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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration: Aerotechn�k EV-97 Eurostar, G-CCKK

No & Type of Engines: � Rotax 9�2-UL p�ston eng�ne

Year of Manufacture: 2003

Date & Time (UTC): �5 June 2005 at �802 hrs

Location: Near Wotton-under-Edge, Gloucestersh�re

Type of Flight: Pr�vate

Persons on Board: Crew - � Passengers - �

Injuries: Crew - � (Fatal) Passengers - � (Fatal)

Nature of Damage: A�rcraft destroyed

Commander’s Licence: Pr�vate P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age: 48 years

Commander’s Flying Experience: 32� hours   (of wh�ch �29 were on type)
 Last 90 days - 22 hours
 Last 28 days -   7 hours

Information Source: AAIB F�eld Invest�gat�on

Synopsis

The aircraft was being flown from Shobdon Airfield in 
Herefordshire to its home base at Hullavington Airfield in 
W�ltsh�re.  As the a�rcraft approached the Cotswold H�lls 
the p�lot encountered worsen�ng weather cond�t�ons.  
The a�rcraft d�verted from track �n an apparent attempt 
to avo�d the poorest weather; �t was seen manoeuvr�ng 
at a very low he�ght and appeared to be prepar�ng for 
a forced land�ng.  Dur�ng th�s manoeuvr�ng the a�rcraft 
was seen to roll qu�ckly to �ts left and descend steeply 
unt�l �t struck the ground.  The �nvest�gat�on concluded 
that the a�rcraft had suffered an aerodynam�c stall w�th 
insufficient height for the pilot to effect a recovery.  No 
safety recommendat�ons are made.

History of flight

On the evening of the accident the pilot had flown from 
Hullavington Airfield, where the aircraft was kept, 
to Shobdon Airfield in Herefordshire.  The pilot was 
accompanied by a friend with whom he had flown on 
a number of occasions.  The pilot’s flight log, which 
was recovered from the a�rcraft, recorded h�s take-off 
t�me as �550 hrs.  Hullav�ngton �s an uncontrolled 
airfield situated beneath the western edge of the RAF 
Lyneham Control Area and a stand�ng agreement was 
�n place for the p�lot to not�fy RAF Lyneham ATC by 
rad�o of h�s movements �nto or out of Hullav�ngton.  
However, there was no record of the p�lot hav�ng done 
so on th�s occas�on.  There was also an agreement that 
the p�lot would telephone the Army operat�ons centre at 
Hullavington with his intentions prior to flight, though 
aga�n no such call was made.
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The direct flight to Shobdon is a distance of 51 nm, 
and the p�lot recorded land�ng there at �630 hrs.  As the 
a�rcraft was tax��ng after land�ng, the p�lot was asked �f 
he requ�red fuel and he sa�d that he d�d not.  The p�lot 
‘booked in’ at the flying club operations room at 1640 hrs, 
at the same time he notified an intended departure time 
of �700 hrs.  Both the p�lot and h�s passenger appeared 
to personnel at Shobdon to be relaxed and �n good sp�r�ts 
and they took t�me to have a meal and a hot dr�nk �n the 
restaurant before leav�ng for the return journey.  Both 
made mob�le telephone calls to relat�ves, though ne�ther 
made any relevant comments about the flight to Shobdon 
or the proposed return journey.  The latest weather 
�nformat�on was ava�lable on a not�ce board �n the club 
bu�ld�ng but staff could not recall �f the p�lot checked 
this information.  Pre-flight preparations at the aircraft 
were not witnessed but the airfield manager saw the 
a�rcraft take off.  He recalled that there was a cloud base 
of between �,200 ft and �,500 ft w�th good v�s�b�l�ty.

Other than the take-off t�me, wh�ch the p�lot recorded on 
h�s log as �725 hrs, there was no recorded �nformat�on 
ava�lable to ass�st w�th a reconstruct�on of the acc�dent 
flight between takeoff and the point at which the aircraft 
was observed by eye w�tnesses just pr�or to the acc�dent.  
Radar record�ngs from Clee H�ll and Burr�ngton radars 
were analysed but the a�rcraft, wh�ch was not transponder 
equ�pped, was not d�splayed.  Dur�ng the radar analys�s, 
�t was noted that the lowest pr�mary radar returns that 
had been obta�ned along the route from any a�rcraft 
were �n the Shobdon area, for an a�rcraft reported to 
be at 2,300 ft altitude.  Enquiries at airfields and ATC 
un�ts along the route from Shobdon to Hullav�ngton 
establ�shed that there was no record of the p�lot hav�ng 
been �n rad�o contact w�th any of them, nor was there any 
requ�rement for h�m to have made such contact.  It was 
also establ�shed, from mob�le telephone records, that the 
only calls made pr�or to the acc�dent by e�ther the p�lot 

or h�s passenger were those made wh�lst the a�rcraft was 
on the ground at Shobdon.

