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Safety Spot

The latest LAA Engineering topics  
and investigations. By Malcolm McBride

Malcolm takes a deeper look at the 2019 
LAA Accident survey

Hello and welcome to this spring edition of Safety Spot. 
March is the month of the vernal equinox (Friday March 20 
to be exact) which, in layman’s terms means we get the sun 
back! I know that many of you have been really stymied by 
the weather throughout this winter – I don’t think I remember 

it ever being quite so wet, although personally I’m quite lucky operating 
from Turweston as it has a hard runway, so I’ve managed a few hours 
during the winter. Fingers and toes crossed for a good summer season. 
Thank you, as always, to those of you that have taken the time to write to 
us about various safety matters you think are worth sharing. Your stories 
(and adventures) are the fuel in Safety Spot’s tank – please keep them 
coming. 

Above This table, which doesn’t include the 2019 fatal accidents and 
rather backs up by numbers what we pilots all really know – that 
landings can be challenging and can easily go wrong! The individual 
reports suggest that many landing incidents could have been avoided 
if an earlier decision to ‘go-around’ had been made by the pilot when 
things started to fall out of place – identifying the early signs of an 
unstable approach is clearly a skill worth honing. 
Credit: LAA Engineering

Without, I hope at least, sounding too ‘preachy’, keep in mind that 
both you and your aircraft may be a little rusty in one or two of those 
‘hard-to-reach’ areas. Before you set off for what might be the first flight 
together for some time, take a moment out and run through your 
personal ‘checklist of sensible actions’ to see if what you’re planning falls 
inside an acceptable risk zone – you’ll know when you’re in it as the hairs 
on the back of your neck stop twitching. Managing safety, the theme of 
this month’s Safety Spot, is the qualified pilot’s primary job, but already 
this year we’ve had a few minor events which could very likely have been 
avoided, had the pilot involved taken the trouble to book half an hour 
with an LAA coach or instructor.

We all learn from our mistakes and, just as well perhaps, from our 
successes, though personal mistakes can often be expensive. A 
cheaper route is to learn from others’ good and bad experiences and 
that’s what Safety Spot is pretty much about… passing on others’ good 
and bad aviation-related experiences. Personally, I do think that as much 
can be learned from a pilot’s story relating a successful forced landing 
after an engine failure, as can be learned from one that didn’t go that well.

This month’s Safety Spot rather dwells on the misfortunes affecting 
our members during the 2019 season, no good news stories I’m afraid in 
this edition. As promised in the January mag, this year we’re publishing 
the full 2019 incident/accident list albeit, of necessity, in a very 
abbreviated form. Despite the brevity of the list, we’re very appreciative 
that every line represents a bad day for one of our flyers – if you’re 
affected in any way, whatever the outcome since your incident, our 

Above Here’s the Pie chart showing the broad distribution of events 
that have befallen some of our aircraft-owning members through 2019. 
Now that we’ve included the Op/Tech category into the Pie you can 
see the dangers in making quick judgements based upon simple 
number sets. Looking at it one-way, Operational plus Op/Tech, the 
total Operational events adds up to 88%, but look in the other 
direction, Op/Tech plus Technical, and a third of all our incidents have 
some Technical issue lurking in the shadows. 
Credit: LAA Engineering
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Above: Errors of Procedure – ‘Checklists’! This Starduster was 
temporarily operating in Spain when the engine suddenly stopped 
as the aircraft climbed away from the airfield, and was one of four 
incidents affecting LAA aircraft whilst operating overseas during the 
2019 season. The accident report was published by the Spanish 
Authorities and it described the cause of the stoppage as ‘lack  
of fuel’. After discussion, it turned out that the pilot (who was 
uninjured in the incident), for reasons that remain a mystery, 
selected the empty fuel tank (rather than the full one) whilst 
conducting his pre-fight checks – he remains a little bemused as to 
the reason why! 
Photo: Comision de Investigacion de Accidents (Spain) 

thoughts and best wishes are with you – after all, we’re flyers  
too. If you’re a flyer, then avoiding being on such a list is surely a 
primary objective!

