
Ms. Gorman, 

Here is everything, I think. 
If I left something out, please let me know. 

Thank you, 

Paul J Mueller 
Ph: 734-284-7213 



Gorman, Karen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Gorman, 

Paul Mueller [valstyne99@hotmail.comj 
Friday, March 26,201012:48 PM 
Gorman, Karen 
DTYW OSC File No. 01-08-2777 
DTW Fri-1.jpg; DTW Fri-2.jpg 

Everyone within the report are responding as though Ry 22L and Ry 27L flight paths do not intersect. 
The fact is that they do. So the paragraphs that they refer to on page 10 (7110.65 par 3-9-8 
par 3-10-4) do apply, so i believe that all of their responses are invalid. 

The attached documents are in reference to Ms. Strawbridge's response on page 7, last paragraph. 
The five pages attached are two different documents. First two DTW Fri-1/Fri-2 is a Paper called 
The Friday Bulletin, it is published and distributed throughout the facility almost every Friday. 
It gives a re-cap of the week in review. As you can see I highlighted two Operational deviations, 
one that occurred at 021 (TRACON) and one that occurred at DTW (Tower). The next four pages 
is an Read/Initial Item that was place in the Tower Cab, in the read before shift binder. It shows 
the same one explained in The Friday Bulletin, but in more detail, (it shows a copy of the radar tracks 
and clearly shows no loss of separation), each controller must read and sign off on the item, verifying 
that they have read it. 

Each one of these were a violation of a local policy, NOT national standards. These are the most 
recent ones recorded. I have been at DTW since 1992; The Quality Assurance Department has always 
recorded events against local policy as operational deviations. In the last several years, (2007-2010), 
I would guess that there has been well over a hundred operational deviations recorded at DTW/D21, 
which were events that went against local policy, with no lost of separation. The reason why I included 
the two operational deviations, one from the TRACON and the other from the Tower, is to show that 
both facilities are operating under the same guidance. Where did they get that guidance from? Not sure, 
but it is definitely in complete contrast to Ms. Strawbridge's interpretation of an operational deviation. 

If Ms. Strawbridge's interpretation of an operational deviation is what she put in her response to the 
investigation, than our local quality assurance department, for both facilities, has not been properly 
briefed on how Ms. Strawbridge, Safety Investigations Manager for Safety Assurance, wants operational 
deviations recorded. There seems to be a drastic difference of opinion between our quality assurance 
people, and those from the national office. Is the national office operating under one interpretation, 
and the local level facilities another? Something is not making sense. maybe someone from her 
department 
needs to make a facility visit and properly briefed our personnel on what constitutes on operational 
deviation. 

Vinnie and I have discussed this report at length; he has told me that he will be addressing other areas of 
concern, so I told him that I would try and be too lengthy in my response. I have been very overwhelmed 
with 
paperwork, interviews, etc; and I can only imagine what it is like on your side. 

If you could please send me your fax number or address, so that i can send you all the original copies of 
everything I have mentioned in this letter, plus consent form. 

I, along with every controller at DTW ATCT really appreciate all your time and effort with these cases, 
I truly believe that even though the same people mentioned in your findings are still in charge, it has 
made 
a huge difference. Thank you so much for that. 
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Paul Mueller 

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn More. 
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Tr-.:E SECRET,c\RY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

William E. Reukauf 
Associate Special Counsel 
U.S. Office of Special Counsel 
1730 M Street, NW, Suite 218 
Washington, DC 20036 

January 14.2010 

Re: OSC File Nos. 01-08-2777 and 01-08-3157 

Dear Mr. Reukauf: 

I am responding to your letter of December 19, 2008, which referred for investigation 
aviation safety concerns at Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW) air traffic 
control facilities raised by Vincent Sugent and Paul Mueller, both air traffic controllers at the 
facility. In response to your referral, former Secretary Mary Peters delegated these matters to 
the Department's Office ofInspector General (OIG) which has concluded its investigation. 
Enclosed are the OIG's Report ofInvestigation and the Federal Aviation Administration's 
(FAA's) response. 

In summary, the OIG investigation partially substantiated some of the information in the 
allegations submitted to the Office of Special Counsel (OSC). First, investigators 
substantiated that on July 21, 2008. a front line manager improperly directed controllers to 
depart three Boeing 747 jet aircraft in a manner contrary to OTW local policy. OTW 
management investigated the matter and took administrative action to address it. Second, 
investigators also found six other violations of local policy; however, none of the events 
violated the national standard regarding minimum separation standards. Third. investigators 
were unable to substantiate by a preponderance of the evidence that DTW officials failed to 
report violations of the wake turbulence criteria occurring on July 21. Because the runways 
where the July 21 violations occurred do not intersect or have intersecting flight paths. wake 
turbulence requirements do not apply. and there was no violation of FAA Order 7110.65. 
Finally, the investigation substantiated the whistleblowers' disclosure concerning the 
inconsistent wind speed readings between the two wind detection devices since at least July 
2006. Detroit airport officials have repeatedly attempted to address this problem. but are still 
awaiting higher-level approval to fund their repair requests. 

