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Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association 

25 Stoney Creek Rd. 

BEXLEY NSW 2207 

Fax: (02) 9554 9644 

Ph: (02) 9554 9399 

 

March 2014 

Committee Secretary 

Senate Standing Committees 

 Economics Legislative Committee Parliament House 

Rural and Regional Transport Committee 

Submission for consideration by the Committee regarding Qantas Sale Act 

 

 

Requested information from the Economics Hearing of 18th March 2013 

relevant for both committees. 

 

Preamble 

During questioning on the evening of 18 March 2013, the ALAEA were asked to supply further 

particulars for some matters that were discussed.   
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Survey 

At both hearings the ALAEA verbalised the view of Pilots and Engineers who had responded to an 

Aviation Industry survey.  1% of Qantas Pilots and 1% of Qantas Engineers responded that they trust 

the people running the company. A copy of the survey is attached as appendix 19. 

Qantas Claims 

We note that Qantas have provided a series of responses to some parts of our primary submission. 

They have provided no evidence, broadly reject claims as being “scaremongering” and often fall back 

on CASA as the supporting authority who have approved particular facilities or actions.  They are 

simply relying on Senators to trust what they say without any substantiation.  In light of evidence that 

only 1% of Qantas Pilots and Engineers have any trust in management, the committee may consider 

asking Qantas to validate some of their claims.  

We have made it clear through two hearings that we consider CASA too close to Qantas to a point that 

they are prepared to make untrue public comments in order to sweep problems under the carpet. We 

don’t consider their approval of any facility or work practices a true or tested measure of safety. 

 

1. Changes to Licenced Aircraft Maintenance Engineer (LAME) oversight of offshore checks.  
 

All maintenance on Qantas aircraft that is conducted at overseas facilities is done to Qantas’ 
high standards and at facilities approved by CASA.  
Qantas analysed in detail the utility of having large teams of LAME’s overseeing maintenance 
performed outside of Australia. That analysis concluded that their presence does not improve 
quality: issues post-check performed at overseas maintenance facilities before and after the 
LAME team was reduced were compared with the checks performed in-house, and it was found 
that there is no statistical difference of quality.  
Today, Qantas sends teams of employees from our Engineering division to oversee heavy 

maintenance conducted outside Australia, including senior managers and support staff. 

 

No evidence has been provided by Qantas to support these statements.  We have provided evidence 

that many mistakes occur in offshore facilities; up to 600 on one aircraft (the list is available in our 

office if required by the committee members). 

We have provided evidence that CASA have audited facilities at the same time as Qantas internal audit 

teams.  CASA did not find anything wrong whilst Qantas themselves found countless errors. This 

demonstrates to us that the CASA auditors are not able to audit these facilities properly. 

The teams Qantas send away have been reduced from 9-13 with 2-6 LAMEs providing full oversight to 

overseas maintenance crews to 4 with no LAMEs and only partial maintenance oversight by “project 

managers” who may not even be Engineers.  The 600 errors found the ST Aero 737 would never have 

been picked up with the new 4 person (no LAME) support team. 

In consultation with the ALAEA in 2008 Qantas developed a comprehensive Customer Inspection 

Requirements process to “protect Qantas’ interests with respect to the performance and Quality of 

external MROs.” This was as a direct result of ongoing Quality issues in SIAEC, Malaysia and Haeco. 

Qantas has been systematically dismantling this critical oversight. 
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2. LAME/ Aircraft Maintenance Engineer (AME) ratio. 

 

The assertion that the ratios of licenced vs non-licenced engineers for maintenance providers 

in Asia are "inadequate and dangerous" is preposterous. These facilities are all approved by 

CASA and our own statistical analysis noted above supports the current structures. In 

addition, large foreign airlines perform all their maintenance at these facilities and are 

monitored by foreign regulators, such as the FAA. 

 

The ALAEA presented evidence to the committee (refer appendix 16) that maintenance was being 

undertaken on Qantas aircraft with no appropriately licenced LAMEs present. This practice is illegal 

and should be policed by CASA.  

