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British Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association

REPORT
Investigation of a Paragliding accident
which occurred at Agregour, Morocco,
on 14th November 2009
in which the student pilot suffered fatal injury.

Introduction
On Sunday 15th November 2009 the British Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association (BHPA) received
reports of an air accident at Agregour, Morocco that had resulted in the death of the pilot. The BHPA tasked
Mr David Thompson, BHPA Senior Technical Officer, to investigate the accident and submit a report to the
Flying and Safety Committee (FSC) of the BHPA for ratification.
BHPA investigation serial number: IR 09/097
Summary
On Saturday 14th November 2009, a BHPA student pilot aged 51 was fatally injured while paragliding at a
site called Agregour in Morocco. The student pilot was flying an Ozone Mojo 3, EN A paraglider whilst
undertaking a Club Pilot course ran by a BHPA school. After waiting for conditions to become suitable the
student was briefed to complete a flight making soaring beats in order to gain enough height to attempt a top
landing. He launched at 15:45 and commenced flying up the ridge in a northerly direction. On the prompt
of the instructor he then made a turn and began flying back towards take off on a southerly beat. During this
southerly beat the student collided with a rocky outcrop. The exact detail of the incident was not witnessed.
First Aid was administered and the emergency services summoned but the student could not be revived.
This document is confidential until ratified.
Date ratified by the BHPA Flying and Safety Committee: 14th June 2010

THE STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT
The structure of this report conforms to that recommended in the BHPA Technical Manual and is intended
to follow the principles pertaining to AAIB reports. It is divided into four sections.
Section 1 - Factual information
Section 2 - Analysis
Section 3 - Conclusions
Section 4 - Safety Recommendations
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SECTION 1 - FACTUAL INFORMATION
1.1

History of the flight
On the 10th November 2009 the student pilot (Student A) accompanied by his wife arrived at the site
known as Agregour in Morocco. After settling in to the accommodation and having lunch the
student then went to look at the launch area which was adjacent to the accommodation before going
down to the landing area where he practiced some paraglider ground handling with the Chief Flying
Instructor (CFI).
On the 11th November (day 1 of the Club Pilot course) the days’ training began at approximately
9.30am with refresher training including ground handling, site and safety briefings. The school daily
log shows that during the day the group of nine students completed between one and three flights
with Student A completing two flights of about fifteen minutes duration. During these two flights
the records show that he practiced 180-degree turns during extended top to bottom flights.
On the 12th November the daily log shows the students completed between one and four flights.
Student A completed three flights during which he did some ridge soaring, weight shift turn practice,
asymmetric tuck recovery and ‘big ears’ practice.
On 13th November the daily log shows that the students completed between one and three flights.
Conditions on this day were good allowing extended soaring flights. Student A completed two
flights, the first of which lasted approximately one hour and involved both ridge and thermal
soaring. During these flights the records show that he practiced slow flight awareness and pitch
control as well as use of the speed bar.
On Saturday the 14th November the day began with a theory session concentrating on Meteorology.
At approximately 11.30am the students arrived at take-off and began flying. The daily log shows
that five of the students flew at this time with four of them successfully completing top landings,
before flying was stopped due to strengthening winds. The group then had lunch. Following a late
lunch and at approximately 3.30pm conditions were considered by the instructors to be suitable for
training. The daily log shows that at 3.45pm the wind was 11-14mph in a north-westerly direction.
The students were given a safety briefing by the senior instructor (SI), which included rights of way
and a reminder that the students were the pilot in command. As Student A had not flown in the
morning he was also re-briefed on soaring and top landings and told that should he not achieve the
height necessary to carry out a top landing, he was to land in the bottom landing field. At
approximately 3.35pm Student A prepared for his flight. He had been allocated the SI as his
instructor for this flight and at 3.40 the SI attached a radio to Student A’s helmet. In his statement
the SI says that he noticed that Student A was not wearing his sunglasses. Student A then carried out
his pre-flight checks and it was noticed that one of his risers was twisted. This was rectified by the
SI and at 3.45pm Student A carried out a successful reverse launch. He turned right and began
flying up the ridge in a northerly direction. The SI states that he began walking in the same
northerly direction in order that Student A remain in his field of vision. During this beat in the
northerly direction the student did not gain much height as in the opinion of the SI he was flying too
far out from the ridge. The SI reports that having flown a few hundred metres he told Student A to
turn left to begin a southerly beat to bring him back towards the take-off area. The SI then states
that, on seeing Student A had a good heading and airspeed, he looked back to see if anyone else had
taken off, he then looked down to check his footing on the uneven terrain and on looking up, some
ten seconds later, saw Student A’s glider fall to the hill. The SI reports that he did not see how far
Student A fell (though it is approximately ten metres from the top of the outcrop to the point Student
A came to rest) and nor did he see the glider behave in a manner other than indicated normal flight.
Student A was quickly attended by the SI, and soon after this by a French paramedic who was
working for the paragliding school. Attempts to resuscitate Student A were stopped after
approximately one hour. In his statement, the chief flying instructor states that the paramedic, who
was in phone contact with the emergency services doctor, had been told that if no vital signs were
there within twenty minutes then they should stop resuscitation. He goes on to say that some time
later he asked the paramedic to contact the doctor again to find out where they were, to be told that
in their opinion Student A was dead and that they would not be attending the incident.
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The following day the SI and two of the students returned to the incident scene in order to take
photos for any ensuing investigation. During this time Student A’s sunglasses were recovered from
the rocky outcrop approximately five metres above and to the north of the point his body had come
to rest.

