
W
elcome to you all, and thank 
you for tuning-in to this month’s 
Safety Spot. I hope that 
you are sitting comfortably 
and there aren’t too many 

distractions floating around in your world at this 
very moment. Mind you, if you are anything like 
me, reading about stuff takes second place to 
actually getting out into the world and doing, 
well, stuff!  Certainly, the days have lengthened, 
as I write, nearly to their zenith and, judging by 
the size of our daily pile of letters and various 
applications, the world of LAA sports aviation is 
still going strong.

This time of year I can vouch that the 
engineers here at LAA HQ, from the boss 
down, are all working pretty flat out helping 
to keep you, or perhaps, get you, in the air. 
Forgive me if you’ve taken the time to write to 
me letting me know about this or that you’ve 
come across and all I’ve been able to do is 
acknowledge and thank you for sending me 
your work. I’ll respond more fully as soon as the 
summer Permit rush dies down a bit, promise. 

Please don’t stop sending in your stories, very 
useful tips and corrections. I’m an obsessive 
hoarder and I welcome all the help I can get.  
In the words of a well-known retailer, ‘every  
little helps’.

One thing that would help us a lot, and this 
comes as a plea from our Permit renewal 
admin team, is that before you actually seal 
the envelope containing your annual Permit 
renewal application, you double-check that the 

This fabulous Shadow microlight can now 
be operated as a Single Seat Deregulated 
(SSDR) aircraft. The type has a proven 
track-record but, as a very lightweight 
machine, does need regular inspections 
to ensure airworthiness. Whatever the 
approval basis for an aircraft, it makes 
sense to have a qualified person formally 
check the machine at least every year.  
(Photo SMT Photos)

Steve had a great response, and has 
shortlisted about 12 people who will form the 
core of the group. I attended the first meeting 
held just last week in the John Isaacs room 
here at LAA HQ, primarily to act as a link 
between HQ engineering and the new group 
and to explain some of the longer-term safety 
strategies already running.

As you know, I tend to specialise in the 
human factors surrounding a technical failure, 
though I do drift when necessary into the 
operational theatre sometimes. I think that, 
looking at the enormous amount of experience 
in this new group, we can really up our game 
when it comes to operational safety.

Certainly a hot topic during the meeting was 
how we can best use our fantastic coaching 
scheme to best effect in this area. As you know, 
the two watchwords for our association are safe 
and affordable. The fact that we have such a 
good safety track record is, I think, testament 
to the excellent safety culture that’s developed 
within the association over the years. Let’s be 
honest, none of us want to fly in a dangerous 
aircraft with a Loony Tunes pilot at the helm.

I felt very privileged to attend a Royal 
Aeronautical Society meeting entitled Aircrew 
Mental Health and Well-being earlier this 
month. The meeting was called by the Society 
primarily to offer a forum where talks, given by 
experts connected with the management of 
mental health issues, often the ‘elephant in the 
room’ topic, could be presented. 

Naturally, the backdrop for the day was the 

permit fee relates to the maximum all-up weight 
of your aircraft. 

Fees have changed over the last few years, 
for many downward and, if the wrong fee is 
sent, it can take a while putting things right. 
The fee structure is normally listed at the end 
of Safety Spot if you’re not sure of the amount 
to send. The Permit system works very well so 
long as the applicants, that’s you by the way, 
tick all the boxes correctly. Plea over!

A couple of months ago our CEO, Steve 
Slater, wrote in the magazine asking for 
volunteers to participate in a new LAA Safety 
Committee. The remit for the group, bearing in 
mind the nature of risk attached to all aspects 
of light aircraft operation, needs to be quite 
wide. It includes not only engineering and 
operational issues directly affecting engineers 
and pilots, but also hot topics like air displays, 
training policy, crew (pilot and passenger)  
well-being, and fly-ins. 