We recommend the committee approach CASA to find out whether they were informed by Qantas 

that aircraft VH-TJX in April 2010 was at times being worked without any appropriate licence cover 

and what actions CASA took to correct the illegal practice. 

We also recommend that the committee request Qantas supply their “own statistical analysis” 

referred to in their submission. 

 

3. SIAEC D Checks from 2006.  
 

a. Qantas internal audit reports.  
The normal Qantas quality assurance oversight reports from 2006 highlighted a number of 
areas requiring improvement, as virtually every quality assurance report does. All areas were 
subsequently and adequately addressed. CASA also undertook an audit during March 2007 
and found that SIAEC were compliant with CASA requirements. 

 
CASA always find Qantas compliant, even when Qantas’ own audit teams don’t. In 2006 their lead 

Auditor did not find one single inadequacy with the facility and the way it did work (See appendix 3). 

At the same time Qantas aircraft VH-OJQ was in the facility (the restrained report we have 

recommended the committees gain access to).  The Qantas auditor found so many problems with the 

facility that he noted – 

 
“This Audit has served to clearly demonstrate that the previously highlighted quality issues 
have not been effectively addressed.  The general quality trend appears to be heading in a 
negative direction with numerous deficiencies considered to be of a serious nature.” 
 
“Qantas management must consider whether the risks of continued usage of this supplier are 
acceptable to Qantas” 

 
The evidence shows that issues identified in early 2006 Audit reports of the Singapore facility were 

not adequately addressed.  This information is contained in reports known to and written by Qantas.  

Qantas are misleading the committees by falsely saying that these issues were adequately addressed. 

We recommend the committee gain access to the VH-OJQ 2006 Qantas internal report and approach 

CASA to find out why they had not found one problem at the facility over the same period.  
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b. Floor path lighting issues. 
The ALAEA asserts that a questionable repair was performed on the floor path lighting and that 
this was carried out at SIAEC because the floor path lighting has to be removed to accomplish the 
under-floor inspection items. There is no evidence that this was repaired at SIAEC and is 
strenuously denied by them. In any event, Qantas has comprehensive checks and processes to 
ensure any path lighting work is performed appropriately.  

 
The fact that questionable repairs were performed is not in doubt. Qantas Engineering Executive David 

Cox made public comments at the time about the errors occurring in Singapore.  Qantas blamed 

Singapore at the time, now they are indicating that there is no evidence that the problem was caused 

in Singapore. It’s like the carbon tax, they support it one day and blame it for all their problems the 

next, depending on which party they are seeking favours from. 

We recommend the committee seek copies of Qantas’ own investigations in relation to wires 

stapled and found on various 747-400 aircraft in early 2007.  Mr Cox’s statements appear below. 
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4. CASA Surveillance in overseas facilities. 

CASA have conducted onsite audits of each facility prior to awarding a CASR 145 approval. CASA 

has established a set of regulations and standards, which are harmonized with international 

standards and has developed mutual audit processes with other authorities. The overseas 

maintenance facilities that we are using have many large airline customers and are very regularly 

monitored and audited by multiple regulatory agencies as well as by the airline. 

Refer to Paragraph 3a. The best indicator of this is the snapshot in time of CASA auditors looking at 

“procedures” and manuals vs Qantas auditors and engineers looking at the actual work being 

performed and the quality of that work. Same place, same time – completely different assessments.   

In 2011 the US FAA found that Lufthansa Technics in Manila had repeated difficulties in meeting US 

regulations and standards that had been occurring since at least 2008. The US Transportation 

Department Office of Inspector General launched an investigation of the FAA’s oversight of 

maintenance performed for US passenger airlines by outside contractors, including oversight of 

overseas repair stations. A copy of a news article outlining the details is included as appendix 20.  

 

5. STAero 737 Checks Nov 09 to Sept 10. 

The Qantas 737 checks were accompanied by a very large team of Qantas LAMEs who raised 
many observations to familiarise the STAero staff with Qantas’ requirements.  
It should be noted that Virgin Australia and many large foreign carriers like FedEx and Delta send 

a large portion of their wide body fleets to STAero. 