1.2

Injuries to persons

Injuries

1.3
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Passengers
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Fatal

1

-

-

Serious

-

-

-
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-

-

-

Damage to the aircraft
There is no information regarding damage to the paragliding equipment. The glider was taken by
the local authorities for investigation purposes and was not available for inspection.

1.4

Personnel information
The student pilot was a 51 year old male and was a current member of the BHPA. He had
successfully completed a BHPA Elementary Pilot course with another BHPA school in Spain in
October 2008. At the time of the incident, was on a BHPA Club Pilot course. The school records
show that he flew twice on 11/11/09, three times on 12/11/09, twice on 13/11/09 and once (incident
flight) on 14/11/09, gaining between 2 – 3 hours airtime. During this time he completed a number of
the required exercises including turns and approaches, soaring, weight shifting, rapid descent
techniques and asymmetric collapses. He had also attended a number of theory lectures.

1.5

Aircraft information
The paraglider was an Ozone Mojo 3, size large. It was purchased new and at the time of the
incident had a total of 2-3 hours airtime. The harness was an Independence Emotion containing an
Independence Evo 22 parachute.

1.6

Meteorological information
The conditions on the day were bright and sunny with some high cirrus cloud. At the time of the
incident the wind, as noted on the ‘daily flight log’ was approximately 11-14mph in a north-westerly
direction. The general weather pattern for the area involved a south-easterly wind flow in the early
morning, gradually changing to a west or north-westerly breeze by mid-morning due to the
increasing intensity of the sun drawing air in towards the high mountains.

1.7

Communications
The team were using ‘PMR’ type radios. There is no evidence to suggest the radios were a factor in
the incident.

1.8

Aerodrome and approved facilities
Agregour ridge in Morocco forms part of the foothills leading up to the Atlas Mountains. The ridge
runs roughly north/south and on the steeper westerly side comprises of a series of man-made
terraced levels leading up to a top that slopes gently away to the east. The area is primarily dry
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scrub with areas of boulders and rocky outcrops. The picture below gives an aerial view of the
immediate area and the Atlas Mountains.

1.9

Wreckage and impact information
The place where the incident occurred was typical of the surrounding area being made up of sloping
ground with dry scrub, areas of boulders and larger rocky outcrops. The picture below shows the
outcrop where the incident occurred.
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1.10

Medical and pathological information
Cause of death was given as ‘multiple injuries’.