Over the next few pages we’ll lay out the incidents that affected 
members through the 2019 season and, by briefly discussing a few 
specific incidents, I’ll try to explain why we feel it’s so important to share 
this information. But of course, without your participation we’ll have 
nothing to talk about, so thank you again for playing your part in 
supporting the LAA’s excellent safety culture.

The LAA Incident List 
You will note as you peruse the full list on pages 52 and 53, that we have 
listed 76 individual events, a number very similar to the 72 events listed 
in the 2018 event list. However, while tempting to do so, I personally feel 
that it would be unwise to take too much stock of a year by year number 
comparison. Though trend analysis is a useful tool in some areas of 
safety management, care needs to be taken to ensure that the assessor 
is actually measuring like with like – as a safety engineer I often come 
across examples where apples are being measured against pears… 
OK, they both taste good! However, beware statistics! 

We’ve learned that, rather than worrying about data collection 
protocol, particularly variance of opinion about reporting rate and 
accounting bias, it’s more rewarding to look within the incidents 
themselves and try to dissect out the key structural elements supporting 
the incident itself, both the human factors issues and the technical ones. 
That’s the main reason for introducing the Op/Tech category.

A good example of why the previous ‘polar’ method of data 
collection, dividing accidents only into operational or technical groups, 
wasn’t really reflecting reality is how we measured loss of control landing 
(LOC-L) incidents. This type of incident is certainly the biggest grouping, 
but before we invented the Op/Tech category, when a pilot suffered an 
engine failure and broke the aircraft during the field landing, this was 
counted as a pilot error incident (LOC-L), end of story. 

After all, as the ANO states … an aircraft must be flown in such a way 
that a successful landing must be able to be made in the event of... 

More recently we’ve felt this unfair and rather missed the point. Even 
though we know that landing and take-off incidents rank top in the 
number of incidents, hiding real primary cause (engine failure) behind a 
less than perfect field landing does nobody any good. 

As it’s ‘quite likely’ that an aircraft will be damaged even in a 
well-executed forced landing, we now feel that when this happens it 

Above: Loss of Control 1 – During the Landing Phase: The picture 
shows a Jodel D117a after the pilot lost control of his aircraft during 
landing. In the report into the incident the main reason given for this 
incident was local turbulence – in my hang-gliding days we used to call 
this rotor. But if one’s going to learn from this type of incident one 
needs to be a little more critical – blaming an incident on the weather 
is easy after all. We learned, during our discussions with the pilot, that 
he ‘struggled’ all the way down the approach and, to add to the 
struggle, he was a bit distracted because he was worrying about the 
windsock indicating an occasionally strong crosswind. We have to 
consider that the real reason for the broken aircraft wasn’t the rotor at 
all, it was an earlier decision to carry on with an unstable approach.

shouldn’t reflect badly on the aircrew or bias a statistic. Adding the 
engine failure into the causation list also means we’re now counting the 
engine failures more effectively! This is one of many examples of why the 
Op/Tech category is so valuable – we hope you agree. 

Technical Issues
Fortunately, technical failures leading to an accident are a rare thing in 
the LAA system. It’s clear that our bottom up (rather than top down) 
robust engineering safety management system works.

Notwithstanding that many of us have been long-term supporters of 
an owner-managed continuing airworthiness system, we’re very lucky 
that history has gifted us an organisation like the LAA. I’m a passionate 
supporter of what we now define as the ‘association model’ of managing 
the safety of members and their aircraft; it offers a proportional and 
therefore affordable aircraft management paradigm as an alternative to 
an essentially government managed certification and approval system. 
Our model requires owners of their LAA administered Permit aircraft to 
take personal responsibility for the continued airworthiness of their 
machines, it’s not just about pilotage. Naturally, owners couldn’t possibly 
operate in a vacuum, our national network of highly gifted inspectors 
must become partners in these individual operations. 

Over the last few years, we’ve seen improvements in efficiency and, 
hopefully, efficacy, in all areas of our continuing airworthiness support. 
The annual inspection to revalidate the Permit to Fly on a member’s 
aircraft both remains a fantastic fleet oversight tool and calendar 
inspection point. But alongside this, recognising that many of our aircraft 
are moving towards vintage status, we’ve introduced the Tailored 
Maintenance Schedule (TMS) and this is becoming the normal, rather 
than a required exception. A well-drafted TMS will take account of local 
operational factors, manufacturer’s suggestions, annual utilisation and, in 
this article’s context, fleet safety advice. 

