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Airworthiness Engineer

Well, what an 
incredible period 
of uninterrupted 
sunshine we’re 

having this spring, all due to a 
muscular and very determined 
anticyclone I’m told. Long may it 
continue, although not everybody’s 
clapping… I’ve noticed that the 
local farmer has just brought in 
a brand new irrigation machine 
which looks very space age and, 
no doubt, gave some French stress 
engineer a headache fi guring out 
how to keep a 50ft beam from 
hitting the ground.

“Mais oui, water on… beam 
up, water off … beam down. 
Sacre bleu!”

I did notice the clever use of 
tensioning cables when I had 
a surreptitious look round and, 
I suppose, we will all notice 
the price increases in the 
supermarkets when the bill for it 
(and the water) come in!

Actually, I have to be a bit careful 
about any references I make to 
the weather in this issue. I have 
been instructed by Light Aviation’s 
editor, who’s known by the alias 
Brian Hope, that this issue is being 
printed as a bumper edition and 

will be distributed to all sorts 
of potential new members 
throughout the year. I have to 
accept that you might be reading 
this magazine for the fi rst time, 
perhaps thinking about building 
an aircraft yourself, in the dead of 
winter with the 2011 spring just 
a memory.

For those of you who are new to 
Light Aviation and have therefore 
never heard of Safety Spot, 
welcome. This is where we share 
with the membership as a whole 
some of the safety issues that 
present themselves to individual 
pilots and engineers while 
operating or maintaining their 
LAA aircraft. The primary object 
of this section of the magazine 
is improving the safety of the 
fl eet through education. We, or 
perhaps more accurately I, as 
your host, try to achieve this in a 
reasonably lighthearted way. My 
maxim is that ‘it’s only people that 
don’t do anything that don’t make 
mistakes,’ and we (I) try not to pull 
your leg too hard when members 
get something wrong. 

Safety Spot has been running 
a few years now and all the 
previous Spots can be found in the 

Engineering section of the 
LAA website which is, in its own 
right, defi nitely worth a visit at 
www.lightaircraftassociation.co.uk

MORE FUEL ISSUES
Over the last few months we’ve 
been looking at problems 
associated with fuel systems 
and, I’m sorry to say, there have 
been a few recent fuel issues that 
I need to share with you in this 
month’s serving. 

However, fi rst things fi rst, a 
correction. In last month’s Spot 
I described a problem within a 
Jungmann fuel valve that was 
restricting the fuel fl ow to the 
engine. Regular readers will 
remember that the problem 
was traced by LAA Inspector, 
Peter Sturgeon, to an incorrectly 
positioned cam. In the story, I 
explained the valve as having 
four positions, MAIN, RESERVE, 
AEROBATIC and OFF. This was 
not correct and, as usual, thanks 
to those eagle-eyed engineers for 
taking the time to let me know the 
errors in the explanation. 

To put matters right, there are 
three positions: OFF, MAIN (which 
takes its supply from the fl op tube 

and is therefore the aerobatic 
selection) and RESERVE, which 
takes its supply from the bottom 
of the tank. There is also a very 
complicated ‘priming’ system, 
but life’s to short to go into the 
specifi cs of this... well, we’ve a lot 
to talk about.

One inspector, who would like to 
remain nameless, suggested that 
the best place for the Jungmann 
fuel system “is the bin” and that 
most people have replaced the 
CASA system with the Christen 
one. Being a bit of a purist, I 
don’t actually agree with this 
philosophy, but each to their own. 

One further issue related to the 
April edition of Safety Spot is that 
we’ve received another report of 
a sinking Rotax fl oat. This was 
a bit of a surprise because we 
thought, as you will remember, 
that the fi rst report was going to 
be a one-off . It just goes to show 
you… Incidentally, the owner 
who reported this to us ended up 
being in a little trouble because he 
inadvertently, and with the best of 
intentions, grounded his aircraft. 
I will share this story with you in 
the hope that you don’t make a 
similar mistake.