This statement is staggering in its flippant dismissal of serious airworthiness issues as “observations 

to familiarise the STAero staff with Qantas’ requirements” If it is only a Qantas requirement that things 

such as structural corrosion be rectified; rusty control cables be replaced; cracked floorbeams are 

rectified; flight controls are rigged properly; metal shavings are not left in wiring; wiring is secured 

properly; wire connectors are secured correctly etc, one can only wonder of what STAero staff think 

is the normal requirements for other customer aircraft.  

Without the “very large team of Qantas LAMEs” these things would never have been found.  Qantas 

no longer send very large teams of LAMEs to accompany offshore checks, in fact they send none.   

 

6. SASCO Nov 2008. 

Each error was detected through our normal check processes, each thoroughly investigated by 

SASCO and corrective measures put in place. 

On this aircraft the flap couplings disconnected on a commercial flight as they had not been secured 

in the manner they were legally required to be. If Qantas consider flight controls disconnecting in flight 

as a “normal check process” we doubt that they understand aviation or take safety seriously. 

7. HAECO October 2008.  
 

The ALAEA submission is incorrect, misleading and unnecessarily alarming.  
The submission incorrectly states that “a number of the mount bolts on three engines were found 
to have the washers installed upside down”. In fact the report raised at the time by QE staff 
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indicate that only one engine had three (out of eight) washers upside down. More recent analysis 
concludes, in fact, that there were no washers incorrectly installed.  
In any event, inverted washer installation is a minor issue, not affecting the airworthiness of the 
aircraft. The washer material is softer than the adjacent bolt and would not jeopardise the 
integrity of the bolt. Inverted washers have been discovered on occasion throughout the industry 
and there is no record of this causing a bolt failure. The aircraft and engine manufacturers are 
aware of these findings and have not expressed a concern.  
 
 

We are surprised that Qantas has made the claim that a “more recent analysis concludes that, in fact, 

there were no washers incorrectly installed” The only inference that can be taken from this is that 

Qantas are now claiming that the highly trained and qualified Qantas Engineers were either mistaken 

or are lying about the manner in which the three engines on the 747 had been installed as per 

appendix 14 of our submission to the economics committee. 

We recommend the committee seek a copy of the “more recent analysis” and ask Qantas to provide 

more detail on what prompted a newer analysis. 

A photo of one of these bolts appears below.  If the correct number and size washers are not installed, 

the bolt will be too long and the nut will tighten when the tread of the bolt meets the non-threaded 

area known as the shank.  The nut will not be tightening the engine to the engine mount, it will just 

flop around because the nut is thread bound. 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

The washer installation instructions in the Boeing manuals is covered by a standard ‘Note’, 
not ‘Warning’ or ‘Caution’, which is the OEM’s standard if the item is really that important. 
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We note the Boeing installation procedure for a Rolls Royce engine has a specific instruction (not a 

note) to install the bolts with special washers. There is an accompanying note for the installer to use 

countersunk washers below the head. Standard practice is that the countersink is ALWAYS installed 

against the bolt head.  

   

 
 

We are concerned now that Qantas think that installation practices which don’t state “Warning” or 

“Caution” are not really important.  Not all tasks have a “Warning” “Caution “or even a “Note” but 

this does not mean that the manufacturer considers the instructions to be optional aren’t as they 

aren’t “really important”. 

Below is an example of a “Note” that we consider to be important whilst carrying out an important 

task. 

 

 747 Wheel assembly installation – The note says BMS 3-33 Grease is not approved 
and should not be used (but obviously that’s not important) 

 
 

 
Qantas’ logic in this situation is that as it is only a “Note”, the Non-approved grease can be used. We 

suspect the committee will be able to determine whether the use of non-approved materials is really  

important or not. 