The a�rcraft was seen �n the acc�dent area by w�tnesses 
on an adjacent golf course.  The acc�dent s�te was some 
�0 nm from the p�lot’s dest�nat�on at Hullav�ngton. 
The aircraft was seen flying low in poor weather and 
manoeuvr�ng �n a manner wh�ch suggested to some 
w�tnesses that the p�lot was seek�ng a place to land.  
Dur�ng th�s manoeuvr�ng, the a�rcraft was seen to roll 
qu�ckly to the left and descend rap�dly �n a nose-low 
att�tude, d�sappear�ng beh�nd trees before �t struck the 
ground.  The two occupants were fatally �njured �n the 
�mpact.

Witness information

Eye witnesses to the final moments of the flight were 
on the Cotswold Edge golf course, s�tuated on the 
edge of the Cotswold escarpment overlook�ng the 
v�llage of Wotton-under-Edge to the west and the 
Severn Vale beyond.  The course l�es approx�mately 
north-east / south-west w�th a marked down slope from 
an elevat�on of 795 ft at �ts north-eastern end to 700 ft 
at the south-western end.  The acc�dent s�te was at an 
elevat�on of 630 ft, about 250 m from the south-western 
end of the course.

The two w�tnesses closest to the acc�dent s�te were 
towards the lower part of the course.  It had been ra�n�ng 
heav�ly but th�s had become a l�ght dr�zzle. There had 
been low cloud as they descended the slope, and on 
look�ng back up the slope they could see m�st settl�ng on 
the h�gher part of the course. At the same t�me, cond�t�ons 
were br�ghter towards the west, and �t was poss�ble to 
see down the h�lls�de towards Wotton-under-Edge and 
the Severn Vale. The golfers remarked at the t�me that 
the weather was changeable.
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They were first alerted to the aircraft’s presence by the 
sound of �ts eng�ne beh�nd them.  Although the no�se 
was not loud, �t suggested to them that the a�rcraft was 
both close and low.  They turned to look back down the 
slope and saw the a�rcraft emerge from cloud or m�st at a 
very low height and in level flight or a shallow descent.  
As they watched, the aircraft flew in a north-westerly 
d�rect�on from the�r left to r�ght, about 300 m away, 
close to the south-western boundary of the golf course 
and then appeared to enter a controlled, moderate turn to 
�ts left, away from them.  The a�rcraft �n�t�ally appeared 
to be ma�nta�n�ng alt�tude as �t turned through about 
270 degrees unt�l �t was head�ng back d�rectly towards 
the fa�rway and the two w�tnesses.  The�r �mpress�on was 
that the a�rcraft was prepar�ng to land on the fa�rway; one 
w�tness descr�bed the a�rcraft as slow�ng down not�ceably 
dur�ng the latter stages of the turn and appear�ng to 
commence a descent.  When the a�rcraft was po�nt�ng 
towards them �t rolled w�ngs level for a br�ef per�od but 
then started to roll aga�n to the left, �n a manner descr�bed 
by the w�tnesses as “sudden” and “violent”.  As the 
a�rcraft rolled, �t turned away from the w�tnesses and �ts 
nose dropped unt�l �t was �n a near vert�cal descent.  Both 
w�tnesses descr�bed see�ng the unders�de of the a�rcraft 
during its final steep descent, though the actual impact 
was h�dden from the�r v�ew by a l�ne of trees.

One of the w�tnesses alerted the emergency serv�ces by 
mob�le telephone as they ran to where the a�rcraft had 
crashed.  Wh�lst st�ll some d�stance from the acc�dent 
s�te, the w�tnesses not�ced a strong smell of fuel.  They 
cont�nued to the a�rcraft, but �t was clear that they 
were unable to help the two occupants.  The w�tnesses 
cont�nued to pass �nformat�on to the emergency operator 
but were adv�sed to move away from the a�rcraft for 
their own safety.  The fire brigade was the first of the 
emergency serv�ces to arr�ve, and was d�rected from the 
ma�n road to the acc�dent s�te by one of the w�tnesses.

Neither witness described any sounds of misfiring from 
the eng�ne.  One w�tness thought that there had been a 
change �n eng�ne note as the a�rcraft appeared to slow 
down dur�ng �ts turn, and the other not�ced some changes 
�n note but thought they may have been because the 
a�rcraft was turn�ng.  When the a�rcraft d�sappeared from 
view in its final descent, both witnesses perceived a brief 
per�od of s�lence before the sound of �mpact, but thought 
th�s was more l�kely due to the sound be�ng blanked by 
the trees.  Both w�tnesses agreed that the a�rcraft had 
rema�ned very low dur�ng �ts manoeuvr�ng, and that �t 
had not re-entered cloud.  