FUEL LEAKS, WEAR AND 
CORROSION
In this month’s Safety Spot, we talk about infant mortality, adolescence 
and visit the geriatric ward

Thanks to Professor Tim Lewis 
for sending me the remains of the 
fuel pipe from his Rans S6. In his 
accompanying letter he explained, 
“I found the Urethane pipe from 
the tank to the fi lter ‘crumbled’ 
as I took hold of it.” There is a 
CAA Mandatory Permit Directive 
which requires the inspection 
and, if required, replacement 
of fl exible fuel lines on all light 
aircraft (including rotorcraft) at 
each Permit revalidation. If, while 
checking the fl exible fuel lines on 
your annual inspection, you fi nd 
any hardening or discolouration of 
the material, then replace the pipes 
automatically. (Photo: Malcolm 
McBride)
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Some people who are new to the 
world of Permit to Fly, as opposed 
to Certifi cate of Airworthiness 
aircraft, are under the impression 
that the continuing airworthiness 
aspects of owning and operating 
a Permit aircraft are, or at least 
could be described as, ‘of a lower 
order’. I’ve heard chaps say, as 
they’ve transferred the beloved 
aircraft off  a C of A onto a Permit, 
“Phew, thank goodness, no more 
scheduled maintenance.” 

Both the impression and the 
latter statement are actually far 
from the truth.

Our primary object, as the 
premier amateur sports aviation 
organisation in the UK, is to 
provide a framework where 
sports aircraft can be maintained 
either by the owner or through 
a professional maintenance 
company. By operating within the 
former arrangement, costs are 
naturally lower, but cost reduction 
is not the only goal, it’s just as 
much about empowerment. As an 
owner, you’re not allowed to do 
much with your C of A machine, 
whereas with an LAA Permit 
aircraft you can not only maintain 
it, you can build one yourself 
from scratch.

We defend this ‘amateur’ status 
rigorously but new members are 
often surprised when they fi nd 
out that amateur doesn’t mean 
easy or lax. Just as in the C of A 
world, any work completed on 
an airframe or engine has to be 
inspected. In the case of an LAA 
aircraft, this inspection must be 
carried out by an LAA inspector. 
Here, at the LAA’s Engineering 
HQ at Turweston Aerodrome, we 
like to think that operating an 
LAA aircraft is a team eff ort, with 
the owner acting as the team 
manager and HQ Engineering 
off ering support and advice where 
necessary. The LAA inspector 
should be thought of as an ‘in the 
fi eld’ representative of the HQ 
Engineering team.

In the case of our hapless 
Eurostar owner, he decided that 
the fl exible fuel hoses needed 
to be replaced on his aircraft, 
the reason being that they were 
over fi ve years old, and the Rotax 
engine maintenance schedules 
call up a fi ve-year replacement 
of fl exible fuel hoses. The owner 

assumed this referred to all 
the fuel hoses, including those 
aft of the fi rewall, outside the 
engine compartment, which is 
usually interpreted as outside 
the engine manufacturer’s remit. 
Fair enough, you cannot be too 
careful. The problem was that 
the main fuel feed hose passed 
through the space under the 
passenger seat pan on its way 
from the fuel tank (fi tted behind 
the passenger seat on the 
Eurostar) to the gascolator 
(at the fi rewall). 

To make matters more diffi  cult, 
the fuel hose was ‘P’ clipped 
to the structure to prevent it 
fl opping about. Our owner 
decided to talk to his inspector 
about this and together they 
decided to cut an access panel 
into the seat pan so that he 
could undo the ‘P’ clip. This 
was duly done and a cover plate 
manufactured to close up the 
access hole after the fuel pipe 
was changed.

So, where’s the problem, 
I can almost hear you thinking? 
Well, the seat pan on a Eurostar 
is a structural component in its 
own right and it’s not sensible 
to start cutting holes in aircraft 
structures without talking fi rst 
to the designer of the aircraft. 
What the owner should have done 
was apply to the LAA to make a 
modifi cation to his or her aircraft 
before getting the saw out. 

One of our Design Engineers 
would have looked at the 
application and, I have no doubt 
at all, would require the owner 
to fi rst seek advice from Evektor 
and see whether the designer 
of the aircraft was prepared to 
endorse the design change. 
My guess is that they would not 
have permitted a patch repair 
to this structure and may have 
questioned why a serviceable 
pipe needed to be changed in 
the fi rst place. We will have 
to wait and see because 
we haven’t received an 
application yet.

To clarify the question of 
whether these particular fuel 
pipes needed to be changed, I 
called Nigel Beale, the agent for 
Rotax for clarifi cation. Fortunately 
for the LAA’s telephone bill, Nigel 
is also the agent for the Eurostar.