Finding issues before they turn into problems during flight 
is at the heart of the LAA inspection programme

The imporTance 
of a good 
inspecTion
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(Left) When Steve Slater joined the firm as CEO he realised 
that there’s a huge amount of untapped wisdom within our 
membership and, after discussion with the engineers here at 
HQ, to establish the best way to utilise this expertise from the 
engineering perspective. He then set about creating the LAA 
Safety Committee and this picture shows six members of our new 
committee during its first working group meeting here at LAA HQ. 
I attended the group to explain our current engineering safety 
strategy, though this group has a wider remit and will be tackling 
difficult areas including, importantly, operational safety.  Left to 
right.  Dr Leigh Dunn, Ian Fraser, Mark Wakeham, Steve Slater, 
Charlie Huke, Doug Blair and Derek Moores (seated).  
(Photo  Malcolm McBride)

unfortunate Germanwings incident in March 
last year where a pilot with known mental 
health issues was able to operate a normal 
roster and used the aircraft to commit suicide. 
Certainly, it became clear during the day, that 
under the UK’s Just Culture system, the same 
thing couldn’t happen. 

German laws, preventing the release of 
personal health information to employers 
or airworthiness authorities, are driving a 
potential set of EASA directives concerning 
psychometric testing of aircrew. By the end of 
the forum, it was clear that the universal view 
of the group was that, whilst political ‘drivers’ 
need to be taken into account whilst creating 
safety policy, they shouldn’t predominate.  

In a very unusual move, the group agreed 
that the society will write to EASA directly 
expressing its unease at some of the proposals 
currently on the table. It will be interesting 
from a group human factors point of view, 
in a month where you and I, really for the 
first time are getting the opportunity to vote 
about the depth of our future participation in 
the European project, to see whether these 
German proposals see the light of day!  

So, with a wall of words to build and the 
mortar mixed, what safety construct should we 
assemble this month? Well, the wall’s shape 
is really defined, as usual, by the events and 
incidents that land on our desks here at LAA 
Engineering HQ. A recent trend suggests that 
an emphasis to members of the ‘importance of 
a good inspection programme’ for their aircraft 

would be useful.
Just in the last couple of weeks we’ve had 

a number of rather accidental finds where 
primary structure had partially failed on aircraft, 
thankfully before a catastrophic in-flight failure 
might, in one case probably would, have 
occurred. This first tale starts with an LAA 
Inspector noticing a strange noise emanating 
from an airframe whilst he was helping to move 
the aircraft around in the hangar. He didn’t 
ignore his worries and, by so doing, quite 
possibly saved somebody’s life. 

Dyn AErO MCr-01 ULC – TAiLpLAnE 
ATTACHMEnT FAiLUrE
LAA Inspector David Smith spends most of his 
time around microlight aircraft. He owns and 
operates a microlight training school and an 
airfield so, like many CFIs, he can probably 
see when something’s ‘not quite right’ from 
quite a distance! In this event’s beginnings, 
his auditory senses came to the fore. Noticing 
a rattling sound coming from the tailplane of 
an MCR-01 microlight aircraft as he moved the 
machine, he decided to investigate.  

Holding the tailplane’s tip, he didn’t like the 
amount of up and down movement he was 
feeling, so he got in touch with the aircraft’s 
owner, LAA’er Roger Connell, and advised him 
to take the tailplane off to investigate. You can 
see, if you take a look at the featured pictures 
of the failed attachment bracket for yourself, 
how worrisome this failure is. 

Naturally, both David and Roger let us know 

what had been ‘accidentally’ discovered 
almost immediately and, because there was 
a potential fleet issue, we wrote to all MCR-01 
owners asking them to look at the tailplane 
attachments on their aircraft... just to be sure 
all was well.

Roger has owned his machine since 2013 
and has amassed about 250 hours flying time 
in her during that period. Chatting with him, it’s 
clear that his MCR is part of his family. Roger’s 
aircraft is about ten years old now and has 
accumulated about 400 hours’ flying time.  

I think that it is true to say that all 
the MCR-01 range of aircraft have a 
staggeringly good performance for 
an aircraft in its class, but this performance 
does come at a cost. Perhaps not in terms 
of robustness because this aircraft, like 
all LAA kit aircraft, has demonstrated the 
required strength and resilience during its 
initial approval, but more in terms of structural 
redundancy. In other words, the very light 
composite construction cannot tolerate any 
weakening, perhaps caused by a reduction 
in the amount of material in a part normally 
because of corrosion or wear but also, as in 
the case of the next item featuring a Shadow 
microlight, an unapproved modification.  

