
Hi again, and a warm welcome, as 
usual, to Safety Spot. I hope that 
things are OK for you and your family 

and that you are enjoying this late Sspring 
weather, I certainly am; although, for some 
uncanny reason, I seem to be surrounded 
by breakdowns; the repair-list is growing 
more quickly than the ‘fixing’ time available. 
I won’t bore you with the details, although 
I’m beginning to wonder whether it’s sensible 
to repair anything these days. Not that I 
want to stop repairing things, I’m too much 
of a fiddler for that; arch ‘fixers’ of the world 
would, I’m sure, all agree that there’s nothing 
more satisfying than getting some deceased 
thing working again and, in the words of one 
parts supplier, perhaps cashing-in on the 
green revolution (but don’t get me started on 
windmills and solar farms): “Repairing a tool is 
recycling a tool!” 

It’s not the principle I’m questioning, it’s 
the economic sense of fixing stuff in this 
modern world. Take, just for example, 

my trusty lawnmower. I’ve long been a 
bit of a lawnmower aficionado. Well, it’s 
hard work and cutting the runway – or the 
area around the clubhouse, or the local 
churchyard… or the old lady on the corner’s 
front garden, oh yes, and that fifty-a-day 
bloke with emphysema… is cheaper than 
a gym membership and it makes the place 
look, well, cared for.  Anyway, my favourite 
cutter has broken, there’s just two or three 
things wrong, actually four parts needed and 
a couple of hours’ work. Can you believe 
that it’s cheaper to buy a new machine from 
the US, than purchase the parts via the 
(mandatory) supply chain? Forty five quid for 

This month, Malcolm encourages owners to consider the provenance of 
their aircraft’s parts, following a DH Tiger Moth’s in-flight failure
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When you’re in charge of any equipment, it’s always good practice to get into the habit of 
keeping good maintenance records. When operating an aircraft in the United Kingdom, 
basic record keeping is a legal requirement enshrined in the Air Navigation Order. From 
an engineering perspective, good records help massively when it comes to managing 
maintenance tasks through the aircraft’s life and, with some sensible planning, spread the 
costs involved in inspection/repair/replacement more evenly. All aircraft operating under an 
LAA-administered Permit to Fly must have at least two logbooks, one for the engine and one 
for the airframe. If the aircraft has a variable pitch propeller then this too must have its own 
logbook. The picture above shows a full hand! (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

The picture below shows the back (or pink) pages of an airframe logbook; most logbooks these days have white pages (which actually 
form the bulk of the logbook), green pages and, as mentioned, pink pages. The white pages (Part A) offer space to record all the day-
to-day activity and (at least if you buy one specifically designed for Permit aircraft from the LAA) has a place for an inspector to sign-

off the Permit Maintenance Release, should this be required. The green pages 
allow for the recording of individual maintenance checks and 
annual Permit renewal inspections and the pink pages, entitled 
‘Modifications and Other Technical Instructions’ should include 
a list of all type-related mandatory instructions including those 
that, for some reason, don’t apply to this particular airframe. It’s 
a place to record modifications, a list of the one-off requirements 
and a space to list all the repetitive requirements. Any kind of 
bookkeeping takes a while to get one’s head around and requires 
a disciplined approach but, when you get used to operating a 
logbook, it offers a great resource to the inspector or surveyor 
and, when managed properly, can save you money.  
(Photo: Malcolm McBride) 
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a bit of clever plastic – as a famous TV moaner 
might say, “I don’t believe it!”

So, before I blow a gasket, what’s happening 
in the LAA’s continuing airworthiness world? 
Well, last month’s Safety Spot featured the 
ongoing investigation of the Australian DH.82a 
(Tiger Moth) in-flight break-up, as you will I 
hope have read; whilst the reason for the wing 
failure has yet to be determined, it was clear 
that both the lateral tie-rods had been failing 
for some time. Incidentally, if you’re new to 
this column or didn’t for some reason read the 
April Safety Spot, you can catch up by going 
to the LAA’s excellent website. I digress.  