We’re very quickly moving towards a requirement to manage an 
aircraft in accordance with the aircraft’s Type Acceptance Data Sheet 
(TADS); as these type-specific documents grow it will become an 
essential tool for the member owner-operator. 

Certainly, the jewel in the crown of our ‘association’ model is the 
active participation by our members – essentially feedback. But of 
course, effective feedback is a part of many arenas, the LAA system 
itself doesn’t operate in a vacuum. The engineering team at HQ is 
accountable to the CAA, as indeed the CAA is accountable to the 
government and, in our democracy, the government is accountable to 
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Above: A purely technical event? 1. This year’s numbers show us 
that 8% of the incidents recorded during aircraft operation were due to 
technical matters. This relatively low number perhaps reflects the 
excellent safety culture within the LAA system… but let’s not get 
complacent. The picture above, first featured in the June 2019 Safety 
Spot, shows a failed rudder pedal on a Tri-Kis aircraft. After a failure 
incident like this it’s important to ensure that the owners of similar 
aircraft are made aware of the incident quickly, so that they can check 
their aircraft. In this case an Airworthiness Information Leaflet (AIL) 
was issued requiring the inspection and reinforcement of the rudder 
pedal assembly. Photo: Duncan Sutherland

Above: A purely technical event? 2. The pilot of the above Rotorsport MTO-3 two-seat gyroplane reported taxying carefully using brake and 
throttle when the brakes suddenly failed. Everything then ‘fell apart’ very quickly and the aircraft left the taxiway, rolled down a steep bank, and 
fell on its side. Sadly, the aircraft was written off by the insurers, but thankfully there were no injuries. Though listed as a technical failure (the 
glue joint between the pad itself and its steel attachment plate failed) it has to be said that component design, ongoing inspection and flight 
operations from unusual airfields were factors worth exploring. Photos: Brendan Reade

the people. In the broader sense, we’re all our brother’s keeper. 
Sometimes the feedback we receive about the airworthiness 

standard of one of our aircraft is a little disheartening. Recently, for 
example, a report about a questionable acceptance standard of one of 
our aircraft reached a CAA surveyor’s ears. He carried out an inspection 
of the aircraft with our Chief Inspector, Ken Craigie and during the 
discussions, we agreed to remind owners and inspectors of their wider 
responsibility, especially with regard to the continuing airworthiness of 
the aircraft in their joint charge.

One area we promised to highlight is the very great importance of 
establishing an understanding of the rules surrounding what you need to 
do before making changes to an aircraft – in aircraft engineering 
parlance, modifications. Essentially you need to ask, ‘does this change 
need a formal approval?’ The best way to find this out is first to ask your 
inspector, he or she will have the experience to advise you. If you both 
aren’t sure, then write or email HQ Engineering and ask the question – 
we have an excellent team of certification and approval engineers here 
at Turweston who will point you in the right direction. A message to 
inspectors here: during the annual inspection make a point of asking the 

owner whether any changes have been incorporated during the 
preceding year; if they have, make sure you evaluate them to see 
whether a Mod. should have been raised.

One thing that came about via the CAA ‘findings’ discussed above, 
was a discussion about the pros and cons of using the same inspector 
year after year. On one side of the argument, it has to be said that the 
relationship between the inspector and the owner isn’t just about 
signing-out the aircraft for its annual revalidation. Operating an aircraft in 
our Permit scheme is, as we’ve already talked about, an ongoing 
partnership. On the other side of the table though, it has to be said that 
complacency can set in. From experience, this is particularly true with 
aircraft that do very few flying hours per year. 

Certainly, as part of your TMS, it is worth considering, hopefully with 
the full agreement of your usual inspector, to think about getting a fresh 
pair of eyes on your machine every now and then. Owners, inspectors, 
and indeed HQ staff, all operate within a complex safety-oriented 
framework. It’s both reactive to occurrences, as you will have seen if you 
are a regular reader of this column, and proactive when it perceives that 
tweaks are needed in our system.