This type of lightweight structure is also 
unforgiving of any kind of incorrect assembly. 
The performance ‘cost’ to the owner is that the 
aircraft needs to be kept in tip-top condition 
and absolutely free of any corrosion. To 
achieve this of course, the machine must 

(Above) The top of an MCr 01 (Banbi) aircraft’s fin minus the 
tailplane. you can see that the all-flying tailplane is supported 
by two attachment brackets that are riveted and bonded to the 
fin structure and pitch control is effected via a push rod (right 
in picture).  The reason this tailplane was removed was to 
investigate why it sounded ‘rattly’ whilst manoeuvring the aircraft 
in the hangar. (Photo Roger Connell)

(Left) Here’s a close-up of the failed port tailplane attachment 
bracket. As it turned out, because this side of the tailplane 
attachment became loose, not only was the security of the 
tailplane attachment compromised, there was also a strong 
possibility that if the aircraft had been flown in this condition 
the tailplane could flutter at normal airspeeds … a condition that 
could lead to the complete loss of the tailplane.  
(Photo Roger Connell)

›
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(Above) Earlier in this MCr-01’s life a crack was discovered 
between the tailplane attachment bracket and the fin structure, a 
glue/rivet joint. A repair was designed by the manufacturer which 
required the removal and re-bonding of the bracket. With the 
tailplane removed this type of joint failure is easily spotted, but is 
impossible to see with the tailplane fitted. The lesson of course 
is to write into the aircraft’s Tailored Maintenance Schedule a 
requirement for the regular removal of the tailplane and a close 
inspection of these attaching fittings.  
(Photo Roger Connell)

(Above) We’re hoping to get the failed bracket here at Turweston 
so that we can try to establish why this part has failed in such 
a catastrophic way, though at the time of writing, the bracket 
is still on the airframe. That said, close measurement of the 
parts involved suggests that this connection may have been 
over-tightened in the past. Over-tightening the attachment bolt 
would introduce a continual stress into the material which in turn 
introduces the strong possibility of stress corrosion cracking. 
i’ll let you know what we find after we receive the part and have 
examined the fracture face.  (Photo Roger Connell)

(Left and below) In 2008 a serious failure of the tailplane lugs 
led to the loss of an LAA MCr-01 tailplane and the subsequent 
crash-landing led to life-changing injuries to both the pilot and 
his passenger. There were a number of factors suggested by 
investigators that may have caused the bearing lug to fail and 
the tailplane to be released, but stress corrosion cracking (SCC) 
was a strong candidate. All MCr-01 aircraft were grounded until 
a suitable alternative to the aluminium lug was made available by 
the French manufacturer, Dyn-Aero. Here’s a picture, sent in by 
LAA’er Tom Knight, showing the upgraded lugs on his aircraft. 
I did comment to him about the wire-locking and show a more 
correct method. (Photo Tom Knight /AC 43)

(Above) in 2010 we saw another MCr-01 corrosion issue, this time 
the part affected was the mainplane control surface bracket and it 
led to the issue of an Airworthiness information Leaflet requiring 
immediate checks followed-up by specific annual inspections. 
The picture shows an MCr-01 forward mainplane attachment 
that was spotted during the re-spraying of the aircraft in 2011. 
As you can see, the bracket has nearly rotted away but, without 
de-rigging the machine, this failed part would never have been 
spotted. (Photo Malcolm McBride)

Safety Spot
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be subject to a rigorously followed inspection 
programme to be sure that it is 100% airworthy 
before it is flown.

One engineering problem that has dogged 
composite aircraft design from the beginning 
is the issue of creating attachments between 
various parts of the structure, especially when 
the particular attachments are made from 
metal. Currently, metal fittings are more often 
moulded into a sub-structure during initial 
lay-up, so the fittings end up being virtually 
homogenous with the composite structure. 
Dyn Aero prefers to use a different attachment 
method which is more appropriate for the 
home-builder. This method requires bonding of 
the metal part to the composite sub-structure 
and rivets are used to stabilise the joint. 
In some areas, though not in the tailplane 
attachment fittings, a separate lay-up of cloth 
over the connection further strengthens the 
joint. The problem with this system of assembly 
is that much of the metal structure is hidden 
and corrosion is very difficult to see.  