We’re aware, with regard to the Australian 
Moth crash, that the focus of attention has 
fallen on one particular Australian tie-rod 
manufacturer. We’ve no reason to believe 
that any of the UK-manufactured parts are 
suspect, but nevertheless the Emergency 
Airworthiness Directive (EAD) issued by 
the CAA requires owners to establish the 
provenance of the tie-rods fitted to their Tiger 
Moths. I return to this particular subject this 
month, albeit briefly as there’s nothing more 
of a technical nature to add at this time, 
because LAA Engineering has recently written 
to owners explaining what we feel the word 
provenance means in this context. Worryingly, 
this has flagged-up a few examples where 
providing this provenance has proven 
troublesome and, in one particular case, 
rather expensive.

LOGBOOKS 
A VITAL AIRWORTHINESS 
MANAGEMENT TOOL
When I first read through the CAA 
Airworthiness Directive (AD) requiring that 
owners of Tiger Moth aircraft establish the 
provenance of their tie-rods; I will admit to 
having to resort to a dictionary to establish 
what’s meant by this, in this context, rather 
unusual word. I have heard the word used 
when discussing a painting’s worth on 
various TV programmes but, bearing in mind 
the legal nature of an AD… well, better to be 
safe than sorry!

After discussions with the airworthiness team 
here at LAA Engineering HQ we put together 
a letter offering guidance. Here’s the bit about 
‘that word’:

The actual wording of the AD requires 
that the provenance of this component is 
established and, at full risk of sounding 
pedantic and taking this word at face 
value, LAA Engineering has interpreted that 
provenance refers to an object’s ‘history of 
ownership’. In this context, where the aircraft 
must be considered to own the tie-rod, we 
believe that this AD requires an owner to 
determine, as far as possible, the origin of 
their aircraft’s tie-rods and determine the 
original date of fitment. You will, I’m sure, know 
that tie-rods are limited on the Tiger Moth to a 
service life of 2,000 hours or 18 years by 
TNS No. 29.

As you will know, most of the Moths on our 
fleet started their life being operated on a 
Certificate of Airworthiness and, as would 
be expected, were easily able to check 
through the aircraft’s engineering work-pack 
to establish when their tie-rods were last 
changed; it has to be said that one or two 
owners were a little surprised to find that a 
tie-rod change was fairly imminent, not having 

included this requirement into the pink pages 
of their aircraft’s logbook.

“Pink pages, what are they?” I can hear 
some of you thinking.

As I intimated earlier, one particular 
owner hasn’t been able thus far to establish 
absolutely the full history of his tie-rods and 
will most likely have to take the wings off and 
replace them. This particular chap did keep 
good logbooks when it came to hours flown 
and did record routine maintenance checks 
but, having mislaid the aircraft’s maintenance 
work-pack, had no deep record of parts fitted 
over the years. Because of this, I think that it’s 
worth a quick look at what’s expected of an 
aircraft owner with regard to record keeping. I 
will try not to be too boring! 

The failure of a primary structural component 
on an aircraft is, thankfully, a very rare thing 
indeed. This is, in no small part, testament 
to the very many safety systems that have 
to be chased around by designers and 
manufacturers of an aircraft, or indeed an 
individual aircraft component, before the 
aircraft (or the individual component) is 
allowed to take to the air.

Certainly, the uninitiated look in wonderment 
at the heaps of regulation that has to be 
checked against before the first flight of an 
aircraft type; one chap exclaimed recently, 
“Surely most of this stuff cannot be necessary, 
it’s all gold plating,” clearly not understanding 
that every rule in the aircraft builder’s rulebook 
has an invisible, but nonetheless associated, 
often only half-remembered, unpleasant story 
often detailing somebody’s untimely end.