Safety Strategy – Everybody’s Business
Of course, Safety Spot isn’t the only tool in the LAA’s safety arsenal, far 
from it actually. For example, if an incident has been caused because of 
a failing component, fortunately quite a rare type of event, we will almost 
certainly contact other LAA members who might be affected to let them 
know that there’s been a problem with ‘this or that’ part as soon as 
practically possible. Naturally, the resulting letter explains what has 
happened… and that it would be a good idea to take a look at your 
aircraft before you next fly. Importantly, as we’re chatting about the 
importance of feedback, we always ask in the letter what’s found – on 
average some 90% respond. 

In turn, often depending on the feedback we receive from these 
first-contacts, the issue could become promulgated further using a 
web-based Airworthiness Alert (if you’ve not seen one of these ‘Alerts’, 
take a look in the ‘Engineering’ section of our website, they make 
interesting reading). Incidentally, LAA Engineering issued 25 of these 
Airworthiness Alerts last year, rather a record, though only one or two of 
them were the result of an actual in-flight incident. It should be said that 
the steady increase in Alerts is rather a result of improvements in 
feedback rather than a sign of a crumbling fleet.

If we feel that an event falls into the region of ‘must do something 
about this’, the event might drive the production of an LAA Airworthiness 
Information Leaflet (AIL) or perhaps a CAA Mandatory Permit Directive 
(MPD). These devices have the advantage of longevity as, as you know, 
they’ll need to be entered into the aircraft’s log-book – but, in the LAA 
system, as the TADS become more widely used, the depth and 
availability of safety information will be significantly improved. Generally, 
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Left: Loss of Control – Manoeuvring Losing control during most 
phases of flight often means losing control of airspeed, generally 
because the pilot involved has been distracted. The pilot of this Zenair 
Zodiac walked away from this incident, and feels that the gods must 
have been on his side that day. During an overhead join, he became 
distracted by other traffic and the aircraft span in. A sad end to a well 
turned-out Zodiac – though aircraft can be replaced, people can’t. 
Photos: Joe Evans/Kevin Creed

Above: Safety Strategy No annual safety ‘round-up’ would be 
complete without a paragraph or two about how we’re all going to try to 
reduce the number of safety-related events this year (We are, aren’t 
we?). I initially thought that a picture of a damaged machine would be 
just perfect, but this issue of Safety Spot features rather too many bad 
news pictures already. So, after a flash of inspiration, I gathered up all 
the safety-related literature I could find in the many files on my desk, 
spread them out and well, you can see what most of my day involves. 
I’m sure you will recognise quite a few of the safety leaflets in the 
picture above. Photo: Malcolm McBride

I’ll follow relevant feedback we receive with a story in Safety Spot . But, in 
Safety Spot , as you will know if you’re a regular reader, we do like to 
widen the story… ‘catch the peripherals’ as a biologist friend of mine 
often says. Actually, widening the story is a central goal… most incidents 
throw-up multiple causes – though an incident may have a key element 
that might be described as a principle cause, over-egging this bit of the 
story is, quite likely, to be quite limited in its safety affect… perhaps 
involving just a few aircraft … chatting through one of the peripherals 
might send a powerful safety message to many. 

Often, perhaps labouring the point, the most effective safety 
messages very often lurk in the shadows of a story. 

Of course, detail aside for a moment, one of the best ways of staying 
safe is to live, work and fly within a good safety culture; often it’s years of 
experience that sets the boundaries – not the rules. 

So, talking about boundaries, I think that I’ve just reached my word 
limit so, as always, Fair Winds. 

LAA engineering charges

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 450kg      £450
451-999kg      £550
1,000kg and above     £650
Permit Renewal (can now be paid online via LAA Shop)
Up to 450kg      £155
451-999kg     £200
1,000kg and above     £230
Factory-built gyroplanes (all weights)    £250
Note: if the last Renewal wasn’t administered by 
the LAA an extra fee of £125 applies
Modification application 
Prototype modification   minimum £60
Repeat modification   minimum £30 

Transfer 
(from C of A to Permit or CAA Permit to LAA Permit)
Up to 450kg      £150
451 to 999kg     £250   
1,000kg 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 17 April 2018

PLEASE NOTE: When you’re submitting documents using an 
A4-sized envelope, a First Class stamp is insufficient postage.
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