1.11

Organisational and management information
The instructional team was made up of the chief flying instructor (CFI), a senior instructor (SI) and a
trainee instructor (TI). There was also a trained paramedic. The TI runs a paragliding guiding
company and is permanently based in the area.

1.12

Additional information
N/A

SECTION 2 – ANALYSIS
The investigation considered the suitability of the glider. The Ozone Mojo 3 (L) is graded as an ‘EN A’ and
‘LTF 1’ category glider. It is aimed at beginners and first time buyers and as such was of the correct type
and size for use by this pilot. Given the flying done on the days leading up to the incident, the investigation
does not consider the glider to have been a factor in this incident.
The investigation considered the training history. The student completed his BHPA Elementary Pilot award
in October 2008 while on a paragliding holiday in Spain. When questioned the CFI of that school stated that
Student A was a competent and above average student. After Student A’s initial basic training in October
2008 he did not train again until the Club Pilot course in Morocco in November 2009. In the BHPA 'Notes
for Instructors' which augment the Student Training Record Booklets it states:
Interruptions in training: It is not uncommon for students to have interruptions in their training. With gaps
of just a week or two it is usual to have to take the student back a few stages to refresh. With gaps measured
in months this refresher training needs to be much more comprehensive, and should include refreshing
PLF’s.
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During the first two days of the training in Morocco the student carried out refresher exercises including
ground handling and simple top to bottom flights, backed up with theory sessions. Both the CFI and SI
commented that Student A was extremely competent. Conditions were such that the student was able to
complete a number of the required exercises including some extended soaring and thermic flights over the
next two days resulting in nearly three hours of flying time. The investigation considered that this was
reasonable and does not therefore consider the training interruption to have been a factor in this incident.
The investigation considered the weather conditions. On the day of the incident the weather followed a
similar pattern to that of the previous days. Over night and in the early morning there would be a katabatic
south-easterly breeze flowing down from the Atlas Mountains. As the sun rose and became more powerful
the south-easterly wind would die away to be replaced by an anabatic west or north-westerly breeze flowing
back up towards the high mountains. This breeze would gradually strengthen throughout the morning to a
point where the conditions would become too strong for student training. During this time more experienced
pilots would fly and take advantage of the increased thermic activity. As the afternoon went on the
conditions would become less strong and the breeze drop off to a point where training could begin again. At
the time of the incident the wind had dropped to approximately 11-14mph and training had recommenced. It
is possible that there would still have been thermic activity at this time resulting in areas of rising and
sinking air. The investigation considered it possible that Student A may have encountered sinking air whilst
ridge soaring resulting in the collision with the outcrop.
The investigation considered the effect of the low-lying sun. Just over an hour after the incident the CFI
took photos from the immediate area to aid the investigation team. The photos looking north and south of
the crash area show marked differences in visibility due to the relationship with the sun at that time of day.
The picture below shows the view looking north at approximately 5pm – approximately 1hour after the
incident.
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The following picture shows the view looking south in the direction of flight, again taken at approximately
5pm.

While at the time of the incident the sun would have been higher, there would still have been a significant
difference between the visibility on the northerly and southerly beats up and down the ridge. This would
have placed the outcrops in deep shadow while on a southerly beat making them more difficult to define in
terms of proximity. In his statement the SI says that Student A was not wearing his sunglasses when he took
off and this may have compounded the problem for the student. The sunglasses were subsequently found
above and to the north of the crash area. It is impossible to say whether they became dislodged as a result of
the collision, or if Student A dropped them in an attempt to take them off or put them on.
The investigation feels that the contrasting visibility between the northerly and southerly beats and the
possibility that the student was distracted while donning or removing his sunglasses may have been factors in
this incident.
SECTION 3 – CONCLUSIONS
The investigation concluded that the incident occurred as a result of the pilot colliding with a rocky outcrop
while ridge soaring. The reason for the collision could not be established beyond doubt though it is
suspected that the contrasting visibility between the northerly and southerly beats and/or the possibility that
the student was distracted while donning or removing his sunglasses (both hands are needed to control the
glider), were factors in this incident.
SECTION 4 - SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
No safety recommendations are made.