Two further w�tnesses on the golf course saw the a�rcraft.  
They were a l�ttle way up the slope from the two prev�ous 
w�tnesses but descr�bed the weather as m�sty and noted 
that from the�r pos�t�on �t was not poss�ble to see down 
towards the valley.  Both w�tnesses descr�bed see�ng the 
a�rcraft appear�ng at a very low alt�tude but lost s�ght 
of it before the final descent as it appeared to fly back 
�nto the m�st.  Both the w�tnesses heard the eng�ne no�se 
reduce as the a�rcraft turned away from them, though 
neither of them saw any of the final manoeuvring or the 
descent �nto the ground.

Wreckage examination

In�t�al exam�nat�on of the wreckage �nd�cated that the 
a�rcraft had struck the ground �n a steep nose-down and 
sl�ghtly r�ght w�ng down att�tude, but at a relat�vely low 
forward speed.  At the t�me of the acc�dent the a�rcraft 
was structurally complete but �n�t�al assessment �nd�cated 
that the eng�ne appeared to have been produc�ng no 
power.  The fuel tank contained a significant amount 
of fuel.

The wreckage was removed to the AAIB’s fac�l�ty at 
Farnborough, where a more deta�led exam�nat�on was 
carr�ed out.  No ev�dence was found of any pre-�mpact 
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failure of the aircraft or its flying controls.  A separate 
exam�nat�on of the eng�ne revealed that there was 
no pre-�mpact mechan�cal defect �n the un�t, the two 
�gn�t�on systems were able to perform sat�sfactor�ly 
and the carburettor float chambers contained significant 
amounts of fuel.
   
It was determ�ned from a deta�led �nternal exam�nat�on 
of the propeller reduct�on gear that the eng�ne had been 
produc�ng power at �mpact, although the amount of 
power could not be determ�ned.  (Unl�ke more common 
types of l�ght a�rcraft eng�ne, at all but h�gh speeds, th�s 
type of geared un�t w�ll not ‘w�ndm�ll’ �f the eng�ne 
ceases to develop power.)

It was noted that the a�rspeed �nd�cator body was �ntact, 
the glass unbroken and the needle was reg�ster�ng sl�ghtly 
above zero.  Cal�brat�on showed that the �nstrument had 
a fa�rly constant datum sh�ft present throughout the 
speed range.  It was concluded that th�s datum sh�ft was 
cons�stent w�th the effect of �mpact forces on the �nternal 
mechan�sm.

Aircraft information

The EV-97 a�rcraft type was developed �n the Czech 
Republ�c and suppl�ed �n k�t form by the manufacturers 
to enable �t to be completed by the customer.  The des�gn 
was evaluated by the Popular Fly�ng Assoc�at�on (PFA), 
a Br�t�sh based member’s organ�sat�on wh�ch works �n 
accordance w�th powers delegated by the C�v�l Av�at�on 
Author�ty (CAA).  As a result of th�s evaluat�on �t was 
approved for amateur construct�on and operat�on �n the 
Un�ted K�ngdom.  Add�t�onally, an example of the type 
was test flown by a CAA test pilot and judged to have 
normal handl�ng qual�t�es wh�ch met the requ�rements 
la�d down many years earl�er, by the Author�ty, for very 
l�ght a�rcraft.  

The process of inspection, test flying and recommendation 
for �ssue of the Perm�t to Fly document for �nd�v�dual 
a�rcraft �n th�s category, when amateur bu�lt from a k�t, �s 
adm�n�stered and superv�sed by the PFA.  Th�s procedure 
was followed in the case of G-CCKK, which qualified as 
a m�crol�ght type by v�rtue of �ts max�mum all-up we�ght 
and stalling speed falling below maxima specified in 
the relevant regulat�ons.  The a�rcraft was not equ�pped 
with any gyro flight instruments. More comprehensively 
equ�pped examples of the a�rcraft have been bu�lt hav�ng 
higher empty weights resulting in them being certificated 
as convent�onal l�ght a�rcraft. 

G-CCKK was completed by the owner and a number 
of assoc�ates �n 2003 and was �ndependently �nspected 
dur�ng, and at the end of, the construct�on process by an 
exper�enced �nspector approved by the PFA. Thereafter 
he test flew the finished aircraft.  He confirmed that it 
performed and handled �n the expected manner.  The 
a�rcraft was then �ssued w�th a Perm�t to Fly by the CAA 
on the recommendat�on of the PFA.  The Perm�t was 
reval�dated on 5 November 2004 follow�ng a deta�led 
inspection and flight test.

This aircraft was fitted with a Rotax 912 liquid cooled 
eng�ne equ�pped w�th a carburettor heat�ng system.  Th�s 
heat�ng system cons�sts of a cast water jacket type heat 
exchanger, suppl�ed from the eng�ne cool�ng system, 
surround�ng the downstream end of the a�r passage w�th�n 
the carburettor.  The heat exchanger �s pos�t�oned adjacent 
to the plane of the throttle butterfly on this installation 
and �s �ntended to ensure that the �nternal surfaces of 
the carburettor rema�n at temperatures above freez�ng 
during all phases of flight.  The system is not selectable 
and �s, therefore, always act�ve.  It does not heat the 
�nduct�on charge apprec�ably and, unl�ke convent�onal 
carburettor heat�ng systems, has m�n�mal effect on the 
ava�lable power.  The arrangement �s understood to be 
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effect�ve �n all normal operat�onal phases other than 
�mmed�ately after start-up, or those �nvolv�ng prolonged 
use of low power, when cool�ng of the water system 
occurs.  Add�t�onally, on EV-97 a�rcraft, the �nduct�on 
a�r �s drawn from a reg�on w�th�n the eng�ne cowl�ng 
near the rad�ator.