Unauthorised structural 
modifi cation of Eurostar

Nigel explained that indeed 
there was no requirement to 
change fl exible hoses on the 
airframe of the Eurostar after fi ve 
years, principally because of the 
relatively benign environment 
in which they live. The engine 
compartment, naturally, is a 
diff erent place altogether and he 
recommends (rather than requires) 
that these hoses are replaced 
automatically at the fi ve-year 
point. Of course, there is an 
annual requirement to check 
all fl exible oil water and fuel 
hoses annually, and it should be 
considered ‘automatic’ to replace 
any hose that could be considered 
in any way suspect regardless of 
its age.

Incidentally, defi ning the service 
life of components is a diffi  cult 
business. Aircraft manufacturers 
do their best at the beginning of 
an aircraft’s life to work out how 
long something is likely to last. 
This can be done by complex 
testing and the test results fed into 
the manufacturer’s Maintenance 
Manual but, in the low volume 
economics world of light aircraft 
manufacture, a best guess 
approach is more likely. Previous 
experience counts for a lot though 
and, as I have already said, 
Permit aircraft must be thoroughly 
checked annually.

Many Permit aircraft follow the 
UK CAA’s published maintenance 
schedule which is, unsurprisingly, 
entitled the Light Aircraft 
Maintenance Schedule, or 
LAMS for short. I had a look 
at what the CAA requirements 
are for fl exible hoses for C of A 
aircraft that use LAMS as the 
basis for its maintenance 
schedules. LAMS requires that 
the hoses are ‘pressure tested’ at 
fi ve years from new and then each 
three years. 

If the aircraft manufacturer 
hasn’t defi ned a life for these 
components, then this pressure 
test regime can go on ad infi nitum 
– well, at least until either the 
hose fails a test or the inspector 
feels that the overall quality of 
the pipe has deteriorated to a 
point where he or she isn’t happy. 
Nothing, after all, lasts for ever. 
Some things, as you will see from 
the next couple of items, don’t last 
very long at all.

I don’t know about you, but I still 
get a little quiver in the intestines 
on my way to the fl ying fi eld. 
I am not sure what the physiology 
of my particular feeling is, it’s 
defi nitely not fear or anxiety, I 
don’t think that it’s a feeling of 
joy but, in the same breath, it’s 
all of those things. Going fl ying is, 
after all, a very special privilege 
available only to a very few. This 
is especially true if you are one 
of the very few who have built 
your own fl ying machine – as a 
percentage of the population there 
would be an awful lot of noughts 
after the decimal point.

Because there is a lot of emotion 
in the build-up to going fl ying, it’s 
very important not to let these 
quivers get in the way with the 
decision-making process when 
there’s some last-minute doubt 
about the airworthiness of the 
machine that you’ve worked 
yourself up to fl y. Nobody likes 
the disappointment of saying to 
a mate, “Sorry, the weather’s not 
quite right,” or “The aileron’s a bit 
stiff , I’d better get it checked out 
before we go fl ying.”

Hats off  to LAAer Nick White 
who, after looking forward to 
going fl ying in his Pioneer 300 all 
week (and who wouldn’t), aborted 
the exercise at the last minute 
because he thought he could smell 
the very distinctive odour of petrol 
in the cockpit.

Nick immediately called his 
inspector, Simon Wesley, for his 
advice, explaining that this was 
the fi rst time that he had been able 
to smell petrol fumes during the 
pre-fl ight inspection. Simon quite 
rightly told Nick not to fl y the 
aircraft and made arrangements to 
inspect the aircraft at Nick’s fl ying 
fi eld near Northampton.

When Simon got to the aircraft 
the whiff  had become a pong 
and, by using a torch and a 
mirror, fuel could be seen pooling 
on the fuselage structure under 
the seat. The decision not to fl y 
was an excellent one as the direct 
current undercarriage retraction 
motor is positioned right beside 
the pool of fuel. For those non-
electricians among our readers, 
direct current normally means 
brushes, and brushes normally 
mean sparks – I’m sure that you 
get the picture!

So, where did the fuel come 
from? Small leaks can be a devil 
to fi nd sometimes, that’s one 
of the reasons for putting blue 
dye in avgas, but fl uid travels 
downhill and, by tracing the path 
backwards, a leaking leading-
edge wing tank was suspected. 
The Pioneer has a tank in each 
wing; they are made of welded 

LA.May - Safety spot.v2.IW.indd   51LA.May - Safety spot.v2.IW.indd   51 27/4/11   17:18:5727/4/11   17:18:57



With Malcolm McBride
Airworthiness Engineer

➽

MAY 2011 LIGHT AVIATION 67

mild steel sheet and welded tanks 
can be prone to leaks. Simon and 
Nick bit the bullet and removed 
the wings to gain access and, on 
close inspection, could see exactly 
where the fuel was coming from 
– a small weep from the outlet 
fi tting. Phew, at least the tank 
didn’t need to come out. Simon 
put a spanner on the fi tting and, 
well, “It came off  in my hand 
sir, honest.”

