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ACCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration: LS�F Gl�der, BGA4665

No & Type of Engines: None 

Year of Manufacture: �976

Date & Time (UTC): 9 August 2005 at �725 hrs

Location: Near Husbands Bosworth Airfield, Leicestershire

Type of Flight: Pr�vate

Persons on Board: Crew - � Passengers - None

Injuries: Crew - None Passengers - N/A
 
 Others - � (Fatal)

Nature of Damage: Extens�ve damage to the left w�ng, left a�leron separated 
from the w�ng and damaged r�ght w�nglet

Commander’s Licence: BGA Glider Pilot’s Certificate (Gold and Three 
D�amonds) 

Commander’s Age: 24 years

Commander’s Flying Experience: 692 hours (of wh�ch 3�7 were on type)
 Last 90 days - ��� hours
 Last 28 days -   46 hours

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

Synopsis

The acc�dent occurred dur�ng a race as part of the 

Junior World Gliding Championships.  During the final 

approach to cross the finishing line a glider, flying at 

a he�ght of approx�mately �5 ft banked at an angle of 

about 20 degrees to the left, passed a group of spectators 

who were standing on vehicles outside the airfield 

per�meter.  The left w�ng of the gl�der struck one of the 

spectators, a profess�onal photographer, caus�ng h�m 

fatal �njur�es.  The gl�der made a largely uncontrolled 

landing in a nearby field.  It was seriously damaged but 

the p�lot was unhurt. 

The �nvest�gat�on concluded that gl�ders �nvolved �n 

the race had been flying unnecessarily low during 

the approach to the finish.  The accident and other 

ev�dence suggested a problem w�th the safe conduct 

of race finishes and deficiencies in the training for and 

overs�ght of such events.  S�nce th�s acc�dent, the Br�t�sh 

Gl�d�ng Assoc�at�on has been proact�ve �n try�ng to 

address some of these �ssues but �ts rules do not apply 

to gl�d�ng Champ�onsh�ps conducted �n the UK under 

the Internat�onal Gl�d�ng Comm�ss�on Rules.  The AAIB 

made five safety recommendations.
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Factual information

History of the flight (pilot’s perspective)

The p�lot was part�c�pat�ng �n the Jun�or World Gl�d�ng 

Championships, held at Husbands Bosworth Airfield in 

Le�cestersh�re.  He was compet�ng as part of the Br�t�sh 

team and on the morn�ng of Tuesday 9 August, the th�rd 

day of the competition, he attended a briefing for the 

day’s task.  Th�s was to be an ass�gned area task to be 

flown for a planned minimum duration of three hours. 
 

The p�lot was aero-tow launched at about �200 hrs and 

the start was opened at �230 hrs.  He crossed the start 

line at about 1300 hrs, flying between 3,500 and 4,000 ft, 

on a southerly track towards the first task area based on 

Towcester.  The pilot flew into the area to a point near 

K�dl�ngton before chang�ng track to the west for the second 

area, based on Enstone.  Here he flew into the area to a 

point near Chedworth, a disused airfield, before changing 

track for the final area based on Control Point East.  This 

was a control po�nt s�tuated �0 km due east of Husbands 

Bosworth, des�gned to br�ng the compet�tors back to the 

airfield in line with the active runway.  His final point was 

about 15 km from Husbands Bosworth Airfield at which 

time his flight computer was indicating that he already had 

sufficient altitude for the final glide back to the finish.  The 

p�lot recalls he was at between 2,000 and 2,500 ft wh�ch 

he bel�eves was about 300 ft over h�s calculated m�n�mum 

required for the final glide.

The pilot began his descent for the finish line flying at 

80 to 85 KIAS, �n close prox�m�ty to another member 

of the Br�t�sh team who was about �00 to 200 m ahead.  

Cond�t�ons were good and the gl�der was not subject to 

any s�nk�ng a�r, allow�ng the p�lot to �ncrease h�s speed to 

110 KIAS some 2 to 3 km from the finish.  He continued 

his descent so that by 1 km from the airfield the glider 

was about 50 to 60 ft agl.

The pilot continued his approach, crossing a field close 
to the airfield boundary in which was a set of wires.  The 
presence of these w�res was h�ghl�ghted to p�lots dur�ng 
each race briefing because a pilot returning to the airfield 
late �n the day could be affected by a low sun ahead 
making these wires difficult to see.  The accident pilot 
descr�bed h�s techn�que for cross�ng such obstacles.  Th�s 
involved flying low enough so that the obstacle could be 
clearly seen above the �nstrument cowl�ng �n the cockp�t.  
At low a�rspeeds w�th a relat�vely h�gh p�tch angle, th�s 
would require the glider to be flown at or slightly below 
the he�ght of the obstacle.  He would then pull up �n 
order to clear the obstacle.  The p�lot est�mated the w�res 
were suspended about 30 ft above ground level and that 
he would have flown below this height in order to see 
them aga�nst the skyl�ne.  He recalls pull�ng up to clear 
them by about �0 ft and then dropp�ng down aga�n on the 
other side to a height of about 15 to 20 ft to fly over the 
adjoining field.  The field contained a standing crop of 
wheat and was bounded by a hedge.  The p�lot stated he 
could see a red box shaped veh�cle ahead of h�m at the 
end of the field with about three or four people standing 
on �t tak�ng photographs.  He d�d not recall see�ng any 
other people or veh�cles.  The p�lot also stated that he 
was flying towards the sun which, by then, was low in 
the sky. 

The pilot stated he was concentrating on the finish 
l�ne and h�s �ntended land�ng for wh�ch he needed to 
identify a suitable area of the airfield.  Several gliders 
had already landed and were clear�ng the land�ng area.   
He also needed to avo�d h�s team mate and another 
glider, Both of which were finishing just ahead of him.  
The p�lot rema�ned aware of the people on the veh�cle 
by the hedge at the edge of the field but considered 
he was h�gh enough to clear them.  He est�mates by 
th�s po�nt h�s speed had reduced to about 70 KIAS.  
He stated that the gl�der’s ‘clean’ stall speed �s about 
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40 KIAS and that the m�n�mum approach speed to land 
safely was about 55 KIAS.  

The p�lot recalls eas�ng back on the control st�ck sl�ghtly 
as he approached the hedge; but he d�d not recall 
bank�ng.  He stated that he looked out over to h�s r�ght to 
see when he was clear of the photographers as they had 
d�sappeared from s�ght below the nose of the a�rcraft.  
Then suddenly there was a mass�ve bang and the gl�der 
slewed to the left and cl�mbed to about �00 ft.  It then 
p�tched down, yawed left and accelerated wh�lst he tr�ed 
to rega�n control to ra�se the nose, control the yaw and 
br�ng the w�ngs level.  He then lowered the land�ng wheel 
�n expectat�on of crash�ng �n order to cush�on the �mpact.  
The gl�der cont�nued to roll r�ght and the p�lot appl�ed 
full left a�leron, but to l�ttle effect.  He then �nst�nct�vely 
opened the a�rbrakes and almost �mmed�ately the gl�der 
h�t the ground, one w�ng low, slew�ng �t round before 
com�ng to rest.  The p�lot was un�njured �n the �mpact 
and was able to open the canopy, although �t was sl�ghtly 
jammed.  He cl�mbed out and was soon met by var�ous 
w�tnesses com�ng to h�s a�d.

History of the flight (ground perspective)

As on prev�ous days dur�ng the compet�t�on, a small 
group of spectators had gathered late �n the afternoon 
under the final approach to the airfield to watch the gliders 
as they approached the finish line.  On this particular 
afternoon, five vehicles had driven about 100 m off 
the ma�n road, bound�ng the southern boundary of the 
airfield, along an unmade farm track which ran beside 
a hedgerow.  Th�s hedgerow was about 900 m east of 
the land�ng area and the pos�t�on of the veh�cles was 
under the flight path of the gliders as they came in to 
land (see F�gures � and 2).  Some of the occupants then 
cl�mbed on to the�r veh�cles to get a v�ew over the hedge 
of the gl�ders com�ng towards them.  Amongst these 
spectators was a small group from one of the gl�d�ng 

teams stand�ng on top of the�r red van.  Next to them 
was parked a large s�lver-coloured estate car, on the roof 
of wh�ch stood a profess�onal photographer who was 
wear�ng an orange T-sh�rt.  The photographer spec�al�sed 
�n tak�ng photographs of gl�ders and had been cover�ng 
the prev�ous days of the compet�t�on.  In conversat�on 
w�th the group on the van, he had told them that on the 
prev�ous day, he had seen gl�ders brush�ng the edge of 
the trees and he had been forced to jump from the roof of 
his car in order to avoid a low-flying glider.  