 
The submission also claims that on the other engines on the same aircraft a number of bolts 
had one washer installed under the nut, in lieu of two washers. The Boeing manual only 
requires one washer at this location and the Qantas task card indicates that two may be 
used, if required.  

 
The Engineering reports show that on numerous engines in multiple locations, only one washer was 

used.  The Qantas (supported by CASA) claim that it is ok by Boeing to use one washer is correct.  What 

they don’t state is that if one washer is to be used, it is a different part number and size to the ones 

fitted to the aircraft in question. 

 
The ALAEA also claims that the issue should have been reported as a Service Difficulty Report 
(SDR). After discussing the situation and our analysis with CASA, we both concluded that the 
issue did not meet the definition of a SDR and as such it was agreed that no SDR needed to 
be filed. The ATSB also agreed with this assessment. (As evidenced in the material submitted 
by the ALAEA, Appendix 4)  
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The ALAEA suggestion that this issue could have resulted in the loss of the aircraft is 
ridiculous 

 
We are also astounded that Qantas’ attitude to the correct installation of a high strength bolt holding 

on an engine is that it’s not that important.  Service Difficulty Reports are designed specifically track 

trends in maintenance issues and also to alert operators and maintenance staff to be on the lookout 

for maintenance issues that may be unusual. The incorrect installation of engine mount bolts is a 

classic example of an item that should be included. If the fault could have caused a structural failure 

it is required to be reported. At the time of the discovery the advice from the engineers on the ground 

was that the engines had been installed in such a manner that bolt shearing was possible if not 

rectified.  

Qantas were required to formally report the situation and did not.   Aircraft that have “dropped” 

engines before have been lost such as El Al flight 1862 Amsterdam 1992.  The engine in this case 

dropped due to a faulty fuse pin and as a result, the 747 freighter crashed into an apartment building 

killing the 4 aircraft occupants and 39 people on the ground. If Qantas considered safety their number 

one priority the engine mount problem would have been reported instead of swept aside as a 

“ridiculous” matter, maybe a more important aim for them was to avoid publicity.       

 
8. HAECO VH-EBX June 2008. 

The aircraft defect was unrelated to the maintenance check activity requested by Qantas and 

required additional Qantas parts to be shipped. After extensive troubleshooting, Qantas decided 

to ferry the aircraft home where parts and free hangar space was available. 

This aircraft had had work done on the flap system that required that system to be independently 

inspected and operationally checked by two licenced engineers. The defect that was reported by the 

flight crew should have been discovered during the independent inspections. Several major 

components were replaced at HAECO. But they were unable to rectify the problem. If additional parts 

were required we would expect the HAECO facility in Hong Kong to hold sufficient parts to repair 

aircraft defects.   

9. Manila -2007. 

This is an issue now appropriately dealt with by the Flight Crew pre-flight check to ensure a correct 

valve position. 

The submission claimed that 21 aircraft checks completed at Manila had task card 
discrepancies.  
The task card discrepancies were relatively minor issues consistent with those routinely found 
within the industry. 

 
To emphasise the nature of the deficiencies that have emerged following aircraft maintenance in LHTP 

we are attaching a summary report to the ALAEA, and a copy of a Qantas defects listing report that 

supports that summary from a Qantas engineer that was involved in the extensive aircraft rectification 

work required after a Qantas A380 aircraft returned from maintenance in June 2012. Refer appendix 

21. The summary paints a vivid picture of the lack of care and attention to the Qantas aircraft. If that 

aircraft had been returned to service following the check carried out in Manila Qantas would have lost 

repeat business from many passengers. The nature of some of the defects could have caused injury 

to passengers or crew. The report also raises serious issues about the standard of the electrical work 

carried out by LHTP. 
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10. Kuala Lumpur.  

Qantas requires specific training for all MROs conducting strip and repaint work on Qantas 
aircraft. In addition, a QE representative is on site to monitor sharp tools usage. MAS has 
specifically denied the ALAEA claims about the use of sharp tools. In any event, to indicate 
the stale character of much of the ALAEA claims, MAS has not maintained Qantas aircraft 
since 2007. We note that Virgin Australia continues to use MAS for some of its 737 work. 
 