You can see what has happened 
here by taking a look at the 
photograph. This fi tting is 
essentially homemade by drilling 
out a standard 1/8in NPT brass 
fi tting to accept a tubular strainer, 
which is soldered into the newly-
drilled hole. The strainer itself is 
made from a piece of brass tube, 
drilled appropriately, with one 
end folded over. By measuring the 
depth and diameter of the hole 
drilled it can be seen that there 
was almost no material left at the 
corner of the fi tting (between the 
threaded part and the nut part).

After checking with the agents 
we have established that, while 
there have been plenty of recorded 
fuel tank leaks, primarily at the 
welds as previously described, 
this was the fi rst time that one 
of these fi ttings had failed. The 
agent discussed this with Alpi, 
the aircraft’s manufacturer, and it 

explained that it sub-contracted 
these tanks out and it is possible 
that all the Pioneer fuel outlet 
fi ttings were manufactured with 
this fault. It had immediately 
instituted a design change to 
ensure that these fi ttings aren’t 
drilled out too far in the future. 
Alpi’s proposals for the existing 
fl eet haven’t yet been agreed but 
I think it’s safe to say that these 

fi ttings are going to need to be 
changed at some stage.

With all new aircraft types 
– perhaps, more accurately, with 
all new engineering designs 
– there are three distinct types of 
failure. The fi rst is a failure that 
occurs almost immediately. Francis 
Donaldson, the Chief Engineer here 
at LAA HQ, calls this type of failure 
‘infant mortality’. The second type 

of failure occurs during the fi rst 
few hundred hours, that’s where 
this fuel fi tting failure sits, I think. 
The third failure mode concerns 
old age, wear rates and problems 
associated with corrosion and 
fatigue. In the next item we shall 
look at a problem that fi ts into 
the infant mortality category. 
Aargh, another fuel issue, I will 
make it brief. 

Leaking fuel fi ting in Pioneer 300

Sting – Leaking Drain Valve
“Look ‘ere, I’ve had a problem 
on my Sting you ought to know 
about.”

I settle back in my chair at LAA 
HQ for the fi rst airworthiness call 
of the day, pen in hand. Actually, 
the call comes from Dave Nieman 
who has recently completed the 
build of a fantastic Sting aircraft. 
I’ve had a go in her during the 
test fl ight stage and was duly 
impressed by both the excellent 
handling and lively performance. 
It had been quite a few years since 

I had been in the air with Dave – he 
taught me to fl y helicopters more 
than 20 years ago. Have you noticed 
that you always sit up straight when 
your old fl ying instructor walks in? 
No? Are you sure?

Anyway, I promised to be brief. 
It wasn’t so much the fuel leak 
that bothered Dave, that was easy 
– a seal had gone on the belly-
mounted Curtis drain valve. The 
question was why it had happened 
and that took a bit of working out.

If you are not sure what drain 
valves looks like, take a look at the 
photo You will note the rubber ‘O’ 
ring seal. The seal on Dave’s valve 
was defective and fuel was seeping 
past – and it’s too expensive a 
substance to be allowed to be 
wasted on grass. Incidentally, take 
note of the small modifi cation 
instituted in the 1970s to prevent 
this type of valve from being 

Here is a close-up of the Pioneer 
300 fuel outlet. You can see that 
there wasn’t much material left 
after it was drilled out to accept 
the strainer tube 
(photo: Malcolm McBride)

In this article I mention the old CSE 
Aviation Modifi cation incorporated 

on its training fl eet in the 1970s. 
As you can see from this picture the 
left valve has been modifi ed so the 
valve cannot be left on. I think this 

is a great idea 
(Photo: Dave Nieman)
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So, in this month’s Safety Spot, 
we’ve talked about infant mortality 
and problems of adolescence. 
Why not make it a full house and 
visit the geriatric ward? Well, 
this would be the normal place 
to see the unfortunate signs of 
ageing, like material fatigue, worn 
out parts and corrosion. I found 
myself in Bournemouth a couple 
of weeks ago taking a look at a 
rather prematurely aged Dyn’Aero 
MCR – 01, a type more commonly 
known by the name Ban-Bi. This 
machine was under ten years old 
but it didn’t look like it.