The spectators by the hedge watched and took 
photographs as the gliders started to return to the airfield.  
Var�ous w�tnesses commented on the low he�ght of the 
gliders as they flew across the field in front of the hedge 
beh�nd wh�ch the veh�cles were parked.  The w�tnesses 
on the van stated that they were aware of the gl�der 
�nvolved �n the acc�dent pull�ng up over some w�res two 
fields in front of them before dropping down to a very 
low height as it flew across the field directly beyond the 
hedge beh�nd wh�ch they were parked.  They commented 
that other gliders had also flown very low over this field; 
however, th�s part�cular gl�der had rema�ned low beyond 
the po�nt at wh�ch the other gl�ders had pulled up to clear 
the hedge.  One of these w�tnesses stated that he shouted 
a warn�ng to h�s fr�ends and then saw the gl�der start to 
bank when �t was about 20 m �n front of them.  He stated 
the fuselage passed just to the r�ght of the van at a low 
he�ght w�th the gl�der st�ll bank�ng w�th the left w�ng low 
at an est�mated bank angle of 20º.  The w�tness shouted 
a warn�ng to the photographer and then saw the gl�der’s 
left w�ng str�ke h�m about two th�rds of the way along 
the w�ng towards �ts t�p.  The photographer fell from the 
roof of h�s car land�ng on the bonnet of the car parked 
alongs�de.  Some of the spectators �n the v�c�n�ty then 
began to administer first aid whilst others drove back to 
the airfield to summon help.  
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Figure 1

Accident site relative to Husbands Bosworth Airfield

Figure 2

V�ew look�ng east of veh�cles parked �n the lane
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Post impact actions

Although the race organ�sers were not �mmed�ately aware 

of the �njured photographer, hav�ng seen the gl�der crash, 

they summoned the emergency serv�ces.  The p�lot was 

somewhat shaken but otherw�se un�njured and on arr�val, 

the emergency serv�ces attended to the photographer.  

One of the spectators est�mated that an ambulance had 

arr�ved w�th�n �0 m�nutes, followed shortly afterwards 

by the fire services.  The police helicopter, based only 

about a m�le away, also responded, land�ng next to the 

acc�dent s�te to offer any ass�stance �t could.  F�nally, the 

local a�r ambulance, based at East M�dlands A�rport, was 

tasked to attend the scene.

When made aware of the �njured photographer, the 

race organ�sers real�sed that h�s locat�on, and that of 

those attending to him, was below the flight path of 

the finishing gliders and they made repeated radio 

broadcasts for competitors to finish no lower than 

200 ft over the finishing line.  These broadcasts were 

made on the rad�o frequency used by the compet�tors at 

the finish to inform the race organisers that they were 

five minutes and one minute from landing, as required 

by the compet�t�on rules. 

The a�r ambulance was aware that a gl�d�ng compet�t�on 

was in progress at Husbands Bosworth Airfield because 

the competition had been notified in NOTAM H2724/05.  

However, the NOTAM made no ment�on of any new ATC 

frequenc�es be�ng used.  After takeoff, the a�r ambulance 

pilot checked with East Midlands ATC to confirm if 

there was an add�t�onal ATC frequency �n use dur�ng 

the compet�t�on but ATC were unaware of any such 

frequency and suggested that the p�lot use the gl�d�ng 

common frequency of �29.97 MHz.  Th�s was also the 

frequency publ�shed �n the p�lot’s aeronaut�cal gu�de for 

Husbands Bosworth Airfield.  The air ambulance pilot 

stated that on arr�val at Husbands Bosworth, he made 
several calls to the airfield on this frequency but without 
response.  He was aware of numerous gl�ders mak�ng an 
approach to the airfield, describing some as being as low 
as 15 to 20 ft whilst still outside the airfield boundary.  
He �nstructed h�s crew members to keep a good lookout 
and sw�tched on all the hel�copter’s external l�ghts to 
make �t as consp�cuous as poss�ble.  The p�lot was then 
marshalled to land close to the scene of the acc�dent by 
one of the crew members from the pol�ce hel�copter �n 
attendance.  The pol�ce hel�copter departed shortly after 
the a�r ambulance’s arr�val.

The photographer cont�nued to rece�ve med�cal treatment 
at the scene for at least 20 m�nutes after the arr�val of 
the a�r ambulance.  Dur�ng that t�me gl�ders cont�nued to 
fly low overhead and on one occasion, so low that those 
at the scene were forced to d�ve to the ground for fear 
of be�ng h�t.  After th�s protracted per�od of treatment, 
the photographer was eventually transferred to the a�r 
ambulance.  As the a�r ambulance was prepar�ng to 
depart, the pol�ce hel�copter returned and was able to pass 
the appropr�ate compet�t�on frequency of �34.55 MHz 
to the a�r ambulance p�lot.  After mak�ng a call on th�s 
frequency, not�fy�ng �ts �mm�nent departure, the a�r 
ambulance departed for the Queens Med�cal Centre �n 
Nott�ngham where the photographer later d�ed.  

Airfield description

Husbands Bosworth is a large grass airfield on the 
border of Le�cestersh�re and Northamptonsh�re and �s 
home to one of the UK’s largest gl�d�ng clubs.  Act�v�ty 
at the airfield is confined to gliding and the operation 
of l�ght a�rcraft �nvolved �n gl�der aero-tow launch�ng.  
The takeoff and land�ng area �s or�entated east-west 
w�th S�bbertoft Road runn�ng parallel to the southern 
boundary of the airfield.  Not far beyond the road to the 
south are two add�t�onal grass land�ng str�ps.  These are 
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both pr�vately owned and are solely for the use of l�ght 
a�rcraft operated by the respect�ve str�p owners.  Further 
south, and �n close prox�m�ty to these two a�rstr�ps, 
�s the permanent base for a pol�ce hel�copter wh�ch �s 
jo�ntly operated by the three adjacent pol�ce forces of 
Le�cestersh�re, Northamptonsh�re and Warw�cksh�re.

The approach to the airfield from the east is generally over 
farm land.  However, there are farm bu�ld�ngs s�tuated 
about �,200 m from the land�ng area, on the northern 
edge of the approach path.  The w�res h�ghl�ghted to 
competitors in the pre-race briefing were telegraph 
wires running through a field west of, and adjacent to, 
the access road to th�s farm.  The telegraph poles were 
approx�mately 30 ft h�gh and the w�res d�pped between 
them to a he�ght of about 27 ft.

Accident site description

The acc�dent occurred outs�de the eastern boundary of 
Husbands Bosworth Airfield.  The photographer’s vehicle 
had been parked on a grass area to the r�ght of a farm 
track that ran north from S�bbertoft Road.  The pos�t�on 
of the veh�cle was roughly 350 m from the 
airfield’s eastern boundary and 900 m east 
of the start of the land�ng area.  In add�t�on 
to the photographer’s veh�cle, there were 
four other veh�cles parked �n the v�c�n�ty.  
A red van and a black car were both parked 
to the north of the photographer’s car and 
a black car and a s�lver car were parked 
alongs�de each other to the west.  At the 
t�me of the acc�dent the photographer was 
stand�ng on h�s veh�cle, g�v�ng a comb�ned 
he�ght of approx�mately �� ft.  There were 
also four spectators on the red van w�th 
a max�mum he�ght (w�th the spectators 
stand�ng) of about �2 ft.  A hedge ran 
north-south just to the east of the veh�cles.  

The he�ght of the hedge var�ed along �ts length but �n 
the area of the cars �t extended to a max�mum he�ght of 
about �5 ft.

Exam�nat�on of the bushes and the veh�cles d�d not reveal 
any contact damage from the gl�der.  However, the black 
car had extens�ve damage to �ts bonnet, cons�stent w�th 
the photographer str�k�ng �t after be�ng h�t by the g�lder.

Glider examination

The gl�der came to rest �n a stand�ng crop of wheat, about 
400 m to the south-east of Husband’s Bosworth Airfield 
and to the left of S�bbertoft Road.  F�gure 3 �s a p�cture 
of the gl�der just before �t struck the ground.  Inspect�on 
of the gl�der revealed extens�ve damage to the left w�ng, 
w�th pronounced damage about 3 ft �nboard from the 
w�ng t�p.  The left a�leron had completely detached and 
was found ly�ng aga�nst the fuselage.  The only other 
not�ceable damage was to the r�ght w�nglet, cons�stent 
w�th contact w�th the wheat.  Deta�led exam�nat�on of 
the gl�der d�d not reveal any pre-acc�dent defects w�th �ts 
structure or flying controls.  