Meteorological information

An aftercast was obta�ned from the Meteorolog�cal 
Office.  The synoptic situation at 1800 hrs on 15 June 
2005 showed a moderate, mo�st, west-south-westerly 
airflow over west and south-west England.  The weather 
was cloudy and overcast w�th outbreaks of generally 
sl�ght ra�n or dr�zzle.  The surface v�s�b�l�ty was �5 to 
20 km but deter�orat�ng to between 4,000 m and 7 km 
�n sl�ght ra�n or dr�zzle.  V�s�b�l�ty was as low as �00 m 
where cloud covered h�gh ground.  The freez�ng level 
was at �0,000 ft.  There would have been a scattered 
cloud cover at �,500 ft to 2,000 ft, w�th a more extens�ve 
cloud cover beg�nn�ng at 3,000 ft to 5,000 ft.
  
W�th sea temperature �n the Br�stol Channel of �3ºC to 
14ºC, and a moist airflow from that direction, it is likely 
that the cloud base would have lowered �n outbreaks 
of sl�ght ra�n or dr�zzle to between 900 ft and �,200 ft, 
poss�bly even as low as 300 ft to 500 ft as a result of 
stratus form�ng over the h�gh ground.  At �,000 ft the 
a�r temperature was �2.4ºC and dew po�nt 9.9ºC, g�v�ng 
a hum�d�ty of 85%.  These values placed the cond�t�ons 
during the flight within the area for serious risk of engine 
�nduct�on system �c�ng, accord�ng to the w�dely used 
chart of probab�l�ty of �nduct�on �c�ng �n typ�cal l�ght 
a�rcraft.

An �nd�cat�on of the extent of the weather deter�orat�on 
that even�ng can be ga�ned from the weather reports from 
RAF Lyneham, wh�ch �s some 5 nm from Hullav�ngton, 
and �5 nm from the acc�dent s�te.  At �550 hrs, the t�me 

the a�rcraft departed from Hullav�ngton, RAF Lyneham 
reported good v�s�b�l�ty w�th the lowest cloud beg�nn�ng 
at 3,000 ft.  By �750 hrs, Lyneham was be�ng affected by 
dr�zzle, w�th v�s�b�l�ty reduced to 7 km and a lowest cloud 
base that had reduced to �,000 ft.  The �850 hrs report 
showed a v�s�b�l�ty of 4,000 m �n dr�zzle, temporar�ly 
reduc�ng to 3,000 m, w�th the cloud base start�ng at 
400 ft and w�th �ncreased cloud cover at 700 ft.

The commander of the pol�ce hel�copter, wh�ch arr�ved 
at the scene about 30 m�nutes after the acc�dent, was able 
to prov�de a deta�led account of the weather cond�t�ons 
at that t�me.  The hel�copter took off from Br�stol A�rport 
and the trans�t was made �n generally good cond�t�ons, 
w�th a cloud base of around 3,000 ft.  However, as �t 
approached the Cotswold escarpment and the acc�dent 
s�te, the commander encountered a “vertical face of 
cloud” w�th layered stratus cloud and h�ll fog where �t 
met the ground.  The hel�copter reached the acc�dent s�te 
with some difficulty; the cloud base was estimated to 
be between �00 ft and 200 ft above ground level w�th a 
v�s�b�l�ty of 500 m or 600 m.

Meteorological flight planning

Some meteorolog�cal paperwork was recovered from 
the p�lot’s home.  The �nformat�on cons�sted of a 
Metform 2�4, wh�ch showed forecast spot w�nds and 
temperatures over the Un�ted K�ngdom.  The t�me for 
th�s forecast was 0900 hrs, w�th a val�d�ty per�od of 
0600 hrs to �200 hrs, and thus d�d not cover the per�od of 
the intended flight.  No Metform 215, which shows the 
forecast in-flight weather conditions for the UK, or any 
other weather �nformat�on was found at the p�lot’s home, 
among h�s personal effects or �n the a�rcraft wreckage.  
Although no pr�nted �nformat�on was recovered for 
the period of the accident flight, it was not possible 
to determ�ne whether or not the p�lot had v�ewed th�s 
�nformat�on before leav�ng home.
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Forecast �nformat�on for �500 hrs, w�th a val�d�ty 
between �200 hrs and �800 hrs, would have been 
ava�lable from ��00 hrs.  The content of the forecasts 
for 0600 hrs to �200 hrs and �200 hrs to �800 hrs �s 
summar�sed below:

