his 
descent rate to be normal, his approach  
angle would have been relatively shallower…
hence missing the threshold at the runway’s 
start.

It is probable that the wind, after it climbed 
the ridge, would follow the contour and begin 
a descent. I don’t think, in this essentially light 
wind, that this would be classed as ‘rotor’ in the 
accepted sense, I think that the contour would 
have been too shallow for this, but there’s no 
doubt in my mind that this aircraft attempted a 
take-off in a descending airflow.

The primary cause for the lack of climb 
though, to my mind, is that the pilot, being 
spooked by the high apparent landing speed, 
pulled the aircraft off the ground at too low an 
airspeed and, being behind the ‘power curve’, 
didn’t have enough power to overcome the 
very high total drag produced by the airframe 
to climb away. I remember an instructor many 
years ago giving me a bit of advice after I’d 
done a similar thing, it went something like this: 
“You’ll never make a good landing from a bad 

approach – recognise the problem early and 
do something about it.” I think, remembering 
the bloke, that if I’d have tried to continue this 
approach I’d have had my ears bent!

Just a short time ago, actually during 
a Christmas concert, I noticed that my 
saxophone had developed a definite 
warble, so during the intermission I gave the 
mouthpiece a bit of a tweak and the whole  
of the cork packing, designed to offer a firm 
but movable seal between the mouthpiece  
and what’s known in the trade as the crook, 
had disintegrated.

I managed to make a temporary repair using 
packing tape and was able to finish the gig. 

Cork is a living material and, in service, has a 
definite life… my experience is that it gives-
up-the-ghost all of a sudden, normally without 
warning. I have to say, cork isn’t something I think 
about much… strange then that problems with it 
should come up twice in a week. Let me explain.

Elsewhere in the mag you may have seen 
a story, penned by LAA’er Tim Williams, 
explaining just how complicated things can get 
if you land, for any reason, in a field in France. 
Tim landed to try to find out why his engine, a 
de Havilland Gipsy Major Mk 1H, had started 
missing and, bearing in mind that naughty 
middle finger (see introduction), I’ll let Tim tell 
the story.

(Left) An installed fuel valve from the DH82 
Tiger Moth, it shows quite well how this 
operating linkage works, all very, well 
1930s… Love it! (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

There are a number of modifications 
required to UK Tigers, this one, MOD 155 
incorporates a locking device into the rear 
cockpit: this prevents the fuel valve from 
vibrating closed inadvertently.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

   
Here’s another Tiger Mod (MOD 147). In service it was found that the clamp holding this 
belcrank was slipping on the strut. Naturally, any movement of the clamp, up or down 
the strut, would prevent the fuel selector from working correctly. A simple fix was the 
inclusion of this safety strap. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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After my experience of a precautionary 
landing in France, I thought I would offer my 
suggestion as to the possible reason for the 
‘few coughs’ which the engine gave which 
encouraged me to land.

Mine is a standard DH82A with a standard 
fuel system. I have owned it for 40 years. Fuel 
is held in a 19 gallon tank in the centre section 
in line with the upper wing. There is a small 
sump on the left under side of the tank to which 
is attached the fuel cock. The fuel is fed by 
gravity via a filter directly into the carburettor. 
There is a vent on the top of the tank which 
has a loose ball valve which closes the vent for 
negative g manoeuvres.

My picture (see attached) shows a 
dismantled fuel cock. The two parts of the 
housing are screwed together enclosing two 
circular corks each side of a brass slide. This 
slide fits through a slot in the larger of the 
two housings. The slide has a hole in it which 
can be slid across to align with the holes in 
the corks and allow fuel to flow or slid the 
other way to obstruct the flow. There is a shim 

between the two parts of the housing. This 
shim is available in two thicknesses so that a 
combination of them can vary the pressure 
between the corks and the slide. The slide has 
stops to restrict its movement between fully 
open and fully shut.

So far so good, but cork, being a natural 
material, can dry and shrink. If that happens, 
fuel can leak out between the cork and the 
slide. When servicing the cock, it is necessary 
to adjust the shims so that a force of 7lb is 
required to move the slide.