Figure 3

Gl�der just before ground �mpact
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Glider’s attitude and height at impact

From exam�nat�on of the acc�dent s�te and the gl�der, 
�t was apparent that the photographer had been struck 
by the lead�ng edge of the left w�ng.  The damage to 
the gl�der’s left w�ng �nd�cated that the str�ke occurred 
about 3 ft �nboard of the left w�ng t�p.  Us�ng th�s 
ev�dence, together w�th v�deo record�ngs (descr�bed �n 
deta�l below), �t was found that the manoeuvr�ng gl�der 
was banked at least 20º to the left when �t struck the 
photographer.  The he�ght of the gl�der fuselage at th�s 
po�nt was est�mated to be about �5 ft agl (see F�gure 4a).  
Had the gl�der been �n a w�ngs-level att�tude at a he�ght 
of �5 ft agl, �t would have cleared all of the obstacles and 
the spectators (see F�gure 4b).
        
Flight recorders 

Compet�t�on rules requ�red all the compet�ng gl�ders 
to be fitted with an International Gliding Commission 
(IGC) approved GNSS� flight recorder2 programmed to 
record the gl�der’s alt�tude (both GPS and barometr�c) 
and �ts geograph�c pos�t�on at �ntervals of �0 seconds or 
less.  However, most compet�tors voluntar�ly carr�ed a  

Footnote

�  Global Nav�gat�on Satell�te System.
2  Most IGC-approved GNSS FRs �ntegrate the GPS and other 
funct�ons such as a barograph �n one sealed case.

second ‘back-up’ recorder.  Compet�tors’ recorders were 
analysed at the end of each race �n order to determ�ne 
the d�stance covered by each gl�der, the t�me taken to do 
so and to confirm that no time or altitude infringements 
had occurred. 

Analys�s of the �nformat�on recorded for the race dur�ng 
wh�ch the acc�dent occurred �nd�cates that the club class 
gl�ders were all below 500 ft agl some 2 nm (3,704 m) 
before finishing the race, and in one case 3 nm (5,562 m).  
It further �nd�cates that the major�ty of gl�ders were below 
250 ft agl at least �.5 nm (2,778 m) pr�or to cross�ng the 
finishing line.

Us�ng the recorded data, a plot was created of the acc�dent 
gl�der’s track and that of the two preced�ng gl�ders as 
they approached the airfield (Figure 5).  

Photographic and video evidence

A cons�derable amount of recorded v�deo and 
photograph�c ev�dence was ava�lable of the per�od lead�ng 
up to, and �nclud�ng, the acc�dent.  The v�deo �magery 
was analysed by the Nat�onal Imagery Explo�tat�on 

Figure 4a

Impact banked

  Figure 4b

Gl�der w�ngs-level at �5 ft agl
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Centre.  Th�s ev�dence showed gl�ders descend�ng on 
the approach to the airfield to a very low height before 
pull�ng up to clear the w�res runn�ng to the farm wh�ch 
were at or below 30 ft agl.  Gl�ders could then be seen 
descending again to below 30 ft agl to cross the field in 
front of the photographer.  The gl�ders then pulled up 
to clear the hedge �n front of the photographer before 
proceeding to cross the finishing line on the airfield.  

V�deo �magery showed the acc�dent gl�der approach�ng 
the airfield from the east.  Nine seconds before striking 
the photographer, �t ga�ned he�ght to clear the 30 ft h�gh 
telegraph w�res by 2.5 ± 0.5 m (between about 6 and 
9 ft).  After clear�ng the w�res �t descended to a m�n�mum 
he�ght of �.4 ± 0.2 m (about 4 ft) above the crop unt�l 
�.7 seconds before str�k�ng the photographer when �t 
began roll�ng to �ts left and cl�mb�ng.  

Photographs recovered from the deceased photographer’s 

camera show the two gliders finishing just ahead of the 

glider involved in the collision.  The first glider passed 

just to the north of the photographer wh�lst the second 

passed just to the south.  Both gl�ders were extremely 

low as they passed over the field immediately to the 

east of the photographer w�th some photographs 

appear�ng to show that the photographer was look�ng 

down on the gl�ders from h�s vantage po�nt on the car 

roof (see F�gure 6 �n wh�ch the p�lot and gl�der have 

been disidentified).  Photographs recovered from the 

photographer’s camera also showed other p�lots clearly 

waving at him as they flew past at low height.  

The last two photographs on the photographer’s camera 

are of the gl�der that struck h�m.  These, together w�th 

other v�deo �magery, showed that he had the camera up to 

Figure 5

Ground tracks of gliders approaching the airfield
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his eye whilst the glider crossed the field in front of him.  
V�deo ev�dence showed the photographer was stand�ng 
upr�ght, duck�ng at the last moment before be�ng struck 
by the gl�der’s left w�ng.  

Pathology

The patholog�st’s report �nd�cates that the �njur�es 
susta�ned by the photographer were cons�stent w�th 
h�m bend�ng down at the t�me of the �mpact.  

Pilot’s background

The pilot started flying paragliders in 1999 and gliders 
in 2000.  He first flew in gliding competitions in 2002.  
Since then he had flown in competitions at numerous 
UK airfields, including several previous competitions 
at Husbands Bosworth.  He had also flown gliders in 
Italy, South Afr�ca, Austral�a, New Zealand and Spa�n, 
and had competed �n South Afr�ca and Spa�n.  

In January 2004 the p�lot moved to South Afr�ca, tak�ng 

his glider with him.  In July 2004 he returned briefly 

to the UK to take part �n the Br�t�sh Jun�or Nat�onal 

Champ�onsh�ps, at wh�ch he secured a place on the 

nat�onal team for the 2005 World Jun�or Champ�onsh�ps.  

He cont�nued to compete wh�lst �n South Afr�ca and 

came th�rd �n the country’s Nat�onal Champ�onsh�ps 

early �n 2005.  He returned to the UK �n March 2005, 

bas�ng h�s gl�der at Husbands Bosworth, although he 

flew at numerous other locations for training.  This 

included official training for the British team in Spain, 

culm�nat�ng �n a week’s tra�n�ng at Husbands Bosworth 

�mmed�ately pr�or to the commencement of the World 

Jun�or Champ�onsh�ps on 6 August 2005.

The p�lot stated that he had never rece�ved any formal 

training in conducting the final glide for competitions; 

he had developed h�s techn�que through exper�ence.  He 

Figure 6

Photograph of an approach�ng gl�der
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d�d, however, comment that occas�onally he had been 

able to fly with a coach in a two-seat glider during team 

tra�n�ng events and had d�scussed that aspect of h�s race 

techn�que at these t�mes.

BGA Junior Team training

The BGA’s perspect�ve on the tra�n�ng g�ven to the 

Jun�or Team members d�ffered from the acc�dent 

p�lot’s recollect�on.  In�t�ally, the Assoc�at�on stated 

that training in the management of final glide finishes 

is not provided within an official BGA or Fédération 

Aéronautique Internationale’s (FAI) syllabus.  However, 

later, the BGA stated that the syllabus used by the Br�t�sh 

Team coaches present at the Jun�or Team tra�n�ng camp 

in Spain during April 2005 included final glides in its list 

of top�cs.  The BGA further stated that th�s element of 

the coaching placed emphasis on achieving an efficient 

and safe approach to the finish line and that the accident 

pilot was advised on how to manage the final glide to a 

competition finish.

Pilot’s medical

The pilot held a valid JAA Class 2 medical certificate.  

The certificate required that he wear corrective lenses and 

limited him to day VFR flights only because his red/green 

colour perception was deficient.  At the time of the accident 

the p�lot stated he was wear�ng correct�ve contact lenses 

and non-prescr�pt�on sunglasses t�nted med�um-brown.

Photographer’s background

The photographer had been a freelance profess�onal �n 

the aviation field for some years and was also a qualified 

gl�der p�lot.  He spec�al�sed �n tak�ng photographs 

of gl�ders and many of h�s p�ctures appeared �n 

gl�d�ng magaz�nes and assoc�ated publ�cat�ons.  H�s 

photographs were used extens�vely �n the programme 

for th�s compet�t�on, �nclud�ng that on the front cover.

In the course of h�s work he covered many of the ma�n 
gl�d�ng compet�t�ons, both �n the UK and abroad.  As 
a result, he was known to many people �n the gl�d�ng 
world.  He would normally wear an orange coloured top 
when photograph�ng at such events.  

Competition description

The compet�t�on, the World Jun�or Gl�d�ng Champ�on-
sh�ps, was held between 6 and 20 August 2005.  It 
was organ�sed as a jo�nt venture by the Br�t�sh Gl�d�ng 
Assoc�at�on and the local Soar�ng Centre.  The 
compet�t�on rules were the �nternat�onal rules set down 
by the FAI’s delegated gl�d�ng author�ty, the Internat�onal 
Gl�d�ng Comm�ss�on (IGC).  Compet�tors were requ�red 
to observe the ‘Rules for World and Cont�nental 
Championships’ as modified or amplified by ‘Local 
Procedures’, also approved by the IGC.  These Local 
Procedures were the method by wh�ch the compet�t�on 
organ�sers’ requ�rements and restr�ct�ons could be 
notified to competitors.  A list of the IGC’s approved 
compet�t�on penalt�es are �ncluded at Append�x �.