Forecast for 0900, issued at 0301 and valid between 
0600 hrs and 1200 hrs

An occluded front was shown, wh�ch had just moved 
across the area at a speed of 30 kt.  The area assoc�ated 
w�th the front showed generally broken to overcast cloud 
beg�nn�ng at 2,500 ft amsl w�th a v�s�b�l�ty of �5 km.  
Occas�onally the v�s�b�l�ty would reduce to 7 km �n 
ra�n, and the cloud base to between �,000 ft and �,500 ft 
amsl.  In �solated areas over the sea and near coasts, 
cond�t�ons would be worse, w�th 2,000 m �n dr�zzle and 
cloud beg�nn�ng at 400 ft.  The area assoc�ated w�th the 
occluded front was subject to �solated heavy showers and 
thunderstorms, w�th assoc�ated low cloud and v�s�b�l�ty.  

The area beh�nd the frontal zone, wh�ch would be 
expected to be affecting the area of the flight later in the 
day, showed generally good v�s�b�l�ty, w�th broken to 
overcast cloud beg�nn�ng at 2,500 ft amsl.  In �solated 
areas over land, th�s was forecast to reduce to 7 km 
v�s�b�l�ty �n ra�n showers and the cloud base to lower to 
�,500 ft.  

For both forecast areas, the follow�ng relevant warn�ngs 
appl�ed:  “Cloud on hills, moderate ice and turbulence 
in cloud.”

Forecast for 1500, issued at 0905 and valid between 
1200 hrs and 1800 hrs

Th�s forecast would have been ava�lable from ��00 hrs 
on the day of the acc�dent.  In th�s forecast, the occluded 
front was shown clear of the Cotswolds but w�th �ts 
northern end shown sw�ng�ng back south, affect�ng Wales 
and western England.  The weather cond�t�ons assoc�ated 

w�th the front were broadly s�m�lar to the prev�ous 
forecast.  The forecast for the rest of the south-west, 
�nclud�ng the acc�dent area, was s�m�lar to the prev�ous 
report, except that �ncreased lower cloud was forecast, 
assoc�ated w�th �solated ra�n showers.  In these areas, the 
cloud base was forecast to lower to 800 ft amsl.  Aga�n, 
both sectors had the warn�ng “Cloud on hills, moderate 
ice and turbulence in cloud.”

Visual Flight Rules (VFR)

Because G-CCKK was not equ�pped w�th gyroscop�c 
flight instruments, it was restricted to flight under VFR 
only.  The minimum weather conditions for flight under 
VFR depend on an a�rcraft’s alt�tude and speed, as well 
as the category of airspace in which it is flying.  In the 
case of G-CCKK, the p�lot would have been requ�red to 
keep h�s a�rcraft clear of cloud and �n s�ght of the surface, 
and in a flight visibility of at least 1,500 m.

Medical and pathological information

A post-mortem exam�nat�on was conducted on both 
the p�lot and passenger. There was no ev�dence of any 
pre-ex�st�ng d�sease, alcohol, drug or tox�c substance 
wh�ch m�ght have caused or contr�buted to the acc�dent.  
Both occupants suffered fatal �njur�es, when the a�rcraft 
struck the ground.

Recorded information

Three GPS systems were recovered from the wreckage.  
One was a convent�onal GPS rece�ver wh�ch was not 
powered and thus not �n use.  The other two un�ts were 
near �dent�cal Pocket PC un�ts w�th GPS software.  
Both these un�ts had suffered damage �n the acc�dent 
and attempts to recover track data from the un�ts were 
unsuccessful.  Informat�on recovered from the p�lot’s 
home �nd�cated that only one GPS route between 
Hullav�ngton and Shobdon was stored �n one or more of 
the un�ts’ memor�es, and th�s was a d�rect track between 
the two airfields.
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Pilot information

The p�lot had ga�ned h�s Pr�vate P�lot’s L�cence 
(Aeroplanes) �n �998.  In 200� he completed construct�on 
of a Rans S6 aircraft, in which he flew 61 hours before 
the a�rcraft was destroyed �n a take-off acc�dent �n 2002, 
from wh�ch the p�lot escaped w�th m�nor �njur�es.  The 
p�lot then started to bu�ld G-CCKK, complet�ng the 
a�rcraft �n November 2003.  Apart from a tr�al hel�copter 
lesson, he had flown this aircraft exclusively since that 
date, accumulat�ng a total of �22 hours �n �t.

On the day of the acc�dent, the p�lot had been work�ng at 
his home, a few miles from Hullavington Airfield.  The 
pilot’s decision to go flying that day was a relatively late 
one, made e�ther on the day of the acc�dent or the even�ng 
before, and had been made after d�scuss�on w�th h�s 
passenger.  Dur�ng that day, the p�lot had been work�ng 
at home w�th a fam�ly member, who recalled that the 
weather there seemed reasonable and w�th some sunny 
per�ods, although �t was changeable.  The passenger 
arr�ved at the p�lot’s home at about �500 hrs; the fam�ly 
member left the house at about �5�0 hrs and, therefore, 
did not witness the pilot’s final actions before he and his 
passenger left for Hullav�ngton.