Once an aircraft has demonstrated (to those 
qualified to judge) that it’s a safe machine able 
to be flown by mere mortals, then different 
rules, governing the management of the 
aircraft’s continuing airworthiness, come into 
play. Generally, there are two main parameters 
that need to be considered by the aircraft’s 
manager: operating time, normally measured 
in hours and minutes; and calendar time, which 
can sometimes be measured in months, but 
normally years. I often end up in conversations 
with members about this particular issue. Take, 
just as an example, a variable pitch propeller. 
When this device is operating normally it will 
be subject to mechanical wear and, because 
it’s operating under load, it will be eating into 
its fatigue life; naturally this relates directly to 
operating hours.

When the propeller isn’t working though, 
other factors need to be considered, for 
example internal corrosion or perhaps normal 
temporal degradation of lubricants. Corrosion 
in highly-stressed materials is very worrisome, 
as a corrosion pit will completely change the 
load-bearing capability of this component, 
especially over time… notice I say ‘will’ rather 

than my normal perhaps more careful ‘may’. 
In the LAA world, wear rates – and therefore 
hours flown – are much less of a problem 
than low usage – except, of course, when 
remembering that corrosion and poor (or 
vacant) lubricity caused by sporadic operation 
may(!) exacerbate wear.

All this stuff has been known for many years 
and that’s why it’s an Air Navigation Order 
(ANO) requirement that all aircraft must have 
logbooks. The rule is laid out in Rule 1 Article 
34 of the order, here’s the extract:  

(1) In addition to any other logbooks 
required to be kept or under this Order, the 

following logbooks must be kept for non-
EASA aircraft registered in the United

Kingdom:
(a) an aircraft logbook;
(b) a separate logbook for each engine fitted 

in the aircraft; and
(c) a separate logbook for each variable 

pitch propeller fitted to the aircraft.

This isn’t the place, and I’m probably not the 
right person, to continue a discussion about the 
ANO, except to remind ourselves that all the 
rules that govern our sport at the national level 
can be found within the pages of this, naturally 
rather complex, document. You can see from 
the above that all aircraft (except gliders!) must 
have at least two logbooks, one for the airframe 
and one for the engine. If your aircraft has a 
variable pitch propeller, then a third logbook 
will be required. Schedule 6 of the ANO lists 
the information that must be included and it’s 
worth mentioning what that is: 

(a) The name of the constructor, the type of 
the aircraft, the number assigned to it by the  
constructor and the date of the construction of 
the aircraft.

(b) The nationality and registration marks of 
the aircraft. 

(c) The name and address of the operator of 
the aircraft.

(d) The date of each flight and the duration 
of the period between take-off and landing, or,  
if more than one flight was made on that day, 
the number of flights and the total duration of  
the periods between take-offs and landings on 
that day.

(e) Subject to paragraph 2, detailed 
information about all maintenance work 
carried out on the aircraft or its equipment.

(f) Subject to paragraph 2, detailed 
information about any defects occurring in 
the aircraft or in any equipment required to 
be carried by or under this Order, and of the 
action taken to rectify such defects including 
a reference to the relevant entries in the 
technical log or the  approved record required 
by article 27(2) and (3).

(g) Subject to paragraph 2, detailed 
information about any overhauls, repairs, 
replacements and modifications relating to the 
aircraft or any such equipment as aforesaid.

You will see that ‘subject to paragraph 
2’ comes up in (e), (f), and (g) above. 
What this relates to is that it may not be 
necessary to detail, for example, an engine 
overhaul in the airframe logbook. ANO 
requirements aside, most aircraft engineers 
will advise that the primary logbook for the 
management of the aircraft is the airframe 
logbook and, if the engine’s been 
overhauled, then the mere fact that it will 
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“Every rule in the 
aircraft builder’s 
rulebook has an 

invisible, nonetheless 
associated 

unpleasant story”
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be fitted to an airframe afterwards means 
that details of this should be summarised 
in the airframe logbook as well as being 
entered in full in the engine logbook.