When I set out on this trip to France there 
was no leak at the fuel cock. When I landed 
in a field in France some three-and-a-half 
flying hours later, and after a fuelling stop in 
Calais, there was a leak. My theory is that on 
departure, the corks were only just holding 
back the fuel pressure (I hadn’t checked the 
push needed to operate it for some years). The 
cock is in an area of high air pressure and is 
just behind the propeller, so it has a reasonable 
draught whistling by and this may have caused 
the corks to dry out sufficiently to shrink and 

This picture shows a dismantled T.31 strut, or at least one end of the strut! The strut 
itself is made from steel, the square insert is manufactured from aluminium and the two 
packing pieces are made from wood. To cap it all, there’s a brass bushing to carry the 
wing attachment bolt… want a battery, just add water. (Photo: Richard Moyse)

This picture shows more clearly the damage caused by electrolytic corrosion; when the owner noticed the paint flaking around this 
important wing connection he decided to look more closely… what looks to have happened is that the assembly had, at some time in 
the past, been dismantled and, when reassembled, wasn’t fully sealed to prevent water ingress. Fortunately for the owner, even though 
this airframe was constructed in 1960, there are still plenty of parts available and the strut can be replaced. (Photo: Richard Moyse)

let fuel leak out. However, with all that high 
pressure air and a tank now only half full, the air 
pressure may have overcome the fuel pressure 
and caused bubbles to seep back up into the 
tank, momentarily stopping the fuel flow. Hence 
the cough.

When I landed I felt it was more likely to be a 
fuel problem than ignition. The only thing that 
seemed to be different was that there was now 
a fuel leak from the cock; to my simple mind 
that seemed to be a big clue. I checked the 
easy things like the fuel filter and carburettor 
jets but it all seemed quite clean. I had to mend 
the leak anyway, so I dismantled it and made 
a cardboard disc which I inserted behind one 
of the corks. This was enough to increase the 
pressure of the corks on the slide and stop  
the leak.

I ran the engine for ten minutes at full throttle 
with no ill effects, so I hoped that I had cured 
the problem. I flew a further six hours on the 
trip with no coughs but I was careful to take 
the shortest route back over the Channel and 
made sure I was in contact with my friends all 
the way. I have now done a proper job on the 
cock, fitting new corks at the right pressure. I 
have since discovered from Henry Labouchere 
that it is not an unknown problem on Tigers.

Thanks Tim for writing your experiences up, 
I’m glad that you made it back OK. I must 
confess that this the first time I’ve heard of very 
small leaks in this sort of gravity fed system 
causing the symptoms that you experienced. 
But, discretion is the better part of valour, 
especially over potentially hostile territory 
and it didn’t do any harm to land and check 
the problem out. Certainly any fuel leak on 
an aircraft is completely unacceptable and 
needs fixing. I think, bearing in mind the rather 
‘particulate’ nature of cardboard, I would 
not advise its use in an aircraft’s fuel system 
except, perhaps, in extremis, and even then 
only as a very temporary measure, because 
the resulting product of the fuel plus processed 
wood pulp could gum up the system further 
down. Oh, and to that wag at the back, I know 
that cork is wood, I’ve just nearly cut my middle 
finger off making a new mouthpiece seal out of 
the stuff!
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SlingSbY T.31 MoTor cAdET 
Mkiii – Wing STruT corroSion
I wonder how many of you reading this did, like 
me, their first solo in an aeroplane in a Cadet 
TX Mark 3. I can, nearly half a century later, 
remember every moment. I’m a firm believer 
that the up-round-down, keep it simple ethos 
of those days gave many thousands of young 
boys (girls couldn’t be air cadets in those 
days, more’s the pity) the opportunity to wear 
the coveted glider pilot’s wings and, perhaps 
a lot more importantly, that badge ownership 
instilled a ‘can do’ attitude as far as aviation 
was concerned. Remember, it was the kids 
from this generation that went on to invent 
the hang-gliders and microlight aircraft we 
take for granted today. Learning to fly is all 
about opportunity and very little to do with the 
regulatory process. I’m tempted to digress so 
let’s get back on track.

In 1947, Slingsby Sailplanes produced 
the T-29 Motor Tutor, a single-seat ultralight 
aircraft, a powered version of the T.8 Kirby 
Tutor. Reading between the lines in some of 
the correspondence I’ve read about this, I’m 
not convinced that this was a direction of travel 
that Slingsby fully agreed with but, nonetheless, 
a couple of powered machines were built as 
prototypes; the T-29A, powered by a probably 
25hp Scott Squirrel 1920s motorbike engine, 
and the T-29B, intended as a glider tug and 
fitted with the more powerful Aeronca JAP J.99 
which developed (at best) about 40hp. Neither 
of these prototype marks actually went into 
production and the project was dropped.

In 1970, PFA’er Peter Martin decided that, 
with a bit of tweaking here and there, the early 
T29 design could be turned into an attractive 
single-seat motor glider suitable for the still 
adolescent home-builder marketplace, so he 
set about converting a civilian version of the 

Mk. III (T.31B Two Seat Trainer). An ex-BGA 
example was purchased and a conversion, 
using a Luton Minor undercarriage and a 
VW 1,600 power unit, was built. The original 
airframe, incidentally, was made in 1960 and 
had completed over 2,700 launches, according 
to the original log books. This prototype became 
G-AYAN and joined the PFA fleet in 1970.