The p�lot was known to have d�scussed w�th fr�ends 
the �mpl�cat�ons of encounter�ng bad weather wh�lst 
a�rborne.  He had stated that, �f he encountered weather 
cond�t�ons that were too bad to cont�nue, he would be 
quite prepared to land his aircraft in a field.  He was 
of the op�n�on that, as h�s a�rcraft was capable of qu�te 
slow flight, this could be accomplished at little notice 
and without undue difficulty.

Although many local flights were recorded in the pilot’s 
flying logbook, he would frequently plan to land away 
at another airfield, and Shobdon was his most frequent 
destination.  Information from passengers who had flown 

w�th the p�lot �nd�cated that he used the GPS map d�splay 
as a pr�mary nav�gat�on a�d, but would also always have 
an aeronaut�cal chart to hand.  Several charts were 
recovered from the wreckage, �nclud�ng one wh�ch had 
d�rect l�ne routes to some of the p�lot’s usual dest�nat�ons 
marked on �t.  Apart from bas�c t�m�ng �nformat�on, no 
other �nformat�on was recorded on these charts.  The 
pilot’s flight log, which was of a home made type, was 
also recovered from the a�rcraft.  Apart from take-off and 
land�ng t�mes and alt�meter sett�ngs, there was no other 
weather or nav�gat�onal data recorded on the log.

Analysis

The decision to undertake the flights had been made 
a relat�vely short t�me beforehand.  The fact that the 
passenger was also the p�lot’s long t�me fr�end may have 
made him feel obliged to make the flights.  The flights 
were later �n the day than the p�lot had normally made.  
In the 18 months that he had been flying this aircraft, 
the pilot had only twice returned to his home airfield 
after 1800 hrs local time; the accident flight would 
have been due to return at about �900 hrs local t�me.  
Whether the relat�vely late take-off t�me was due to other 
comm�tments, on the part of the passenger or the p�lot, �s 
uncerta�n, but �t may have placed some t�me pressure on 
the pilot. This is supported by the lack of notification to 
the airfield authorities and the absence of any navigational 
calculations on his flight log.  It is reasonably certain that 
the pilot had intended to fly to Shobdon from the outset, 
as a self-produced airfield guide was found at his house, 
together w�th the meteorolog�cal �nformat�on. 

Although only one part of the forecast (Metform 2�4) 
was recovered, �t �s probable that the p�lot v�ewed 
Metform 2�5 on the �nternet at the same t�me, even �f he 
d�d not pr�nt �t.  What �s uncerta�n �s whether he v�ewed 
an updated forecast, as the one found was only val�d 
unt�l �200 hrs on the day of the acc�dent.  The dec�s�on to 



60

 AAIB Bulletin: 5/2006 G-CCKK EW/C2005/06/02 

fly to Shobdon suggests that he may not have, since the 
forecast for �500 hrs, wh�ch was val�d between �200 hrs 
and �800 hrs showed a reg�on of frontal weather mov�ng 
across Wales towards the Shobdon area.  Had the p�lot 
seen th�s forecast he m�ght be expected to have chosen 
to fly to another of his regular destinations, less likely to 
have been affected by the frontal weather.  Add�t�onally, 
the later forecast showed an �ncreased r�sk of low cloud 
affect�ng the h�gher ground between Hullav�ngton and 
Shobdon.  The relat�ve, who was at home w�th the p�lot 
dur�ng the afternoon, d�d not recall h�m do�ng anyth�ng 
obviously connected with flight preparation.  As the later 
forecast was only ava�lable from �200 hrs local t�me, �t 
�s poss�ble that the p�lot d�d not obta�n a weather update 
after that t�me.
 
The briefing chartlets associated with Metform 215 are 
of small scale and cannot be expected to reflect local 
weather effects or influences.  The direct route from 
Hullavington to Shobdon, which the pilot had flown 
several t�mes, ran close to the acc�dent s�te and over 
the steep escarpment wh�ch forms the western edge of 
the Cotswolds in this area.  The pilot had flown in this 
area s�nce ga�n�ng h�s p�lot’s l�cence so �t �s reasonable 
to expect h�m to have been aware of the potent�al for 
local�sed poorer weather �n the v�c�n�ty of the Cotswold 
Edge, particularly when a moist south-westerly airflow 
preva�led, and the forecast conta�ned the warn�ng ‘cloud 
on hills’.

The weather report from RAF Lyneham at �550 hrs 
showed that, when the p�lot departed from Hullav�ngton, 
the weather was reasonable.  As subsequent weather 
reports from Lyneham reflected, the weather steadily 
deter�orated after the a�rcraft had taken off, and cont�nued 
to do so unt�l after the acc�dent.  Th�s deter�orat�on also 
affected the acc�dent area, as �nd�cated by the Pol�ce 
hel�copter p�lot’s report.  