So, what about the pink pages? Well, these 
should be used to list the modification state of 
the aircraft and in a separate section provided, 
list the one-off and repetitive requirements 
applicable. Proper attention to the upkeep 
of the pink pages over the years makes it an 
easy matter for an owner and the inspector 
to keep track of what’s due and when. Proper 
entries avoid unpleasant surprises later or 
(probably more galling) having to replace 
a part early just because its provenance is 
not clear. With proper entries, the annual 
check made by the inspector to find if the 
tie-rods fitted to the aircraft in question are 
still less than 18 years old, or that they haven’t 
operated for more than two thousand hours, 
is very straightforward. Without them, there’s 
much more risk of a major upset to your 
maintenance programme. Important stuff, 
easily forgotten.

CERTIFICATES OF VALIDITY
CHANGES TO ISSUE DATE RULES
We’ve had a few phone calls from members 
who have noticed that the format of their 
Certificates of Validity has changed, some 
have asked whether this format change 
signals a change in LAA procedures. Well, the 
answer is yes and, err, no! Let me explain the 
obfuscation.

Coincidentally with the advent of the new 
General Aviation Unit at the CAA on 1 April 
this year, the Certificates of Validity are now 
generated centrally from CAA HQ’s computer 
in response to an online instruction from LAA 
admin at Turweston. This has streamlined 
the issue process to some degree, in effect 
it means that the CAA’s G-INFO database is 
automatically updated, but this change has 
meant that we’ve lost a little flexibility in our 
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When specialist testing technicians were asked by Nipper owner, Robert Ripley, to check a 
suspect wing bolt for cracks, this is what they found after dropping the bolt’s temperature 
to a very low value and pulling the head off. I’ve not had the opportunity to speak to the 
engineer who did the test as yet, but even the untrained observer can see that this bolt has 
been cracked for some time. I can see three specific ‘zones’ – working from the outside-in, 
the first zone, which appears to show cadmium residue, must be assumed to have been 
there from manufacture. Then there’s a another clear zone which, although not showing 
evidence of fatigue (although may show corrosion products), has also been there for some 
time. The inner zone is where the technician pulled the head off. Worryingly, some 40% of 
the bolt’s diameter has been compromised by this crack. Excellent spot, Robert, and a great 
call changing this bolt. (Photo: Robert Ripley)

Here’s a series of pictures of the Nipper wing bolt undergoing a dye-penetrant test at Turweston. The first picture shows the area of concern 
immersed in the dye which, after a period of time, migrates into any crack. The second picture shows the bolt after solvent cleaning… this 
cleaning process shouldn’t clean out any dye held within a crack; as you can see, the bolt looks clean. The third picture is the bolt after 
developer (primarily chalk dust held in a solvent suspension) has been applied; this draws out any dye from the crack so that it can be more 
easily seen. Clearly, this NDT check is not suitable where a crack exists outside the visual field of view… we know, because of further tests 
(the results shown above), that this bolt was very badly cracked. (Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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ability to adjust currency dates. Up until the 
new system came into force, our rule was 
that if owners sensibly preempted the expiry 
of their CofV when submitting their renewal 
paperwork, we would issue a CofV that would 
run from the expiry of the previous certificate

Within reason, we weren’t too worried if the 
application came in a month or two early, as 
long as we stayed within our 13 month rule. 
This ‘issue’ centralisation has meant that this 
freedom has been curtailed slightly, in that 
we’re now only allowed to predate a certificate 
if the application is received within one month 
of the expiry date of the previous certificate.  

If an application is received outside this one 
month zone and, as one rather irate member 
recently found out, this means even one day 
outside the month, then the new certificate will 
be dated from the application date.  

This is, the ‘yes’ side of the answer. The 
‘no’ side is that, apart from the fact that I 
don’t have to sign the actual certificates any 
more, and there’s a bit more admin time 
required per application, we’re still checking 
each application thoroughly before issuing 
a new Certificate of Validity. Remember 
though, if you want to retain your issue date, 
don’t send us an application earlier than 
one month before the expiry date, if you do 
you could lose that extra months’ worth of 
validity period.