The issue of hidden corrosion on this type 
of aircraft first showed itself in 2011 on an 
MCR-01 airframe that was undergoing a 
respray (see May 2011 Safety Spot online). 
Shockingly, a forward wing connection fell off 
the airframe when the wings were removed 

from the fuselage. Logbook checks suggested 
that, though the aircraft is de-riggable, this 
particular machine had never had its wings off 
since initial assembly. 

In response the LAA issued an Airworthiness 
Information Leaflet (AIL) requiring immediate 
checks on all MCR-01 wing fittings and 
introduced a requirement for the wings to 
be removed at each annual inspection. After 
fleet checks and further discussion with the 
aircraft’s manufacturer and owners, this annual 
de-rig was relaxed to a three-yearly wings-off 
requirement on the type. The CAA mandated 
the AIL with an Emergency Mandatory Permit 
Directive (E MPD).

The tailplane on the MCR-01 is an all-flying 
type and is held to the fin using cap bolts 
pushed through one side of the fin attachment 
fitting, then through the lug-mounted tailplane 
bearing, then finally through the other side of 
the attachment fitting. The assembly is secured 
using a captive nut which is, in turn, secured in 
place using a rivet.  

There are a number of reasons why it is 
absolutely necessary to keep a close eye on 
this type of assembly, especially bearing in 
mind that it’s a fitting that’s holding a primary 
control surface in place. As you will appreciate, 
there are a number of different materials in the 

assembly, including different aluminium alloys, 
a number of different steels and, bearing in 
mind the fuselage and tailplane, electrically 
active carbon fibre. So, in addition to the 
known problems associated with aluminium 
extrusions, there’s always the possibility of 
electrolytic corrosion taking hold.

We asked Roger to measure all the various 
parts in the chain to see whether there had 
been any unusual (and not-designed-for) 
bending loads introduced into the system. 
When he did this, it became clear that the 
attachment screw, if overtightened, could 
cause a continual bending load to be 
introduced into the tailplane fitting. We know, 
both from general engineering history and 
specific problems with other MCR-01 fittings, 
that this type of aluminium fitting is very prone 
to stress corrosion cracking when subjected to 
continual stress.

We haven’t had the broken component back 
to HQ as yet for a closer look, certainly there 
may be other factors involved but there are 
immediate lessons for us all. The first requires 
a very big ‘well done’ to LAA Inspector David 
Smith for not ignoring the sign that something 
wasn’t quite right with an aircraft. Secondly, 
though we introduced a requirement for the 
wings to be removed on this type each three 
years we didn’t include the removal of the 
tailplane, I imagine that we shall be issuing the 
relevant AIL to include this now.  

We issued an Airworthiness Alert about this 
worrisome find which can be found on our 
website (under Engineering Alerts) which, as 
I’m sure you know, offers online access to all 
the relevant AILs and MPDs. When the AIL is 
issued, hopefully before you’re reading this, 
a link to the new version of the AIL will be 
included.
 
SHADOW SEriES CD 
I have to say, not normally being lost for words, 
that I’ve been staring at the file on this event for 
ten minutes. I am still flummoxed how a wing 
strut attachment could be cracked through 
about 50% of its effective diameter and not 
have been spotted during a number of different 
earlier inspection points.    

You have, no doubt, looked at the pictures of 
the offending crack, and yes, most probably 
the aircraft to which this strut was affixed had 
been flying around like this for some while. 
So we, perhaps most especially the pilot, 
have to thank our joint lucky stars that the 
connection held together even though it is 
nearly cracked through. Perhaps the fact that 
it didn’t completely fail is more a testament to 
the aircraft’s excellent design rather than good 
inspection practice.   

This particular aircraft looks to have been 
originally built as a demonstrator by the kit’s 
manufacturer, Suffolk based CFM Metal-Fax. 
In 1987 it was shipped to Italy where it stayed 
for ten years. Since the aircraft’s return to our 
shores the aircraft has enjoyed giving pleasure 
to a number of owners, operating with a BMAA 
administered Permit to Fly. 

Sadly, there’s no reliable airframe hours figure 
available, the last record being made in 2010 
showing about 600 hours total time, though 
very recently the aircraft was converted to a 
single-seat machine and was therefore able 
to be, indeed must be, converted to a de-
regulated microlight.