There were about 60 p�lots compet�ng from �8 d�fferent 
countr�es and they were requ�red to be under the age 
of 25 years at the t�me of the compet�t�on.  Deta�ls of 
the event and the p�lots compet�ng were �ncluded �n the 
compet�t�on programme.  The programme featured, on 
its cover, a photograph of a glider flying low over a field 
pr�or to land�ng.  The photograph had been taken at a 
previous competition at Husbands Bosworth Airfield (see 
F�gure 7), by the photographer who was fatally �njured �n 
this accident.  The official language for the competition, 
as w�th all IGC races, was Engl�sh.  Gl�ders were d�v�ded 
between two d�fferent classes: standard class and club 
class.  Standard class was for gl�ders w�th a max�mum 
wing span of 15 m and no wing flaps, but with no other 
l�m�tat�ons.  Club class was for older gl�ders wh�ch had 
prev�ously been �n the standard class, but wh�ch had now 
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been superseded.  The club class aircraft flew under a 
hand�capp�ng system based on the type of gl�der.

Compet�t�on took the form of both rac�ng tasks and area 
tasks.  A racing task consisted of gliders flying round a set 
course, generally of �00 to 300 km �n total length.  The 
results were determ�ned by rank�ng the p�lots �n order of 

the t�me taken to complete the course, the w�nner be�ng 
the pilot who finished in the quickest time.  

An area task also involved flying around a set course.  
In th�s case, however, turn�ng po�nts were replaced 
by des�gnated areas.  P�lots determ�ned how far they 
would fly into each of these areas before heading for 

Figure 7

2005 compet�t�on cover photograph



67©  Crown copyr�ght 2007

 AAIB Bulletin: 2/2007 BGA4665 EW/C2005/08/02 

the next one, a�m�ng to rema�n a�rborne over the course 
for a specified time, generally three hours.  The total 
d�stance ach�eved after cross�ng the start l�ne was then 
compared aga�nst the t�me taken, �n order to calculate 
the average speed.  

The finish was the same for both types of race.  For 
this competition, the finishing line was 1,000 m long 
extend�ng perpend�cular to the land�ng d�rect�on, 
running south from the northern edge of the airfield.  Its 
pos�t�on was marked by the presence of a scaffold�ng 
tower on which stood the competition officials.  The 
l�ne was pos�t�oned about a quarter of the way �nto the 
airfield, in the direction of landing.  Its location was such 
that, once crossed, gliders would either have sufficient 
energy rema�n�ng to complete a c�rcu�t before land�ng or, 
if not, have sufficient distance ahead to be able to land.  
The compet�t�on rules stated that the m�n�mum he�ght 
for crossing the finish line was 100 ft agl, except when 
land�ng stra�ght ahead.

Each day the race organ�sers chose the type of 
competition and the route to be flown depending mainly 
on the preva�l�ng weather cond�t�ons.  

Race technique

Hav�ng completed the requ�red course, p�lots attempt 
to set course direct for the finishing line as soon as they 
reach a po�nt where they cons�der they have ga�ned 
sufficient height to be able to do so under the prevailing 
conditions.  This portion of the flight, known as the final 
gl�de, �s cr�t�cal �n ach�ev�ng a good result.  If the gl�der 
is too high when starting the final glide, it will cross the 
l�ne w�th surplus energy rema�n�ng and the p�lot w�ll 
have wasted t�me �n ach�ev�ng the unnecessary he�ght.  
If, however, the gl�der �s too low when start�ng the 
final glide, there is a danger that the glider will have 
insufficient energy to cross the finishing line resulting 

in it landing short.  Consequently, the final glide forms 
an �mportant part of the race.  

Gl�der p�lots have d�fferent methods of calculat�ng 
the point at which to commence their final glide.  The 
accident pilot used a final glide computation employing 
the McCready theory3.  He used a small computer wh�ch 
compared the gl�der’s current pos�t�on w�th that of the 
finish, taking into account any remaining part of the 
course st�ll requ�red to be completed.  The computat�on 
then monitored the climb rate achieved in the final 
thermal and took �nto account the w�nd and thermal 
cond�t�ons to determ�ne the best gl�de speed and the 
alt�tude requ�red to ach�eve the fastest return to the 
finish.  The pilot would then continue to climb higher, 
generally by about 200 to 300 ft, add�ng a marg�n to 
�nsure aga�nst any s�nk�ng a�r that m�ght ex�st on the 
final leg.

Once the pilot sets out on his final glide, should there be 
no adverse thermal cond�t�ons, then any marg�n added 
in the final climb equates to additional potential energy 
that can be usefully converted �nto speed.  Thus, once 
he is assured of crossing the finishing line, the pilot 
seeks to �ncrease h�s speed such that he crosses the 
finishing line with minimum safe energy remaining.

In order to max�m�se the use of any excess energy dur�ng 
the latter stages of the final glide, pilots in a race may 
descend to a low level some distance from the finish 
l�ne.  S�nk�ng a�r �s not encountered at th�s level and 
if low enough, the glider may also benefit from being 
�n ground effect.  Ground effect �s encountered below 
a he�ght equal to about half the gl�der’s w�ngspan.  

Footnote

3  In the �950s McCready dev�sed a means of calculat�ng the 
optimum speeds to fly between thermals based on the performance of 
the gl�der, the s�nk rate between thermals and the rate of cl�mb �n the 
next thermal.  
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Fly�ng �n ground effect m�n�m�ses �nduced drag but has 
no effect on profile drag.  Therefore, flying in ground 
effect is most beneficial when the glider is flying at low 
airspeeds.  If the altitude at the start of the final glide is 
insufficient for the conditions subsequently encountered, 
then flying low may be the only way to conserve enough 
energy for the glider to reach the finish line. 
 
Control of spectators at gliding competitions

On the day of the acc�dent, no attempt was made 
to control or influence the presence of spectators 
beneath the final approach path.  Moreover, evidence 
was found of low flying in close proximity to people 
during the final approach phase of other international 
compet�t�ons.  For �nstance, photographs publ�shed on 
the Internet of the 2005 FAI European Champ�onsh�ps 
held overseas show spectators close to gl�ders �n the 
late stages of the final glide to the finishing line.  Two 
examples are shown �n F�gures 8 and 9 below; the 
gl�ders and the�r p�lots �n these examples have been 
deliberately disidentified. 

It �s not poss�ble to determ�ne from the photographs the 
distance of these spectators from the finish line but the 

gliders were reportedly crossing the airfield boundary 
shortly before finishing.  There are several spectators 
within a few metres of the low-flying gliders and neither 
gl�der appears to have extended �ts land�ng gear.  The 
al�gnment of the shadows �nd�cates that the p�lots were 
look�ng ‘�nto sun’ wh�ch could have made �t more 
difficult for them to see the spectators.  Some spectators 
appear to have resorted to crouch�ng down to �ncrease 
the�r separat�on from the gl�ders.

NOTAMS

In order to allow penetrat�on of spec�f�ed areas 
of controlled a�rspace dur�ng the compet�t�on, the 
organ�sers appl�ed for a temporary exempt�on from 
Rule 2� of the Rules of the A�r Regulat�ons �996.  
Th�s appl�cat�on was made to the Term�nal A�rspace 
Sect�on of the CAA.  The compet�t�on was also 
not�f�ed to the CAA’s A�rspace Ut�l�sat�on Sect�on 
(AUS).  Although no spec�f�c request was made for a 
NOTAM to be publ�shed adv�s�ng of the compet�t�on, 
there was an expectat�on that one would be publ�shed 
because th�s had occurred under s�m�lar c�rcumstances 
�n the past.

Figure 8

Gl�der and spectators

   Figure 9

Gl�der and spectators
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Informat�on prov�ded to the AUS was forwarded by 

them to the Aeronaut�cal Informat�on Sect�on (AIS), the 

un�t respons�ble for publ�sh�ng NOTAMs and wh�ch �s 

managed by National Air Traffic Services (NATS).  The 

AIS duly publ�shed a NOTAM adv�s�ng deta�ls about 

the scope and durat�on of the compet�t�on.  However, no 

frequency �nformat�on had been prov�ded to the AUS by 

the compet�t�on organ�sers.  Th�s may have been because 

the compet�t�on organ�sers d�d not apply to the spectrum 

management sect�on of the CAA’s D�rectorate of A�rspace 

Pol�cy �n t�me for the compet�t�on frequenc�es to be 

allocated and then notified to the AUS.  Consequently, 

the NOTAM d�d not conta�n �nformat�on about the 

commun�cat�on frequenc�es allocated for use dur�ng the 

compet�t�on. 