TIPSY NIPPER
WING BOLT CRACK
There are a few aircraft types that I’ve 
always wanted to own and the Tipsy Nipper 
is definitely on the list. The original design 
came from the pen of Fairey’s co-founder, 
Ernest Tips, and the early machines were 
built in Belgium at Tips’ Avions Fairey near 
Charleroi. Both the UK and Belgian divisions 
of Fairey were, as aviation historians will tell 
you, rather more used to building military 
machines, so this diversion into the sports 

aircraft kit market was quite unusual. The 
Belgian company produced 59 completed 
aircraft and sold 78 kits between 1959 and 
1961, after which the rights for the aircraft 
were sold to Cobelavia, which assembled 18 
further Nippers. In 1966 the rights were again 
sold, this time to the UK company, Nipper 
Aircraft Ltd. who subcontracted, for a short 

time, the aircraft’s manufacture to Slingsby 
Sailplanes at Kirkbymoorside.

Nowadays, the rights for the aircraft are held 
with Nipper Kits and Components, owned 
by LAA’er Paul Grellier, who many readers 
will know through his Hampshire-based 
welding company, Airweld. Paul tells me 
that he’s hoping to get this wonderful 
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When designed, the Nipper used specially-made bolts to hold the wings on. Later, a 
modification was incorporated to accept tie-rods instead. Here’s a picture of a tie-rod and 
a close-up of the rolled threads (top). Nipper Kits and Components, now owned by LAA’er 
Paul Grellier, has ten sets of these tie rods in stock at his Hampshire facility (and we’ve just, 
after extensive checks, accepted the parts’ provenance!). (Photo: Malcolm McBride)

Here’s a couple of pictures showing the wing attachment on the Nipper… it looks 
pretty awkward and to be honest, I’m finding it difficult to imagine the loads (at least 
the normal loads) that may have caused the crack in the wing bolt discovered by 
Robert Ripley. Discovering the origin though isn’t anything as important as ensuring 
that our Nipper fleet remains airworthy and all Nipper wing bolts will need to be 
checked or changed. (Photo: LAA Library)
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This picture, again taken in the hangars at Turweston, shows ‘Caparo’ NDT Technician David 
Wingate setting-up the equipment for an Eddy Current crack check on a Chipmunk wing 
attachment fitting. David points out that the most important point about non-destructive 
testing is the selection of the type of test. Eddy Current inspection, clever though it is, is 
limited to surface, or very near the surface cracking, but this is an excellent way of finding a 
crack within a bolt-hole, where visual examination would be impossible. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)

little machine back into kit production and, 
if you ask me, is well-placed to achieve this 
goal; especially when you consider that 
the aircraft’s fuselage is made from welded 
steel tube.

I think that this machine, even though 
designed many years ago, would make an 
excellent home-builder kit, especially when you 
consider that the wing and the tailplane are 
fabric covered over a wooden construction.

We’ve got forty-three Nippers on our books, 
fifteen of which are currently flying, twenty in 
various states of repair and believe it or not, 
eight still in the project stage (bearing in mind 
when these kits were available).

Regular readers of Safety Spot will 
remember that back in June 2013, I 
discussed an apparent main wing failure 
of an American-registered Avions Fairey 
Nipper; as it turned out, the discovery of a 
dead Turkey Vulture near the accident site 
and subsequent DNA tests showed that the 
Nipper’s wing had failed because of an in-
flight collision with the bird. I remember, at the 
time, discussing this incident with our Chief 
Engineer, Francis Donaldson, and we both 
felt that, bearing in mind the age of some of 
these aircraft, it might be worth thinking about 
asking owners to take a close look at some 
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Here’s a cross section of the Nipper wing bolt after the head was pulled off. (Photo: Robert Ripley)
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Another good spot by LAA Inspector, Phil Hall. He spotted 
the paint damage to these rivet heads and decided, wisely, 
to take a closer look. Certainly, this Mk. 26 Spitfire’s lower 
fin structure has been significantly damaged but we’re 
not sure why. The immediate lesson is that if, during an 
inspection, you see anything unusual, check out what’s 
going on! (Photo: Phil Hall)