The committee should consider some of the points raised here and previously by Qantas. They say 

that all the facilities they use are approved by aviation regulators and are equal to or better than 

Qantas’ own people, yet, they require specific training for MROs conducting strip and repaint work, 

with a Qantas representative required to monitor sharp tool usage.  

Why would they need to do this? Surely a properly regulated facility would not engage in these work 

practices. It seems as though Qantas does not trust these facilities to carry out the work they are paid 

to do to the standard they are required to meet.   

In relation to Qantas’ claim that they have not had an aircraft maintained at MAS since 2007, Qantas 

sent correspondence to the ALAEA date 30 May 2008 that refers to “The B737-400 check in progress 

at MAS that should be completed in June 2008” A copy of that letter and an excerpt from the Aircraft 

Maintenance Services Agreement between Qantas and MAS signed and dated 24th April 2008 is 

attached at Appendix 22. Qantas have again made unsubstantiated statements that have turned out 

to be false and misleading. 

 
11. Scribe Line Inspections.  

The submission reported on AD mandated scribe line inspections at ST Aero and MAS. It was 
alleged that both organisations were not carrying out the inspections correctly and appeared 
to lack appropriate skills to use the laser measuring device. The report alleges that a 
damaged tool was used to perform measurements and were therefor inaccurate.  
 
The aircraft inspections highlighted to CASA by the ALAEA were not Qantas aircraft. We note 
from the report that both CASA and EASA are satisfied that no aircraft is currently operating 
without having had the appropriate inspections carried out.  

 
As Qantas have not been involved in the investigation Qantas are not qualified to make comment.  

Qantas summation that both EASA and CASA are satisfied that “no aircraft is currently operating” is a 

misrepresentation of the ALAEA’s submission. 

 The ALAEA submission said; 

Both EASA and CASA have completed their investigations into the allegations with CASA’s 
response being that no aircraft was returned to service without being inspected. EASA will 
not provide the results of their inspection except to state that “corrective actions have been 
taken”. 
 

EASA’s response does not detail what corrective actions they required to be put in place. These actions 

may have involved recalling aircraft for reinspection. 

Furthermore, from the perusal of documents obtained under Freedom of Information provisions and 

the response by CASA in relation to those documents the ALAEA is not convinced that the aircraft that 

underwent inspections at STAero were properly inspected and STAero and CASA are resisting release 
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of the documents that would prove that it had been.  CASA states that “it was reported to CASA that 

no aircraft was inspected with a defective SDMS Laser Measurement Module”. It seems as though 

CASA have taken them at their word. A copy of the CASA correspondence is included as appendix 23.  

The comprehensive evidence that was supplied to the ALAEA that was the subject of the request for 

CASA to investigate STAero, strongly suggests that a defective Laser unit was used. The ALAEA offered 

to supply that evidence to CASA, but CASA carried out their investigation without it.  

 
12. Staff Allocation in Overseas Facilities. 
  

During verbal submissions the ALAEA claimed that it is usual for an airline who sponsors the 
facility to send the most experienced teams to their own aircraft with less experienced teams 
working on customer aircraft.  
This is pure nonsense. Offshore maintenance work is conducted by professional maintenance 

and repair organisations. Their business model requires that they service all customers equally. 

For example, STAero – cited by Mr Purvinas as an “A team/B team” organisation – is an 

independent entity, having no association with any airline, much less a “sponsoring airline”. It 

is fanciful to suggest that they have a “sponsoring airline”, or that they have, much less use, 

varying teams of “more experienced” and “less experienced” engineers. 

This matter was dealt with in the body of our submission to the Economics committee where evidence 

was provided (appendix 16) of facilities so lacking of qualified staff working on Qantas aircraft that 

appropriately licenced persons were not even present. 

 

We thank both Committees for taking the time the review our submissions and question us at 

hearings.   

 

Steve Purvinas 

ALAEA 

Federal Secretary 
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