I was fi rst alerted to a 
problem with this aircraft by 
a telephone call from Michael 
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accidentally left on. While not 
legally mandatory on most aircraft, 
this mod is a must-do thing, in my 
opinion. I can remember a nasty 
crash, caused by prematurely 
running out of fuel, because 
somebody left a drain valve open 
during a pre-fl ight.

What has happened here is 
that the valve itself has been 

modifi ed by changing the 
threaded portion from an 1/8in 
NPT fi tting (which is tapered) 
to a slightly smaller, untapered 
thread type. Without digging too 
deeply, I suspect that this was 
done by the manufacturers to fi t 
a purpose-made female fi tting in 
the bottom of the fuel tank. You 
more or less sit on the fuel tank 

in a Sting and the drain exits 
through the fuselage fl oor through 
a composite outlet. Dave measured 
up this outlet, could see what was 
happening, and drew me a ‘back 
of the envelope sketch’ which, and 
I hope Dave doesn’t mind, I have 
printed out for you. In short, the 
drain valve was being screwed in 
too far (because of the change from 

taper to parallel threads) and the 
inner hole, that’s the one actually 
through the wall of the fuel tank, 
was just too small. As the drain 
valve was being wound in it was 
wiping off  the ‘O’ ring.

It also give Dave an opportunity 
to fi le off  the corners of his 
replacement drain valve making it 
impossible to leave on accidentally. 

Dyn’Aero MCR-01 UL has serious 
structural corrosion

Here is a real ‘back of a fag packet’ 
sketch from Dave Nieman. He drew 
it while trying to explain how the 
‘O’ ring had become damaged. He 
replaced the drain valve after he 
had opened up the inner hole with 
a small fi le

This is a photo of the other wing 
fi tting still installed. Notice the 
bending in the material which is due 
primarily to the huge forces that 
build up between the components 
due to corrosion
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Souch, the proprietor of Aviation 
Paint, based at Bournemouth 
International Airport. Michael’s 
a very keen LAAer and vintage 
aircraft enthusiast. He couldn’t 
be anything else really, as his 
Dad’s Ron Souch, the boss of 
Southampton-based vintage 
aircraft restoration company Aero 
Antiques. During the call, Michael 
explained that he had been asked 
by the owners to respray an 
MRC-01 as the owners felt that 
it was beginning to look a little 
tatty. He knew the aircraft as 
it was based at Bournemouth 
International and was normally 
parked outside.

Michael explained that, during 
his initial examination, the aircraft 
was in a generally poor state and 
exhibited clear signs of corrosion 
on all the aluminium fl ying 
control surfaces and blistering of 
the paintwork on the fuel tank. 
“To be honest,” he said, “the 
aircraft looked a bit sorry for itself 
and I explained to the owners 
that it might not be possible to 
completely get rid of the corrosion 
because of the very thin aluminium 
skins on the control surfaces.”

The owners accepted this 
– they knew that the skins started 
their life as 0.6 mm sheet and it 
was clear that a lot of material 
would have to be taken away to 
completely remove the corrosion. 
The latest designed skins from 
Dyn’Aero are made from carbon 
fi bre which, as well as being 
lighter, doesn’t corrode. The 
owners had, by this time, more 
or less decided to replace all 
the fl ying controls, an expensive 
business and a signifi cant 
unscheduled cost for what was on 
the face of it still a relatively new 
machine.

Michael’s team started to de-rig 
the aircraft in preparation for 
the renovation and, during the 
removal of the starboard wing, 
it revealed that the forward 
mainplane anti-drag bracket (that’s 
one of the brackets that helps 
hold on the wing) was so severely 
swollen by intergranular corrosion 
that the bond and all the rivets 
that attach it to the wing structure 
had broken, rendering the bracket 
completely ineff ective. As you will 
imagine, this caused a bit of a stir 
in the hangar.

Mike sent me some photographs 
that he had taken using his 
telephone and, although these 
were of relatively low quality, 
they were suffi  ciently worrying to 
warrant a site visit.

When I arrived at Michael’s 
impressive facility I was ushered 
past a Citation Jet, in for a 
complete strip and respray, and 

shown the diminutive fuselage 
of the MCR-01 which, minus its 
fuel tank, looked fantastic in its 
new coat of paint. The fuselage 
of the MCR-01 is completely 
composite. The wings had been 
stored separately, along with the 
tailplane and the fuel tank. The 
wings hadn’t been touched except 
to remove the fl aps and ailerons, 
and the fuel tank had had one 
side rubbed down to establish the 
reason for the blistering. I agreed 
with Michael that the control 
surfaces were pretty much scrap 
metal and, as you can see from the 
photographs, the worrying feature 

of the corrosion on these control 
surfaces is that there is just as 
much corrosion on the inside of the 
surfaces as the outside.