CAA Aeronaut�cal Informat�on C�rcular (AIC) number 

86/2004 adv�ses that organ�sers of unusual aer�al 

act�v�t�es should not�fy the AUS by means of the 

standard notification Form SRG 1304 (Special Events 

and Unusual Aer�al Act�v�ty Appl�cat�on Form).  The 

AIC states that th�s �nformat�on �s used to ensure that:

‘the Activity is notified to other airspace users 
through the NOTAM system’.  

Form SRG �304 does not request �nformat�on on the 

rad�o frequenc�es to be used.  

Trad�t�onally, the BGA had not used Form SRG �304 

to not�fy the AUS of compet�t�ons �t �ntended to hold.  

AUS staff stated they were happy with the unofficial 

means of notification used and that any information they 

requ�red wh�ch was not prov�ded under th�s system was 

obta�ned by the AUS contact�ng the BGA.  The or�g�nal 

�nformat�on prov�ded by the BGA about th�s and other 

compet�t�ons �n 2005 made no reference to frequenc�es 

to be used at the events.  S�m�larly, the AUS A�rspace 

Co-ord�nat�on Not�ce produced by the AUS for the 
World Jun�or Gl�d�ng Champ�onsh�ps made no reference 
to rad�o frequenc�es used dur�ng the compet�t�on.

After the acc�dent, the race organ�sers tr�ed to get the 
competition frequency for the airfield published by 
NOTAM.  To do th�s they contacted the AIS who 
�nformed them that because Husbands Bosworth was 
not a licensed airfield, they would be unable to publish a 
NOTAM of that nature relating to the airfield.  

Radio carriage

In order to compete, each gl�der was requ�red to 
carry a rad�o transce�ver capable of operat�ng on the 
compet�t�on frequenc�es.  RTF messages were used by 
the race organ�sers to announce the start l�ne open�ng 
t�me to compet�tors and for compet�tors to �nform the 
race organisers that they were approaching the finish 
l�ne.  Calls on the ma�n compet�t�on frequency of 
134.55 MHz were required five minutes and one minute 
before crossing the finish line.  This frequency was also 
used as the safety frequency. 

Rules of the Air Regulations

New low-flying regulations came into force on 1 April 
2005, four months before the acc�dent.  Th�s amended 
leg�slat�on (Rule 5) �s reproduced �n �ts ent�rety at 
Append�x 2.  All a�rcraft, �nclud�ng the part�c�pants �n 
any gl�d�ng compet�t�on held �n the UK, should comply 
w�th the A�r Nav�gat�on Order and Rules of the A�r 
Regulat�ons.

BGA Rated Competition Rules

The BGA’s Compet�t�on Rules d�d not apply to th�s 
IGC sanct�oned compet�t�on.  However, the major�ty of 
gl�d�ng compet�t�ons �n the UK are conducted under BGA 
Competition Rules and the Association modified its rules 
after th�s acc�dent.  The changes to the penalt�es sect�ons 
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of the rules are ev�dent �n the d�fferences between the 

Assoc�at�on’s 2005 Compet�t�on Rules (see Append�x 3) 

and �ts 2006 Compet�t�on Rules (see Append�x 4).  

Analysis

Causal factors

The gl�der that struck the photographer was manoeuvr�ng 

at about �5 ft agl as �t popped up to avo�d the hedge.  

Had �t not been roll�ng, �t would have passed over the 

people stand�ng on the�r veh�cles to watch the gl�ders, 

but only by a few feet at most.  There were several 

people standing on vehicles beneath the final approach 

path so a small error of he�ght judgement by the p�lot 

as he flew the pop-up manoeuvre could have resulted 

�n more than one person rece�v�ng fatal �njur�es, even �f 

he had ma�nta�ned w�ngs level.  The p�lot was aware of 

the spectators on the van but he (and perhaps others) d�d 

not regard them as a hazard that they should clear by a 

substant�al marg�n.  

Wh�lst the acc�dent p�lot was aware of the spectators on 

the van, he stated that he d�d not see the photographer 

pr�or to the �mpact.  The photographer purposely wore 

an orange top at gl�d�ng events to make h�mself more 

consp�cuous but he may have been part�ally obscured 

beh�nd the hedge and �t �s l�kely that the acc�dent p�lot’s 

attent�on was drawn to the group stand�ng on the red van 

as the largest object �n the v�c�n�ty.  Cons�derat�on was 

g�ven to the colour of the photographer’s orange sh�rt and 

the p�lot’s �mperfect red/green colour percept�on but �t 

was concluded that th�s was unl�kely to have contr�buted 

to the acc�dent.  Indeed, the low pos�t�on of the sun was 

more l�kely to have restr�cted the p�lot’s v�s�on, a fact 

he had commented upon when �nterv�ewed.  However, 

because the p�lot seemed to have no problem �n see�ng 

the group on the van, �t seems unl�kely that h�s colour 

percept�on was really a contr�butory factor.

The photographer had a d�storted v�ew of the gl�der’s 
relat�ve pos�t�on as he was v�ew�ng �t through the lens 
of h�s camera and th�s, comb�ned w�th the rap�d onset of 

the rolling manoeuvre, meant he had insufficient time to 
drop clear of the w�ng or jump off h�s veh�cle (as he had 
done the day before) and he rece�ved fatal �njur�es.
  
The spectators under the final approach placed themselves 
�n an area where they knew the gl�ders would be low, and 
furthermore, they chose to s�t or stand on the�r veh�cles 
to get a better v�ew.  These spectators were all �nvolved 
�n the compet�t�on and should have apprec�ated the r�sks 
�nvolved.  The photographer had pos�t�oned h�mself �n 
comparable pos�t�ons before so he must have been aware 
of the r�sks �nvolved but perhaps he chose to accept 
those r�sks �n order to obta�n some unusual and exc�t�ng 
photographs of gl�ders.  

Before the race, the photographer may have act�vely 
made p�lots aware of h�s locat�on.  Th�s poss�b�l�ty 
cannot be substant�ated but he was not the only person 
who chose to be �n that area on the day of the acc�dent 
and others were also tak�ng photographs.  Moreover, 
it seems improbable that all the pilots who were flying 
very low were do�ng so �n the hope of creat�ng a good 
photograph�c opportun�ty.  

The nature and extent of the low flying, and the speeds 
of the gliders finishing the race, suggest that the flying 
w�tnessed dur�ng th�s race was not due to the gl�ders 
be�ng low on energy.  It �s l�kely that the major�ty of the 
p�lots bel�eved �t was an acceptable rac�ng tact�c. 

Low flying risks

The gl�der that struck the photographer may have been 
flying lower than others finishing the same race, but being 
a compet�t�ve event, �f one p�lot used th�s tact�c and �t was 
thought by others to offer an advantage, then all of them 
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were l�kely to adopt a s�m�lar techn�que.  Consequently, 

many of the gliders were finishing the race at heights 

wh�ch placed them �n ground effect (�e less than half a 

wingspan).  They were flying at such heights for as much 

as 1,000 m before they reached the airfield boundary.  

Fl�ght at very low he�ght d�d not present a part�cular r�sk 

to people within the confines of the airfield because the 

race organisers had control of activities on the airfield 

and spectators were positioned to the side of the flight 

l�ne rather than under �t.  However, some p�lots’ rac�ng 

tactics did present a significant risk to people under the 

flight path, whether they were spectators or not, and for 

several hundred metres outside the airfield boundary.  

The veh�cles parked �n the lane where the acc�dent 

occurred were largely h�dden by the trees of the hedgerow 

from the view of the low-flying glider pilots crossing 

the field leading up to the lane (as shown in Figure 2).  

However, the spectators stand�ng on the veh�cles should 

have been v�s�ble to the gl�der p�lots although they would 

not necessar�ly have been part�cularly consp�cuous.  

On the other hand, as some v�deo record�ngs showed, 

the spectators stand�ng on the�r veh�cles could be seen 

clearly by people on the airfield standing close to the 

finishing line.  The white clothing of one spectator made 

that person very consp�cuous.  The lane was a place 

where, at the t�me of the acc�dent, the race organ�sers 

attempted no control or influence over the presence of 

people.  It would seem that those �n author�ty were e�ther 

unaware of these people or were content to tolerate the�r 

presence.  Nevertheless, dur�ng subsequent race days at 

Husbands Bosworth, the competition officials wisely 

pos�t�oned a member of staff at the entrance to the lane 

to d�scourage people from stand�ng there.

The p�lot’s descr�bed techn�que for clear�ng obstacles 

such as low wires, tree lines and hedges was flawed 

because �f a p�lot �s not to leave the pull-up too late, he or 
she has to concentrate the�r gaze on the obstacle, wh�ch 
�s above the hor�zon.  Th�s narrow focus of concentrat�on 
�s exacerbated �f the gl�der �s rac�ng �n close prox�m�ty 
to other gl�ders, for the p�lot may also have to mon�tor 
other p�lots’ manoeuvres to m�n�m�se the r�sk of an 
aer�al coll�s�on.  Consequently, the p�lot �s less l�kely to 
see people or obstacles at a s�m�lar he�ght to the gl�der 
and m�ght have to make sudden roll�ng manoeuvres to 
avo�d other gl�ders or re-pos�t�on towards a clear area for 
land�ng.  As �n th�s case, unexpected manoeuvres may 
comprom�se a spectator’s ab�l�ty to avo�d a gl�der they 
are watch�ng.