The weather cond�t�ons at the acc�dent locat�on, when 
v�ewed �n conjunct�on w�th the generally accepted chart 
of probab�l�ty of carburettor �c�ng �n typ�cal l�ght a�rcraft 
�nduct�on systems, were conduc�ve to �ce format�on at 
cru�se power.  It should be noted, however, that the chart 
data relates to convent�onal a�r cooled eng�nes operat�ng 
w�th the�r �nduct�on heat�ng systems set to ‘cold’.  The 
carburettors and �nduct�on system of the Rotax eng�ne 
�nstalled �n G-CCKK were substant�ally d�fferent �n 
des�gn from those for wh�ch the accepted �nduct�on 
�c�ng chart data �s relevant �n that the �nduct�on system 
�n th�s a�rcraft �ncorporated a heat exchanger des�gned 
to prevent �ce from adher�ng to the �nternal surfaces 
of the carburettor, prov�ded the eng�ne cool�ng water 
rema�ned hot.

Thus, although the meteorolog�cal cond�t�ons quoted 
�n the after-cast were conduc�ve to carburettor �c�ng on 
convent�onal l�ght a�rcraft, they almost certa�nly had no 
effect on the eng�ne operat�on of th�s mach�ne dur�ng 
the cru�se.  It �s also not thought that any descent would 
have been sufficiently prolonged to create low coolant 
temperature conditions which might permit significant 
�c�ng bu�ld up.  The a�rcraft was observed and heard to 
be manoeuvr�ng under power.  The eng�ne sounded to 
w�tnesses to be runn�ng normally and the eng�ne was 
running at impact.  As significant induction icing will 
result �n not only power loss at low throttle open�ngs but 
also stoppage of the propeller at low flight speeds, for 
wh�ch there was no ev�dence, there �s l�ttle poss�b�l�ty 
that the engine suffered to any significant degree from the 
effects of �nduct�on �c�ng dur�ng the per�od �mmed�ately 
before the crash. 

The actual route the pilot took for the flight to Shobdon 
�s not known.  The GPS �s bel�eved to have conta�ned 
a d�rect route to Shobdon, and �t was a d�rect route 
that was marked on the p�lot’s aeronaut�cal chart.  
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Add�t�onally, the t�mes of takeoff and land�ng of the 
flight from Hullavington to Shobdon indicate that he 
flew a reasonably direct route.  This would have taken 
the a�rcraft over terra�n w�th an approx�mate elevat�on 
of 800 ft amsl, close to the area where the acc�dent 
later occurred.  It would be expected that he may have 
encountered some poorer weather �n th�s reg�on of h�gh 
ground on the flight to Shobdon though, if he did, he 
was obv�ously able to negot�ate �t on that occas�on.

If the weather had caused the p�lot or h�s passenger 
concern, they d�d not show th�s wh�lst at Shobdon.  Had 
he been concerned, the p�lot would almost certa�nly 
have been keen to depart earl�er on the return journey 
�n case the weather deter�orated further.  Although the 
p�lot d�d �ntend to return to Hullav�ngton stra�ght away, 
as ev�denced by the departure t�me that he entered �n the 
operat�ons log when they arr�ved at Shobdon; the two 
men �n fact stayed for a meal.  The relaxed, unhurr�ed 
demeanour of the two men would appear to �nd�cate 
that the p�lot had no part�cular concern regard�ng the 
weather they were l�kely to encounter dur�ng the�r return 
flight.  This suggested that either there was no poor 
weather �n the acc�dent area on the outbound journey, 
or the p�lot was able to negot�ate successfully the 
weather he had encountered.  Wh�chever was the case, 
the p�lot’s expectat�on would appear to have been that a 
route back through the area would be poss�ble w�thout 
undue difficulty, and this may have influenced the 
p�lot’s dec�s�on to cont�nue �n the face of the worsen�ng 
weather when it was encountered on the return flight.  
The relat�vely late hour and the prox�m�ty of h�s home 
base may also have served to add some pressure on the 
pilot to continue in an attempt to find a way through the 
weather, rather than to dev�ate around �t or to d�vert to 
an alternate airfield.