The really worrying feature 
of this incident as far as I am 
concerned is that the forward 
wing anti-drag attachment had 
apparently never been inspected 
properly through the life of the 
aircraft. The reason for this is that 
to inspect this bracket fully the 
wings need to be removed. When I 
returned to Turweston I had a look 
through the Maintenance Manual 
for the MCR and found that the 
maintenance schedule doesn’t 

specify a wings-off  inspection, 
perhaps because the manufacturer 
assumes that, as a de-riggable 
aircraft, the wing would be 
regularly removed as part of a 
normal operation.

This surface corrosion on the fl ap 
of an MCR-01 is easy to spot and, 

corrosion like this must not be 
tolerated on aircraft structures. The 

rivet holding the slot in place has 
corroded away completely 
(photo: Malcolm McBride)

In this picture you 
can see the way the 
corrosion has unzipped 
the bond between 
the protective paint 
and the surface of the 
aluminium. The ribs 
of the MCR-01 aileron 
are bonded eff ectively 
to the paint. If the 
paint/aluminium bond 
disappears, the fl ying 
surface is seriously 
compromised
(photo: Malcolm McBride)

Here is the forward wing 
attachment bracket that was 

compromised by corrosion on the 
MCR-01 discussed in the text. The 

aircraft that this part came from was 
based by the coast and clearly the 

damp/salty environment has taken 
its toll on the part 

(photo: Malcolm McBride)
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LAA Project Registration 
Kit Built Aircraft   £300
Plans Built Aircraft  £50
Issue of a Permit to Test Fly 
Non-LAA approved design only  £40
Initial Permit issue 
Up to 390kg  £320
391 - 499kg  £425
500kg and above  £565
Three seats and above  £630
Permit renewal 
Up to 390kg  £105
391 - 499kg £140
500kg and above  £190
Three seats and above  £210
Modifi cation application 
Prototype modifi cation £45

Repeat modifi cation £22.50
Transfer 
(from CofA to Permit or CAA Permit to LAA Permit)
Up to 499kg  £135
500 kg and above £250
Three seats and above  £350
Four-seat aircraft 
Manufacturer’s/agent’s type acceptance fee  £2,000
Project registration royalty  £50
Category change
Group A to microlight £135
Microlight to Group A  £135
Change of G-Registration fee
Issue of Permit Documents following G-Reg change £45
Replacement Documents
Lost, stolen etc (fee is per document £20
Latest SPARS - April 2009

LAA ENGINEERING SCALE OF CHARGES 

Signifi cantly, the history of 
this particular machine showed 
that both the aluminium fl ap and 
aileron hanger brackets had been 
changed during the last couple 
of annual inspections because 
of corrosion, so with hindsight it 
would have been sensible to look 
at all the similar metal fi ttings on 
the aircraft at the previous annuals. 
There’s a lesson for us all here.

There’s an old Oxfordshire saying 
that comes to mind as I draw near 
to the end of this month’s Safety 
Spot. It’s fairly relevant here and 
it concerns the very timid muntjac 
deer. They say that ‘if you can see 
one, then there will be 30 lurking 
close by’. Corrosion is a bit like 
that: if you fi nd it somewhere on 
the airframe you can guarantee 
that it will be hiding elsewhere. In 

response to this incident, the LAA 
has published an Airworthiness 
Information Leafl et (AIL) requiring 
that the wings of all other MCR-01 
aircraft in the UK are removed to 
check for corrosion on these wing 
attachment brackets and all other 
aluminium fi ttings before further 
fl ight. The CAA has agreed with 
us and has issued an Emergency 
Mandatory Permit Directive which 

backs up our AIL.
Talking about ‘backing up’. Now 

that I’ve fi nished this I’m off  to 
the South Coast for a few days 
and will, no doubt, be backed up 
in traffi  c for the next few hours 
because every other landlubber 
will be thinking the same thing. 
Still, sunshine and seawater, what 
could be nicer for an Easter break. 
Fair Winds! ■

Regular readers of Safety Spot will have 
seen this photograph of a corroded fl ap 

bracket before. If you fi nd corrosion like 
this on an aircraft structure it is essential 
that the rest of the airframe is thoroughly 

inspected at the earliest opportunity 
(Photo: Richard Hunt)
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