The SSDR (Single Seat DeRegulated) 
Shadow came into the possession of a very 
experienced and competent LAA member 

(Left  The new 
owner of a Shadow 
noted that the 
fuselage needed 
some attention and 
spent some time 
in his workshop 
getting this part of 
the airframe in tip 
top condition. When 
he was happy all 
was well, he fitted 
the wings and went 
off flying. After a 
few sorties he, and 
he’s not sure why, 
decided to look 
closely at the strut/
wing connection; he 
nearly had a heart 
attack when he saw 
this crack… a very 
lucky escape. 
(Photo Malcom 
McBride)

(Right) Taking a 
closer look at the 
failed Shadow 
top strut I hope 
that you can see 
that this part has 
been bodged by 
somebody in the 
past, notice the 
centre punch mark 
and the generally 
poor condition of 
this critical part. 
(Photo Malcolm 
McBride)
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who, deciding that the aircraft was a ‘basket 
case of errors’ and needed some considerable 
attention, set about refurbishing the fuselage.  

He explained, “I have no idea why I didn’t 
look at the wings. During the renovation I 
recovered the fuselage and inspected every 
part, replacing many items, and she looked 
great when I’d finished.” 

He continued, “I only bought the thing for 
a bit of fun. I have other aircraft that I can fly 
and was quite attracted to the fact that, as 
an SSDR, I wasn’t answerable to anybody. I 
nearly fainted when I first saw the state of the 
wing fittings. They’ve clearly been bodged-up 
by somebody, goodness knows why they’re 
in the state that they are. I couldn’t believe 
that I’d failed to spot this crack before I went 
flying. Thank goodness that I didn’t hit any real 
turbulence.”        

The LAA looks after about 60 Shadow aircraft 
though four machines have been modified to 
single-seaters and have left our continuing 
airworthiness system, preferring to go it alone. 
We’ve written to all LAA Shadow owners 
letting them know directly what’s been found 
and have worked with the BMAA to create a 
BMAA Service Bulletin requiring immediate 
inspections. Again, there’s an Airworthiness 
Alert on our website offering a link to the other 
associated information.

So, what’s happened here? Well, working 
backwards, the aircraft had flown as an SSDR 
on a number of occasions post-refurb, but 
clearly no thorough pre-flight checks had been 
carried out. The owner agrees that, had they 
have been, he would have spotted the cracks 
in the strut fitting. 

Back one more step, clearly the new 
owner should have conducted, or employed 
somebody to conduct, a full airworthiness 
review of this aircraft after its release from 
its period of refurbishment. As an SSDR this 
isn’t a legal requirement but, if it were an LAA 
machine, then a Permit Maintenance Release 
(PMR) would need to have been raised by an 
LAA inspector before a test flight.

Any inspector, before raising this PMR, 
would have required sight of all the 
worksheets connected with the maintenance 
or refurbishment of the engine, propeller and 
airframe, including evidence of initial and 
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(Above) The Shadow strut is manufactured from an extrusion and, 
thinking of introduced stress caused because of an over-tight 
end fitting, i decided to measure the items. The picture above 
shows the cut end of the strut. I noticed immediately that the strut 
end fitting wouldn’t slip inside the extrusion and measurement 
showed why – the inside diameter of the extrusion was 0.22 mm 
smaller than the cleaned strut end!  (Photo Malcolm McBride)

(Above and below) When we received the Shadow strut-end 
here at Turweston, we drilled out the rivets and dismantled the 
assembly. The two parts needed some persuasion to come apart 
but, when they did, the method of construction became clear. The 
pictures show the two components and the end fitting is both 
glued (epoxy) and riveted in place. The problem with this is that 
corrosion products from the steel fitting have broken the joint’s 
adhesion over time and, because ferrous oxide occupies a greater 
volume, increased the stresses in the aluminium strut.. 
(Photo Malcolm McBride)

(Right) Working 
with Shadow expert 
Fiona Luckhurst 
and the BMAA 
technical office, it 
became clear that 
the failed strut had 
not been made to 
drawing. The top 
picture is correctly 
made… but notice 
the horribly sharp 
corner in the 
cut-out which is 
far from good 
engineering 
practice, especially 
in highly stressed 
areas of a 
component. 
The lower picture, 
from the BMAA 
library, shows 
a small crack 
emanating from the 
same, albeit slightly 
tidier, corner.  
(Photo Fiona 
Luckhurst/BMAA 
Technical Office)
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duplicate inspections of disturbed control 
systems.