Th�s acc�dent and the photographs at F�gures 8 and 9 
demonstrate that there �s a tendency for spectators to 
position themselves deliberately outside the confines of 
the airfield, where the competition organisers may have 
no effect�ve author�ty to exclude them.  These people 
may accept or underest�mate the personal r�sks they 
take.  However, there �s also a r�sk to other people who 
m�ght not be spectators or not �nvolved �n gl�d�ng and 
who happen to pass beneath the final approach path, 
even though they may be hundreds of metres from the 
finishing line.  To ensure a safe margin of clearance 
between gliders and people during a competition finish, 
there appear to be only two opt�ons: exclude people from 
the area beneath the final glide or ensure that gliders to 
do not fly so low that they risk colliding with a person.

Low-flying regulations 

The Local Procedures specified ‘the minimum for crossing 
the finishing line, except when landing straight ahead, is 
100 feet AGL’.  These Local Procedures d�d not ment�on 
any requirement to observe the UK statutory low-flying 
regulat�ons, nor d�d they spec�fy any m�n�mum he�ght 
before crossing the finishing line or any clearance height 
by wh�ch spectators were to be avo�ded.
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Most compet�tors landed stra�ght ahead.  By land�ng 
immediately after crossing the finishing line, the pilots 
were �n effect carry�ng out two tasks �n qu�ck success�on 
but treat�ng them as concurrent manoeuvres.  In do�ng 
so, some may have thought that because ult�mately they 
were land�ng, they were absolved from the obl�gat�on 
to observe Rule 5 wh�lst they were rac�ng towards 
the finishing line.  However, gliders do not normally 
approach a gl�der s�te at h�gh speed and very low 
he�ght requ�r�ng pop-up manoeuvres to avo�d obstacles 
outside the airfield boundary.  Usually, they land from 
an approach �nvolv�ng a gradual descent at moderate 
airspeed, crossing the airfield boundary at a height 
that does not normally present a r�sk to spectators or 
passers-by.  Therefore, it is clear that the finishing 
techn�que used �n th�s race by many of the compet�tors 
d�d not const�tute ‘landing in accordance with normal 
aviation practice’ (see Rule 5 para (3)(a)(��)) wh�ch 
automat�cally exempts p�lots from hav�ng to observe 
the ‘500 feet rule’ st�pulated �n para (2)(b)).  

A further exempt�on from the ‘500 feet rule’ ex�sts for 
aircraft taking part in flying displays, including air races, 
(see Rule 5 para (3)(f)) when ‘within a horizontal distance 
of 1,000 metres of the gathering of persons assembled 
to witness the event’.  In d�scuss�ng the �mpl�cat�ons 
of th�s regulat�on w�th the CAA, the�r representat�ve 
bel�eved that th�s exempt�on was �ntended to apply 
only where a specific permission for the event has been 
rece�ved from the CAA.  Such perm�ss�on would be 
specific and would include the area and lowest height 
over which the low-flying exemption would extend.  
In the representat�ve’s op�n�on, the Author�ty would 
be unl�kely to approve he�ghts below �00 ft outs�de an 
airfield boundary.

Sect�on 8.9 of the IGC rules �n force at the same t�me 
stated the penalt�es �n force for dangerous or hazardous 

flying and gave a list of specific examples and penalties.  
Included �n these were ‘Finish: crossing below height or 
altitude limit’ and ‘Finish: hazardous manoeuvre.’  The 
penalties applicable varied from a warning for the first 
offence through losing 25 points to disqualification from 
the compet�t�on.

By exam�n�ng these rules �t m�ght be cons�dered that 
sufficient regulations existed at the time which would 
actively have prohibited the nature of the low flying 
w�tnessed.  The fact that they d�dn’t suggests that 
neither the competitors nor the race officials believed it 
constituted dangerous flying.  Indeed, one competition 
official stated: 

“Most had been flying the same pattern, arriving 
at the last hazard, the power lines in the distance, 
then diving down.  This converts the safety margin 
of height they had at the lines to speed in order 
to finish quickly, and is a common and sound 
competitive tactic.”

The fact that, after the accident, race officials thought 
it appropriate to brief pilots that they should not fly 
unnecessarily low when approaching the finish is 
therefore of note.  Equally of note �s the fact that when 
rac�ng re-started, there appeared to be no repet�t�on of 
the very low flying and ‘pop-up’ manoeuvres previously 
w�tnessed, yet the compet�t�on seemed unaffected.

IGC response to the accident

The acc�dent was d�scussed at an IGC Bureau meet�ng 
held �n Par�s �n October 2005 but before the full deta�ls 
of the acc�dent were ava�lable to the Comm�ttee.  At 
that t�me the Bureau bel�eved that the most pos�t�ve 
step to reduce the chances of a s�m�lar acc�dent was to 
rev�s�t the way �n wh�ch the IGC g�ves adv�ce to contest 
organ�sers regard�ng control of the publ�c and adv�ce to 
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pilots when finishing a race.  The IGC stated that they 
were �n the process of chang�ng the way �n wh�ch they 
ensure the qual�ty of the�r events.  Part of that process 
was to �nclude adv�ce on the handl�ng of spectators and 
how to organise the final glide route to minimise the risk 
to both p�lots and spectators.

BGA response to the accident

After this accident, the BGA clarified and expanded 
their race competition rules relating to dangerous flying, 
specifically at the finish.  These changes were included in 
the�r compet�t�on rules for 2006.  Regard�ng dangerous 
flying during the finishing of a race, the changes 
appl�cable to compet�ng p�lots were:

Finish and approach to finish – hazardous 
manoeuvre, including:

1) any sudden change of attitude other than for 
the purposes of avoidance of other aircraft, 
airfield objects or people.

2) Proximity to ground and obstacles of less than 
30 ft. except when landing (characterised 
specifically by cracked airbrakes and wheel 
down or low energy <70 knots IAS).

Changes applicable to the organisers and race officials 
were: 

‘The event Director must now appoint an 
additional specific safety officer, who may if 
required also be the Deputy Director, to ensure that 
flying conduct relating to finishing is continually 
monitored by one or both.’

Compliance with Rule 5 of the Rules of the Air

The BGA oversees most gl�d�ng act�v�t�es �n the 
UK, �nclud�ng the conduct of the major�ty of gl�d�ng 

compet�t�ons.  The CAA does not regulate gl�d�ng but 

gl�der p�lots are st�ll requ�red to comply w�th the Rules 

of the Air.  Specifically, the wording of Rule 5 does 

not absolve glider pilots from observing the low-flying 

restr�ct�ons except when h�ll soar�ng.

Rule 5 permits an element of low flying closer than 

500 ft to people and obstacles so long as an a�rcraft �s 

land�ng or tak�ng off �n accordance w�th normal av�at�on 

pract�ce.  However, manoeuvr�ng a gl�der at he�ghts 

less than half a w�ng span can place a w�ng t�p so close 

to the ground that, �f the gl�der �s not w�th�n a cleared or 

protected area, it presents a significant risk of collision 

with unseen persons or obstacles.  Consequently, flying 

at heights below half a wing span outside an airfield 

boundary places other people at real r�sk, part�cularly 

�n c�rcumstances where a person blends �nto the 

background or �s not look�ng �n the d�rect�on of the 

gl�der.  The r�sk descr�bed may be �nfrequent but, as 

th�s acc�dent demonstrated, the consequences are l�kely 

to be fatal for the bystander or walker who does not 

hear or see the gl�der.  

The changes to the BGA’s compet�t�on rules that arose 

from th�s acc�dent are ev�dent �n the d�fferences between 

the Assoc�at�ons’s 2005 compet�t�on rules (Append�x 3) 

and �ts 2006 compet�t�on rules (Append�x 4).  These 

changes should be welcomed.  However, although the 

outcome might well be beneficial, a minimum height of 

30 ft does not necessar�ly ensure the safety of spectators 

underneath the final approach path, particularly since 

‘persons’ are not ment�oned �n the rev�sed compet�t�on 

rules.  Consequently, to control the hazards to spectators 

and compet�tors, the BGA compet�t�on rules may need 

further refinement, particularly since they appear to be in 

conflict with the provisions of Rule 5.  Therefore, it was 

recommended that:
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Safety Recommendation 2006-119

The Br�t�sh Gl�d�ng Assoc�at�on should seek approval 
from the C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty for the word�ng of 
the Assoc�at�on’s compet�t�on rules �n respect of the 
minimum height for finishing a race.