When first seen by eye witnesses in the accident area, the 
a�rcraft was travell�ng �n a d�rect�on almost oppos�te to 
that of the track towards Hullav�ngton.  Clearly, the p�lot 
had dev�ated from h�s �ntended plan and, �n v�ew of the 
weather at the t�me, �t �s probable that th�s was due solely 
to the worsen�ng weather cond�t�ons.  The most l�kely 
courses of act�on that the p�lot would be expected to take 
would be to reverse h�s route to seek the better weather 
cond�t�ons from wh�ch he had come, or to seek a route 
down to lower ground.  The two w�tnesses who saw the 
final moments of the flight stated that they could see 
down the h�ll to the valley beyond.  Th�s would appear 
to have offered the p�lot an escape route from the bad 
weather and, �f he had seen �t, �t �s probable that he would 
have taken �t.  However, although the a�rcraft was clearly 
flying at a very low height, it was probably immediately 
below the cloud cover; w�tness ev�dence even suggests 
that the a�rcraft may have been �n cloud �nterm�ttently.  
The p�lot’s forward v�s�b�l�ty was l�kely to have been 
severely l�m�ted �n th�s case and h�s concentrat�on would 
have been on the ground close to the a�rcraft.  That th�s 
was probably the case �s supported by the fact that the 
two other golfers, only a short d�stance up the slope 
from the first two, were unable to see down the hill to 
the valley and generally reported worse cond�t�ons.

Faced w�th the weather cond�t�ons, and g�ven h�s 
expressed �ntent�ons to land �f caught �n bad weather, 
�t �s l�kely that the p�lot was �ndeed seek�ng a place to 
land h�s a�rcraft.  However, such a manoeuvre �s not 
w�thout r�sk and �n poor weather would be demand�ng 
for any p�lot.  Informat�on from the w�tnesses suggest 
that the a�rcraft was slow�ng down as �f prepar�ng to 
make an approach, though �t �s qu�te poss�ble that the 
p�lot �ntended a land�ng not on the golf course, but �n the 
field in which the accident occurred.  The manoeuvring 
descr�bed by w�tnesses suggests the p�lot was sett�ng up 
an orbit around his chosen field whilst looking for hazards 
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that m�ght affect a land�ng.  Th�s �s the procedure that the 

p�lot would have been taught dur�ng tra�n�ng.  The lower 

cloud over the golf course would have precluded such 

an �nspect�on, and the p�lot would probably have been 

committed to a landing had he continued to fly towards 

the upward slop�ng ground of the fa�rway and �nto the 

lower�ng cloud base.  However, the reduc�ng speed 

and apparent descent seen by w�tnesses means that the 

poss�b�l�ty that the p�lot was attempt�ng to land on the 

golf course cannot be excluded.

Wh�lst turn�ng, the a�rcraft would have lost a�rspeed 

had the p�lot not countered th�s w�th �ncreas�ng power, 

part�cularly �f the turn was moderate, as descr�bed by 

the w�tnesses.  Add�t�onally, a�rcraft �n th�s category 

have relat�vely low mass and therefore low �nert�a, 

and the�r drag causes them to slow down read�ly when 

power �s reduced.  Hav�ng found a land�ng place, the 

p�lot would have been reluctant to take h�s eyes away 

from �t �n the poor v�s�b�l�ty, and the natural tendency 

would be to reduce power and a�rspeed, both w�th a v�ew 

to remaining close to the field and in preparation for 

land�ng.  It �s probable that the poor weather cond�t�ons 

and the need to land h�s a�rcraft served to d�stract the 

p�lot from mon�tor�ng the a�rcraft’s a�rspeed.  

As the p�lot sought to land the a�rcraft, h�s work load 

would have been cons�derable.  As the a�rcraft speed 

reduced, �t would have come closer to an aerodynam�c 

stall.  One of the warn�ng s�gns of an approach�ng stall 

that a p�lot learns dur�ng tra�n�ng �s an excess�vely 

nose-high attitude to maintain level flight but, in the 
poor v�s�b�l�ty, the lack of a natural hor�zon to g�ve th�s 
attitude information would have significantly reduced 
the �mpact of th�s v�sual cue. W�tness �nformat�on 
�nd�cates that the a�rcraft may have started a descent just 
pr�or to the stall.  Although th�s was �nterpreted as the 
beg�nn�ng of an approach to the golf course, �t may have 
been as a result of the reduc�ng a�rspeed.  If th�s were 
the case, the a�rcraft’s att�tude would not have been so 
nose-h�gh, thus also serv�ng to mask the approach�ng 
stall from the p�lot.

Add�t�onally, the slop�ng ground beneath and ahead of the 
pilot, as the aircraft turned to fly towards the golf course, 
could have �nduced an �ncorrect est�mate of hor�zon 
locat�on �n the p�lot’s percept�on; a known phenomenon 
normally associated with difficulties when approaching 
slop�ng runways.  The �mpact ev�dence from the acc�dent 
site and the final manoeuvre described by witnesses are 
cons�stent w�th a ‘w�ng drop’ occurr�ng at the stall and a 
subsequent departure from controlled flight.

Conclusion

The p�lot encountered an area of worsen�ng weather 
cond�t�ons over the r�s�ng ground of the Cotswold 
escarpment.  The p�lot dev�ated from h�s �ntended track 
to escape the weather but was unable to find a route to 
a clearer area.  The p�lot was probably prepar�ng for a 
forced land�ng when the a�rcraft stalled and departed 
from controlled flight at a height from which recovery 
was not poss�ble.