Because the Shadow is a de-riggable aircraft 
and quick release devices are employed to 
connect the wings and tail surfaces, there is 
no requirement for an inspection by an LAA 
inspector after rigging. Perhaps this is an 
even better reason for having a very good 
pre-flight inspection before a flight after any 
maintenance. Personally, I’ve always employed 
a ‘check twice’ routine if an aircraft has been, 
or even may have been, re-rigged. Once to 
check the rig and then again to check the rest 
of the aircraft (including the rig!).

I am absolutely certain that these bodged 
fittings wouldn’t have passed muster had this 
particular owner seen them, regardless of 
whether they were cracked or not. For some 
reason in the past, though not recorded in the 
airframe logbooks (not much was), somebody 
with no engineering knowledge at all was let 
loose with a drill, a junior hacksaw and a  
pop rivet gun. 

This was a very lucky escape and the owner 
assures us that, even though others have 
decreed that this aircraft can operate as an 
independent, he’s going to treat it just like 
all the rest from now on. After all, the most 
important things in the aircraft are the people 
and a crash in an SSDR is just as horrible as it 
would be in a bigger machine. 

VAn’S AirCrAFT – rEAr SpAr WEB  
inSpECTiOn FOr CrACKing  
One of the many reasons why the LAA is 
promoting a Tailored Maintenance Schedule 
(TMS) for aircraft operating under its wing is 
that it is a good device for managing the longer 
term continuing airworthiness demands of an 
aircraft. Certainly, most hours-based schedules 
incorporate a sliding scale of inspection 
tasking. For example, we’re all used to the 50 
and 100 hour check cycles though, for most, 
what to do at an annual inspection can be 
rather shrouded in mystery!  

One real issue, problematic for the 
maintenance schedule ‘constructor’, is 
balancing up the different demands created 
by use, normally based around wear, versus 
those created by time, which include corrosion 
and temporal material changes especially with 

too many variables. The important thing, the 
ultimate goal, is that check cycles are designed 
such that any problem that’s developing in 
an airframe or engine will be spotted before it 
causes an in-flight airworthiness issue.  

The LAA TMS suggests that an owner, in 
concert with his or her inspector, designs a 
schedule for their aircraft based upon a three 
yearly cycle. It certainly makes sense to build 
into that cycle the manufacturer’s instructions, 
though the actual appropriateness for the 
specific checks can be assessed by the owner 
in a review. Service Bulletins and Service 
Letters also need to be taken into account, as 
do Airworthiness Directives, on LAA Permit 
aircraft that have never been operated on 

oils and other fluids and components made of 
flexible compounds (seals, hoses, etc.).  

Though these two factors combine quite 
neatly in an aircraft that’s being used a lot, 
for example in a flying club’s training aircraft, 
there’s often consternation when an inspector 
requires all the panels to be removed at the 
annual inspection for a Permit renewal when 
the aircraft may have only flown 15 or so hours 
in the year.

In other words, how much weight do you give 
the year against the hours flown? 

In truth, I don’t think that there’s any hard-
and-fast answer to this tricky conundrum, 
simply (though there’s not much simplicity 
surrounding this topic) because there are far 

Safety Spot
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(Above) This picture, taken directly from the Van’s Service Bulletin, 
shows the reason behind the manufacturer’s concerns; it is 
showing a view from inside the wing (towards the rear spar at the 
inboard aileron hinge) of a US, fairly high-time, rV-7.  Two other 
rV-7 aircraft have been found with cracking at this point in the US 
but so far only one UK aircraft, an rV-8, has been found to have 
cracking. (Photo Van’s Aircraft)

(Above) This picture, taken by LAA’er Steve robson, of the inside 
of his rV-4 wing shows an A-OK rear wing spar. Areas like this 
are seldom looked at on a day to day basis so it is important 
to include ‘deep’ inspections into your Tailored Maintenance 
Schedule. (Photo Steve Robson)