Furthermore, �f the BGA cons�ders that a compet�t�on 
finish cannot comply with Rule 5, a dispensation in 
accordance with Rule 5 (3)(f) (flying displays or air races) 
m�ght be requ�red from the CAA.  S�nce the word�ng of 
Rule 5(3)(f) does not spec�fy that pr�or perm�ss�on from 
the CAA �s requ�red before hold�ng ‘a flying display, air 
race or contest’, the Authority’s policy would benefit 
from clarification and publication.  Therefore it was 
recommended that:

Safety Recommendation 2006-120

The C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty should clar�fy and publ�c�se 
whether perm�ss�on from the Author�ty �s requ�red 
before exemption from the 500 feet low-flying rule in 
accordance w�th Rule 5 (3)(f) �s appl�cable.

Training and qualifications

No specific training is required to take part in 
gliding competitions but the IGC specifies minimum 
qualifications and experience for international 
champ�onsh�ps.  Compet�tors are expected to fam�l�ar�se 
themselves w�th the FAI Sport�ng Codes as well as the 
Rules and Procedures �ssued for the event.  They are also 
requ�red to s�gn a declarat�on that they have read these 
documents but no other mechan�sm �s �n place to ensure 
they have e�ther done so or, more �mportantly, understood 
them.  Th�s �s part�cularly relevant to events where 
Engl�sh �s not every compet�tor’s nat�ve language.

The p�lot stated that he had rece�ved l�ttle tra�n�ng or 
coaching in how to perform the final glide manoeuvre.  
It was a techn�que he had learned through exper�ence 

ga�ned dur�ng prev�ous races, both �n the UK and 
overseas.  Such exper�ence was shaped by w�tness�ng the 
techn�que used by others and by the way the regulat�ons 
were commonly �nterpreted by compet�t�on organ�sers.  

The acc�dent p�lot bel�eved that s�nk�ng a�r was unl�kely 

to be encountered at low he�ght.  He also bel�eved that 

although manoeuvring was inefficient, the penalty was 

small compared to the potential benefit of avoiding 

sinking air.  By flying in ground effect where there was no 

prospect of encounter�ng s�nk�ng a�r, he bel�eved he was 

likely to obtain a net benefit from this tactic.  However, 

h�s theory took no account of the prospect of low-level 

w�nd shears that m�ght ex�st �n the lee of l�ne-elevated 

features and obstacles.

The role of team coaches

Accord�ng to the BGA: 

‘manoeuvring unnecessarily at height or close 
to the ground is neither demonstrating good 
airmanship or efficient.’  

Moreover, the BGA stated that had the ‘pop-up’ 

techn�que for clear�ng obstacles been observed dur�ng 

the Br�t�sh Team tra�n�ng events, the Team coaches would 

have cr�t�c�sed �t for be�ng ‘unacceptably dangerous’.  

However, only the larger and better organ�sed teams had 

coaches present at the compet�t�on and not every Br�t�sh 

Team coach was able to be present on every compet�t�on 

day.  Also, the Br�t�sh Team coaches would have been 

unable to monitor their team pilots’ individual final 

gl�des on a da�ly bas�s because, typ�cally, they had other 

dut�es to perform �n the coach�ng role.  However, on 

the compet�t�on days follow�ng the acc�dent, the Br�t�sh 

Team coach advised the Team pilots to finish ‘high’ 

and there was no repet�t�on of the pop-up manoeuvres 

prevalent on the day of the acc�dent.
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Not every team had the benefit of a coach on the day of 
the acc�dent but �t �s l�kely that some of the team coaches 
and competition officials were aware of the low-flying 
techniques used by many pilots during the finish.  It 
seems that the final glide element of the race was neither 
be�ng effect�vely tra�ned nor properly mon�tored.  Th�s 
problem was more ‘�nternat�onal’ than ‘nat�onal’ and so 
�t was recommended that:

Safety Recommendation 2006-121

The Internat�onal Gl�d�ng Comm�ss�on should, through 
nat�onal gl�d�ng assoc�at�ons, requ�re, compet�t�on team 
coaches to �nclude techn�ques for the safe conduct of 
race finishes within their coaching sessions.

Emergency response

The race organ�sers were able to respond qu�ckly to the 
acc�dent and the emergency serv�ces also prov�ded a rap�d 
response.  However, the operator of the a�r ambulance 
reported that the lack of a notified frequency for the 
airfield during the competition had serious implications 
for the safety of the�r response to the �nc�dent.  Another 
major problem was low flying by gliders over the 
emergency serv�ces �n attendance.

The BGA notified the AUS of the event.  However, 
they had not �ncluded, nor were they asked for, deta�ls 
of the frequenc�es used by the compet�t�on.  The BGA 
d�d not trad�t�onally use Form SRG �304 to not�fy the 
AUS of the�r compet�t�ons and the AUS were content 
w�th th�s arrangement because they felt that they had 
all the �nformat�on they requ�red.  It �s unl�kely that had 
the BGA used the Form SRG �304, they would have 
suppl�ed the frequenc�es and there was no prompt on the 
form for them to do so.  

Had the compet�t�on organ�sers ensured that the normal 
airfield frequency for Husbands Bosworth remained 
mon�tored and answered, om�tt�ng to not�fy the 

compet�t�on frequenc�es to other agenc�es would have 
been of little significance.  However, the consequences 
of aircraft being unable to contact the airfield had been 
overlooked.  The pol�ce hel�copter based nearby had 
been notified of the frequencies in use but only because 
of �ts prox�m�ty to the compet�t�on base.

Hav�ng become aware of the problem, there appeared 
to be no mechan�sm by wh�ch the race organ�sers 
were able to have the frequency change notified.  The 
AUS have s�nce �nformed the AAIB that they would 
have been able to amend the NOTAM relat�ng to the 
compet�t�on to �nclude the change of frequency had they 
been contacted.  A method therefore ex�sted to have the 
�nformat�on publ�shed, albe�t �n a somewhat c�rcu�tous 
manner, wh�ch the race organ�sers could not have been 
expected to have known.  

An �mmed�ate solut�on to the problem would have 
been to ensure the normal airfield frequency remained 
mon�tored for the durat�on of the compet�t�on.  A 
future solut�on, perhaps, rel�es on the AUS and the 
AIS rev�ew�ng the�r procedures �n l�ght of th�s event.  
Although the BGA had not specifically requested a 
NOTAM be publ�shed adv�s�ng of the compet�t�on, there 
was an expectat�on that one would be publ�shed, s�mply 
because th�s had occurred under s�m�lar c�rcumstances 
�n the past.  Formal act�on to not�fy other a�rspace users 
about �ntens�ve gl�d�ng operat�ons �s both a courtesy and 
a safety measure wh�ch should always be carr�ed out.  
Therefore, �t was recommended that:

Safety Recommendation 2006-122

The Br�t�sh Gl�d�ng Assoc�at�on should comply w�th 
C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty Aeronaut�cal �nformat�on 
Circular 86/2004 and include, in their notifications 
to the Author�ty, the frequenc�es to be used for the 
compet�t�on. 
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Safety Recommendation 2006-123

The C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty should �nstruct Nat�onal 
Air Traffic Services Ltd, the organisation that manages 
the UK’s Aeronaut�cal Informat�on Sect�on, to 
endeavour to �nclude any non-standard rad�o frequenc�es 
�n NOTAMs about gl�d�ng compet�t�ons.

Low flying after the accident

The emergency serv�ces were part�cularly concerned 
by continued low flying over their position as they 
attended the cr�t�cally �njured photographer.  One 
overflight had been so low that they were forced to 
throw themselves flat on the ground for their own 
safety.  The race organ�sers had made repeated 
transmissions on the finishing frequency that the 
competitors should not finish below 200 ft.  The 
response by some p�lots to these �nstruct�ons suggests 
that perhaps they d�d not rece�ve the message, d�d not 
understand �t, could not comply w�th �t due to a lack of 
a�rcraft energy or �gnored �t.  The compet�tors were all 
required to transmit on the finishing frequency, both 
at five minutes and one minute prior to landing, so 
there should have been ample opportun�ty for them to 
have rece�ved the message.  The language used dur�ng 
�nternat�onal gl�d�ng champ�onsh�ps �s Engl�sh and so 
all compet�tors should be able to understand such an 
�nstruct�on.  

Because the v�deo ev�dence suggests that the gl�ders 
were not flying low due to a lack of energy, this raises 
the quest�on as to whether the �nstruct�on was s�mply 
�gnored, �f not by all, then by at least some of the 
competitors.  Certainly some were flying so close to the 
hel�copter that the emergency serv�ces personnel felt 
threatened.  This suggests that when flying so low, some 
p�lots were unable to see well-l�t obstacles d�rectly ahead 
�n t�me to avo�d them.