of the primary structural components. This 
especially as the one-piece Nipper mainplane 
is essentially attached to the fuselage by 
two 5/16in diameter bolts. Francis did some 
sums at the time though and, even taking 
into consideration the fact that the Nipper is 
an aerobatic type, the machines’ quite light 
maximum all-up weight (340kg/748lb) actually 
meant that these bolts enjoy a fairly large 
reserve of strength.

When the vulture was found the focus 
of attention lifted, although the event has 
influenced our thinking with regard to the 
incorporation of Tailored Maintenance 
Schedules… I said earlier as you will 
recall, that rules were often associated with 
somebody’s untimely end. Anyway, enter 
stage left LAA’er and new owner of a Nipper, 
Robert Ripley. 

Robert, having read the story of the wing 
failure, decided to inspect the wing bolts on 
his machine and, not liking the look of them 
(especially the area around the bolt’s head, 
which looked cracked), decided to get some 
new bolts. This turned out to be quite an 
expensive process as the bolts themselves 
are made from pretty high tensile steel (S154) 
and, being about eleven inches long, are 
far from off-the-shelf items. Mind you, we’re 
talking primary wing to fuselage connection 

here so the individual component price wasn’t 
high in Robert’s mind… I don’t blame him.

Here’s where I have to eat some humble 
pie. Robert sent the suspect bolt to us here 
at Turweston and, whilst we could see why 
Robert wanted to change the bolt – there 
was a clear ridge right round the shaft near 
the head – a dye penetrant test didn’t show 
a crack. Robert didn’t believe this and sent 
the bolt off to a lab where they cryogenically 
pulled the head off.  You can see from the 
attached pictures that this component had 
been cracked for quite some time which just 
shows you, horses for courses, dye penetrant 
testing wasn’t the right NDT test technique to 
use in this particular circumstance.

We’ve subsequently asked all Nipper 
owners to remove their main wing bolts (or, in 
some cases, tie-rods) to check for cracks just 
in case. We’ve taken a closer look at Robert’s 
aircraft’s history and we know that these bolts 
were changed during a complete rebuild in 
1992. As I’ve explained earlier, these bolts 
enjoy a quite large safety factor and, as you 
can see, there is no evidence at all of fatigue 
in the failed part so we’re quite mystified as to 
the reason for the crack… I’ve discussed this 
a little under the pictures.

As many of our aircraft are becoming rather 
geriatric, it’s essential that we build deep 

inspections into our Tailored Maintenance 
Schedules. Well done to Robert for doing this 
on his machine – you never know, he could 
have saved somebody’s bacon! 

SPITFIRE MK.26 
STRUCTURE FAILURE AT LOWER 
RUDDER HINGE
LAA Inspector, Phil Hall, popped into the 
office here at Turweston a couple of days 
ago with a great big (and in fairness, fairly 
usual) smile. 

“I’ll send you a picture as proof but I’ve just 
found a screwdriver lurking in the back of a 
Mk.26 Spitfire… but that’s not all.”  

I waited, wondering why Phil looked like 
the cat that had just pinched the cream, for 
him to reveal all, guessing that he’d had a 
good spot. Sure enough, Phil explained that 
he’d noticed during a routine inspection that 
the paint had come off a couple of rivets at 
the back of a Supermarine Spitfire Mk.26. 
This particular aircraft had only completed 
about seventeen hours, so naturally he took 
a closer look.