(Above) When a manufacturer issues a Service Letter or Service Bulletin affecting 
an aircraft in the LAA fleet, we try hard to look behind the scenes to find out why the 
documents have been issued and their relative importance to the LAA owner/member. 
Van’s have recently issued an SB requiring a ‘before further flight’ inspection of the rear 
spar in the area of the inboard aileron attachment bracket. Because Service Bulletins are 
not, under normal circumstances, legally ‘must-do’ documents, LAA Engineering often 
issues an Airworthiness Alert offering advice and guidance.    
(Photo Van’s Aircraft & LAA Library)
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a Certificate of Airworthiness.
For LAA Permit aircraft, mandatory devices 

that must be adhered to by-the-letter are 
Mandatory Permit Directives and class 1 
LAA AILs though, again, if an aircraft has 
previously been operated on a Certificate of 
Airworthiness, all Airworthiness Directives must 
be completed.

One important factor that should be taken into 
account when crafting a TMS, and the reason 
that factory Service Letters and Bulletins are 
so useful, is the overall service history of a 
particular type needs to be taken into account. 
Service history needs time to ferment, both 
in years and in hours terms, but, when it’s 
gathered up, it becomes the owner’s best 
guide to define what to do and when.

Personally, and this is something perhaps 
rather unique to LAA Permit aircraft, I think 
that environmental factors should act as a 
global ‘thermostat’ when it comes to setting 
up a schedule. What do I mean by this? 
Well, it makes sense if operating from a very 

rough farm strip or airfield, and we can all 
think of a few of those, to turn the dial up and 
increase the frequency between, for example, 
undercarriage checks. Obvious, but what about 
the engine mounts, rough runways also give 
these items a bit of a pounding? What else is 
affected by thumping up and down on a rough 
runway? Of course, the answer is different for 
every set of circumstances and aircraft type, 
taking all these factors into account is what 
tailoring means!

I received an email from LAA RV-8 owner, Bob 
Ellis, letting us know that Van’s had just issued 
a ‘before further flight’ Service Bulletin because 
of wing spar cracks. Goodness, I thought, this 
sounds as though I’m going to have a busy 
week, and I set about finding out what was 
going on as before further flight Bulletins are 
issued when a problem is really safety critical. 
After downloading the bulletin and reading 
through, it became clear that a couple of minor 
cracks had been found in the rear spar web of 
an undefined Van’s aircraft – not quite so critical 
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as the urgency initially suggested. 
You can see from the picture that the cracks 

shown in the Bulletin are propagating from 
the rivets that hold the inboard aileron hinge 
bracket in place.

Shortly after Bob let us know that the Bulletin 
had been issued we, quite naturally, started 
receiving calls asking whether the aircraft was 
allowed to fly to this or that destination so that 
the aircraft could be inspected. I got in touch 
with Van’s engineers, who explained that they 
had found cracking on one of their fairly high 
time aircraft and, since alerting the local flying 
community, two other US aircraft had showed 
positive for cracks. 

Van’s further explained that a finite element 
analysis of this area suggests that fatigue 
cracking in this area isn’t likely on aircraft that 
are lightly used but may happen on aircraft that 
are used regularly for rolling aerobatics. So, 
where does LAA Engineering stand with regard 
to this Bulletin?

Well, as described earlier, Service Bulletins 
are not, except in very special circumstances, 
mandatory devices in themselves for LAA 
Permit aircraft, so owners need not worry about 
breaking the law if they decide not to comply 
with the requirements of the Bulletin. That 
said, this is a very good example of two of our 
tailoring factors – environmental, in this case 
aerobatics, and temporal. It would be wise to 
include this inspection into a deep internal wing 
inspection. 

Personally, if I were lucky enough to have an 
RV-8, I’d include a check annually but if I were 
flying a more sedate machine I might call-up 
the check each 100 hours or, especially if I 
wasn’t doing that much flying annually, each 
three yearly annual. 

So, now that my wall has been completed, all 
that remains for me to do is sign out with my 
usual message, rather in hope! Fair Winds. ■

    

This sketch of the inboard aileron hinge 
took me a few moments to get my eye ‘in’ 
before all became clear! FE analysis by the 
manufacturer’s suggest that this cracking 
is more likely on aircraft that are used 
for aerobatics particularly, as you would 
expect, rolling aerobatics. 
(Photo Vans Aircraft)
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