Th�s s�tuat�on persuaded the race organ�sers to publ�sh 
add�t�onal �nstruct�ons to compet�tors before rac�ng 
resumed.  These �nstruct�ons adv�sed them of the 
announcements that would be made and the correct 
response to them, should there be an �nc�dent, e�ther 
on the final approach or on the airfield.  Logically, such 
�nstruct�ons should form part of a normal compet�t�on 
br�ef and be �ncluded �n Local Procedures.

Conclusion

A contr�butory cause of the acc�dent was spectators 
del�berately pos�t�on�ng themselves too close to the 
finishing zone.  However, the root cause was the practice 
of flying too low outside the confines of the airfield and 
resort�ng to pop-up manoeuvres to clear obstacles.  Th�s 
rac�ng tact�c, wh�ch was employed by many compet�tors, 
was unnecessary and �t depr�ved them of a good v�ew of 
obstacles ahead.  

Pragmat�c changes to the BGA compet�t�on rules 
should reduce the r�sk to spectators and compet�tors 
for compet�t�ons held under BGA rules.  Some of 
these rules could usefully be �ncorporated �nto Local 
procedures for future compet�t�ons held �n the UK 
under FAI Rules.  Organ�sers of all gl�d�ng compet�t�ons 
should be encouraged to cons�der the publ�c �n the�r r�sk 
assessments.  However, the BGA rule changes concern�ng 
low flying appear to be inconsistent with the Rules of 
the A�r Regulat�ons and these �ncons�stenc�es should be 
resolved.  Om�tt�ng compet�t�on frequenc�es from the 
publ�shed NOTAM created add�t�onal and unneccesary 
r�sks for the emergency serv�ces attend�ng the acc�dent.

Safety Recommendations

Dur�ng the course of the �nvest�gat�on, the AAIB made 
the follow�ng safety recommendat�ons:
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The Br�t�sh Gl�d�ng Assoc�at�on should seek approval 
from the C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty for the word�ng of the 
Assoc�at�on’s compet�t�on rules �n respect of the m�n�mum 
height for finishing a race. (Safety Recommendation 
2006-��9)

The C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty should clar�fy and publ�c�se 
whether perm�ss�on from the Author�ty �s requ�red 
before exemption from the 500 feet low-flying rule in 
accordance w�th Rule 5 (3)(f) �s appl�cable.  (Safety 
Recommendat�on 2006-�20)

The Internat�onal Gl�d�ng Comm�ss�on should, through 
nat�onal gl�d�ng assoc�at�ons, requ�re, compet�t�on team 
coaches to �nclude techn�ques for the safe conduct of 

race finishes within their coaching sessions.  (Safety 
Recommendat�on 2006-�2�)

The Br�t�sh Gl�d�ng Assoc�at�on should comply w�th C�v�l 
Av�at�on Author�ty Aeronaut�cal Informat�on C�rcular 
(AIC) 86/2004 and include, in their notifications to the 
Author�ty, the frequenc�es to be used for the compet�t�on.  
(Safety Recommendat�on 2006-�22)

The C�v�l Av�at�on Author�ty should �nstruct Nat�onal A�r 
Traffic Services Ltd, the organisation that manages the 
UK’s Aeronaut�cal Informat�on Sect�on, to endeavour to 
�nclude any non-standard rad�o frequenc�es �n NOTAMs 
about gl�d�ng compet�t�ons. (Safety Recommendat�on 
2006-�23).
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Appendix 1
Extract from IGC Competition Rules
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Appendix 2
Rule 5 of the Rules of the Air (Amendment) Regulations 2005

Low Flying

5. (�)  The proh�b�t�ons to be observed are - 

(a) an aircraft shall comply with the low flying prohibitions set out in paragraph (2) subject to the 
low flying exemptions set out in paragraph (3). 
 
(b) where an aircraft is flying in circumstances such that more than one of the low flying prohibi-
tions apply it must fly at the greatest height required by any of the applicable prohibitions.

(2)  The low flying prohibitions

(a)  Fa�lure of power un�t

An aircraft shall not be flown below such height as would enable it, in the event of a power 
un�t fa�lure, to make an emergency land�ng w�thout caus�ng danger to persons or property on 
the surface.

(b)  The 500 feet rule

Except with the permission in writing of the CAA, an aircraft shall not be flown closer than 
500 feet to any person, vessel, veh�cle or structure.

(c)  The �,000 feet rule

Except with the permission in writing of the CAA, an aircraft flying over a congested area 
of a city town or settlement shall not fly below a height of 1,000 feet above the highest fixed 
obstacle w�th�n a hor�zontal rad�us of 600 metres of the a�rcraft.

(d)  The land clear rule

An aircraft flying over a congested area of a city town or settlement shall not fly below such 
he�ght as w�ll perm�t, �n the event of a power un�t fa�lure, the a�rcraft to land clear of the con-
gested area.

(e)  Fly�ng over open a�r assembl�es

Except with the permission in writing of the CAA, an aircraft shall not fly over an organised 
open-a�r assembly of more than �,000 persons below - 

(�) a he�ght of �,000 feet, or 
 
(��) such he�ght as w�ll perm�t, �n the event of a power un�t fa�lure, the a�rcraft to al�ght 
clear of the assembly,

wh�chever �s the h�gher.
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Appendix 2  cont

(f)  Land�ng and tak�ng off near open a�r assembl�es

 An a�rcraft shall not land or take-off w�th�n �,000 metres of an organ�sed open-a�r assembly of  
 more than �,000 persons, except - 

(i) at an aerodrome, in accordance with procedures notified by the CAA, or 
 
(ii) at a landing site other than an aerodrome, in accordance with procedures notified by 
the CAA and w�th the wr�tten perm�ss�on of the organ�ser of the assembly.

(3)  Exemptions from the low flying prohibitions

(a)  Land�ng and tak�ng off

(i) Any aircraft shall be exempt from any low flying prohibition in so far as it is flying in 
accordance w�th normal av�at�on pract�ce for the purpose of tak�ng off from, land�ng at 
or pract�s�ng approaches to land�ng at or check�ng nav�gat�onal a�ds or procedures at a 
Government or l�censed aerodrome. 
 
(��) Any a�rcraft shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule when land�ng and tak�ng-off �n 
accordance w�th normal av�at�on pract�ce.

(b)  Capt�ve balloons and k�tes

None of the low flying prohibitions shall apply to any captive balloon or kite.

(c)  Special VFR flight and notified routes

Any aircraft shall be exempt from the 1,000 feet rule when flying on a special VFR flight, or 
when operating in accordance with the procedures notified for the route being flown; provided 
that when flying in accordance with this exemption landings may not be made other than at a 
l�censed or Government aerodrome, unless the perm�ss�on of the CAA has been obta�ned.

(d)  Balloons and hel�copters over congested areas

(�) A balloon shall be exempt from the �,000 feet rule when land�ng because �t �s be-
calmed. 
 
(ii) Any helicopter flying over a congested area shall be exempt from the land clear rule.

(e)  Police air operator’s certificate

Any aircraft flying in accordance with the terms of a police air operator’s certificate shall be 
exempt from the 500 feet rule, the 1,000 feet rule, the prohibition on flying over open air as-
sembl�es and the proh�b�t�on on land�ng and tak�ng off near open a�r assembl�es.
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Appendix 2  cont

(f)  Fly�ng d�splays etc

An aircraft taking part in a flying display, air race or contest shall be exempt from the 500 feet 
rule when w�th�n a hor�zontal d�stance of �,000 metres of the gather�ng of persons assembled 
to w�tness the event.

(g)  Gl�der h�ll soar�ng

A gl�der when h�ll-soar�ng shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule.

(h)  P�ck�ng up and dropp�ng at an aerodrome

Any a�rcraft p�ck�ng up or dropp�ng tow ropes, banners or s�m�lar art�cles at an aerodrome 
shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule.

(�)  Manoeuvr�ng hel�copters

A hel�copter shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule when conduct�ng manoeuvres �n accord-
ance w�th normal av�at�on pract�ce, w�th�n the boundar�es of a l�censed or Government aero-
drome, or at other sites with the permission of the CAA: provided that when flying in accord-
ance w�th th�s exempt�on the hel�copter must not be operated closer than 60 metres to persons, 
vessels veh�cles or structures located outs�de the aerodrome or s�te.

(j)  Dropp�ng art�cles w�th CAA perm�ss�on

(i) Any aircraft shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule when flying in accordance with 
art�cle 56(3)(f) of the Order, and 
 
(ii) Any aircraft shall be exempt from the 500 feet rule when flying in accordance with 
an aerial application certificate issued by the CAA under article 58 of the Order.”
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Appendix 3
Extract from BGA Competiton Rules 2005
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Appendix 4
Extract from BGA Competition Rules 2006
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Appendix 4  cont
 