As you can see from the attached pictures, 
it was worth the look, as the structure of 
the fin near the lower rudder hinge has 
been compromised. Commenting on 
the photographs, Francis Donaldson 
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Spot the error! I receive a picture like this at least once a year – notice the 
screw-driver right next to the elevator belcrank. One thing that you will notice 
immediately about any aircraft fitter is that they’ll go into melt-down if they 
find a tool missing from their collection, which is why you mustn’t just pinch 
one, even for a minute, without checking first. I lost a good friend (and mentor) 
because of a similar oversight by an engineer. Thanks to Inspector Phil Hall 
for sending this example in to us. (Photo: Phil Hall)
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observed that what seems to have happened 
is that the tailwheel steering arm, mounted 
at the bottom of the rudder spar at the point 
where the bottom hinge is fitted, had been 
wrenched back on the starboard side, and 
this has damaged the rudder spar in that 
area and made the bottom hinge loose. 

How had the tailwheel steering been 
wrenched? We’ll never know for sure of 
course, maybe from a ground-loop or 
perhaps just from pushing the aircraft 
backwards and the tailwheel suddenly 
slamming against full lock as it attempted 
to caster. 

Perhaps the pilot, not blessed with 
particularly good forward view on the 
26, may have taxied past some sort of 
obstruction at some time which caught on 
the projecting tailwheel steering arm.   

Two excellent spots during one inspection, 
well done Phil. It just goes to show, if you 
spot even a small thing that’s out of sorts… 
look more closely – as an aircraft owner it’s 
far better to show a problem to an inspector 
than be shown one by an inspector; they 
might not smile as much but, inside, they’ll 
be feeling happier. 

Fair Winds. ■           

Here’s a picture of a Chipmunk undergoing both an Annual check (maintenance) and an 
Annual Permit Renewal (inspection). Notice, all the panels are off and the aircraft is up on 
trestles. This is a particularly big Annual (a three yearly) and the Technical Manager of this 
particular Chipmunk group, LAA’er Nigel Gibson, has removed the undercarriage legs 
to replace the rubber suspension blocks. Notice also that cylinders 2, 3 and 4 have been 
removed to establish what was causing a loss of compression. This aircraft is back flying 
again having had a set of new pistons – more about why in next month’s Safety Spot. 
(Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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Laa project Registration 
Kit Built Aircraft   £300
Plans Built Aircraft  £50
Issue of a permit to test fly  
Non-LAA approved design only  £40
Initial permit issue 
Up to 390kg  £320
391 - 499kg  £425
500kg and above  £565
Three seats and above  £630
permit renewal 
Up to 390kg  £115
391 - 499kg £155
500kg and above  £210
Three seats and above  £230
Modification application 
Prototype modification £45

Repeat modification £22.50
transfer 
(from CofA to Permit or CAA Permit to LAA Permit)
Up to 499kg  £135
500 kg 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
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LAA ENGINEERING ScALE Of chARGES – PLEASE NOTE NEW PERMIT fEES hAVE APPLIED SINcE MARch 1 2014

The admin staff here at LAA HQ are getting 
quite used to opening, as one person 
described, horrible smelly parcels destined 
for my desk. Here’s a picture of the contents 
of one packet I received from LAA Inspector, 
Paul Jenkins, a couple of weeks ago. Paul 
writes, “Normally this pipe contains fuel at 
the electric pump pressure of about 4psig. 
One of the aircraft’s current owners, Paul 
Horth, was carrying out routine maintenance 
with a cowling off the other day, when he 
noticed to his alarm a jet of fuel squirting out 
onto the hangar floor! It came from this pipe 
at a point where it enters the firewall. You’ll 
see that the pipe has deteriorated markedly 
over the years. Paul has cut away the cloth 
braid at the leakage point, and if you flex the 
pipe, the cracks in the base material are very 
evident. There was also a failure at the union 
end as Paul dismantled it. At this time we 
believe that the pipe has been in position for 
approaching nine years and about 
550 hours”. 
One lesson here is that nothing lasts 
forever… (Photo: Malcolm McBride)
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