A quick peek into the LAA’s database shows 
of the 27 aircraft on our books, five are still flying. 
We’ve also still got seven projects on the go, 
so keep your eyes on Project News, you never 
know, another of these interesting little machines 
may join the fold sometime in the future!

So, what’s the issue? Well, G-AYAN is now 
based at Lasham and is owned by LAA’ers 
Gerald Hill and Richard Moyse. Richard is a 
BGA Inspector who specialises in motor glider 
maintenance and repair; he noticed that the 
paint around the wing strut end appeared to 
be flaking away and decided to find out why. 
Here’s what Richard discovered:

Hello Malcolm
As you know, there are a number of T31 
Gliders and T8 Tutors on the BGA register, and 
also a number of Motor conversions on the 
LAA register. Most of the T31s were built in the 
1950s and early 1960s, making them at least 
50 years old. There are a number of struts and 
other spares in circulation, some still in their 
new wrapping, mainly made as spares for the 
RAF and sold as surplus in the 1980’s. Take a 
look at the picture I’ve attached which shows 
serious, and very worrying, corrosion on the 
strut end of G-AYAN.

The construction of the strut is of an aerofoil 
section steel tube with a square aluminium 
insert in both ends, this insert carring the 
steel bush for the wing mounting pins. During 
the manufacture of the strut, the gaps at the 

front and back of the insert are sealed with a 
wooden plug. The originals struts are fitted with 
one ¼in BSF bolt (which also holds the bracing 
wire ends) and two 1/4in hollow steel rivets. 
The wood blocks are fixed with small brass 
screws. This sandwich is jointed with Duralac.

The strut-end I found a problem with was 
fixed with three bolts, which suggests that 
this assembly had been apart sometime in 
the past. On the outside of the insert, only a 
very small amount of corrosion was visible, 
however, after dismantling, serious exfoliation 
was found. There was also little evidence of 
Duralac. Without sufficient jointing compound, 
the combination of different metals and acids 
from the wood plugs makes an ideal scenario 
for electrolysis.

My recommendation is that all these strut ends 
should be particularly well examined and if the 
rivets have been replaced with bolts, indicating 
previous work, the end should be removed 
for inspection. The removal of the wood plugs 
allows initial inspection in the case where the 
original rivets are in place. If there is any doubt it 
is easy to drill out the rivets and replace with ¼in 
AGS or AN bolts after inspection. In all cases 
liberal quantities of JC5a or Duralac should 
be used on re-assembly. This process also 
allows inspection of the inside of the steel tube, 
although these seem to be in good condition in 
general. The genuine original Slingsby parts all 
have a round stamp with SSK in the centre. All 
the best, Richard.

Thank you Richard, all the best to you too and 
thank you for taking the trouble to write.

OK, I’ve run out of space so that’s your lot 
until next month. It’s not exactly ‘first footing’ 
and I haven’t got any coal but, nonetheless, 
a Happy New Year to you and those close by 
you. Fair Winds. ■

Safety SPot

Many UK pilots now approaching, or in some cases just passed, retirement age would have had their first solo in a Slingsby Cadet  
Mk. III glider. This aircraft, a T.31 Motor Cadet Mk. III was built in 1970 using the fuselage from one of those gliders. Nearly half a 
century of affordable flying… can’t beat it! 
(Photo: Richard Moyse)
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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

LAA Inspector, Roger Benson, sent me some photos of some pretty bad corrosion he discovered during the annual inspection 
of this Piel Emeraude (CP301). This particular machine joined our fleet in 1982, having originally been built by the Paris based 
company Scintex Menavia in 1959. The LAA has just over 30 of this type of machine on its books, half of which are still currently 
flying. This example is now owned by rather a large group which, in the Permit to Fly world, requires some discipline if all the 
maintenance work is going to be carried out correctly (and on time). The LAA recommends that one person from the group is 
elected as a Technical Manager and it’s this person who will manage the maintenance tasks – this, in fairness, shouldn’t mean that 
he has to do all the work! (Photo: LAA Library)

This is a trim tab connection from the CP301 that is grounded 
because of severe corrosion in the stabiliser and flap 
attachment brackets. I think that it’s true to say that the 
corrosion on this trim tab should have served as a clue that 
all was not well with this airframe. The problem was, whilst the 
clues were there, there was nobody in charge to see them. A 
Technical Manager has now been appointed within this group.  
(Photo: Brian Benson)
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Roger Benson explains: ‘This picture is one of the starboard 
horizontal stabiliser aft fixing brackets. As you can see, the 
corrosion is quite severe (exfoliation) and both sides were 
equally affected. There’s corrosion on the flap hinge and I’m 
going to have this off before I can assess just how bad this is.  
I was able to scrape away a small section of corrosion, 
removing about 50% of the material, so I think that we’ve 
caught this just in time.’ 
(Photo: Roger Benson)
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