By the enclosed memorandum. FAA Administrator Babbitt accepted the findings of three of 
the four allegations. Regarding the allegation concerning the two wind detection devices. 
Administrator Babbitt accepted the OIG's findings with qualification. Specifically. he noted 
a sensor was replaced on one of the devices while the 01 G investigative team was on-site in 
March 2009. He also noted that both de\'ices now function as designed. and there "",ill be 



mandatory educational briefings for controllers to be completed by March 31, 2010, to 
address the differences in wind speed readings between the two devices. 

I appreciate Mr. Sugenfs and Mr. Muell 's diligence in raising these concerns. 

Enclosures 
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BACKGROUND 

On December 19, 2008, the former Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation received an investigative referral from the U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel (OSC). Two air traffic control specialists separately disclosed aviation 
safety concerns to OSC alleging improper air traffic management by officials at 
Detroit Wayne County Metropolitan Airport (DTW) and the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA). The former Secretary referred the matter to the Office of 
Inspector General (OIG) for investigation. OIG conducted the investigation with 
the assistance of the FAA's Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV), which 
concurs with this report. Attachment 1 describes the methodology of our 
investigation. 

DTW has six runways. There are four parallel runways, which are designated 
Runways 21R, 21L, 22R, 22L, when operating to the south. There are also two 
intersecting runways. Runway 27R runs east to west, and intersects Runways 

./ 
21L, 21R, and 22L. Runway 27L intersects 21L, and intersects the flight path of 
aircraft on Runway 21R. 

The whistleblowers alleged that on July 21, 2008, FAA officials created a danger 
to public safety by ordering controllers to manage air traffic in a manner that 
violates FAA Orders and local procedures, resulting in underreporting the accurate 
number of operational errors and deviations. 

Specifically, the whistleblowers alleged that on July 21, weather conditions 
required DTW to conduct a West Flow configuration, during which aircraft arrive 
and depart in a westerly direction using Runways 27R and 27L. DTW typically 
conducts the West Flow during high easterly winds, as the aircraft depart and 
arrive into the wind rather than perpendicular to it. During the operation of the 
West Flow, the front line manager supervising the DTW Air Traffic Control 
Tower (DTW Tower) allowed three Boeing 747 jet aircraft to depart in a southerly 
direction from Runway 22L in between the Runway 27R and Runway 27L arrivals 
and departures. Because their size and weight extend the distance required for 
takeoff, "heavy" jets such as the 747 typically depart from Runway 22L, DTW's 
longest runway. 

At least one DTW controller present in the tower on July 21. 2008. promptly 
mentioned the events of July 21 to the complainants out of concern that the front 
line manager did not follow proper procedures regarding the separation of the 
three Boeing 747 aircraft from the Runway 27L arrivals. Sometime within the 
next week. one of the complainants requested the air traffic data for July 21 from 
DTW' s Acting Staff Manager. who in turn, investigated the relevant data with 

V.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

(Public availahilit), to be determined under 5 U.S.C. 552. Freedom of Information Act I 
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DTW's Support Manager for Quality Assurance and Training. The managers. 
with the assistance of DTW quality assurance personneL determined that the 
departures resulted in three operational errors in violation of the separation 
minima required under FAA Order 7110.65, and notified FAA Headquarters of 
this on July 30, 2008. Pursuant to subsequent discussions with FAA officials from 
AOV and Terminal Operations and Procedures (ATO-Terminal), however, DTW 
officials requested the operational errors be reclassified as non-occurrences. After 
reviewing DTW's request, FAA officials in Washington, DC determined the three 
incidents were not operational errors or deviations and reclassified the incidents as 
non-occurrences. 

The whistleblowers disagreed with the reclassification and alleged that DTW and 
FAA officials ignored additional operational errors or deviations that occurred on 
July 21,2008. 

The whistleblowers also disclosed to OSC that the two primary wind detection 
devices at DTW routinely show wind speeds inconsistent with one another, 
thereby undermining the facility's ability to safely manage its air traffic. 

SYNOPSIS 

We were unable to substantiate by a preponderance of the evidence that FAA 
officials violated any law, rule, or regulation, or created a substantial and specific 
danger to aviation safety, in its reclassification of the three incidents of July 21, 
2008, as non-occurrences rather than operational errors. However, we 
substantiated that a front line manager improperly directed controllers to depart 
three Boeing 747 jet aircraft in a manner contrary to DTW local policy. DTW 
management investigated the matter and took administrative action to address the 
issue. (Allegation 1) 

We also found six other violations of local policy; however, none of the events 
violated the national standard regarding minimum separation standards. 
(Allegation 2) 

Because the runways involved in the July 21 Boeing 747 departures do not 
intersect or have intersecting flight paths, wake turbulence requirements do not 

~\ apply, and there was no resultant violation of FAA Order 7110.65. (Allegation 3) 

We substantiated the whistleblowers' disclosure concerning the inconsistent wind 
speed readings with the two wind detection devices at DTW, since at least July 
2006. Detroit airport officials have repeatedly attempted to address this problem: 
however. DTW is currently awaiting funding to remedy the problem by moving 
the wind speed devices. (Allegation 4) 

V.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

(Public availability to be determined under 5 U.S.c. 552, Freedom of Information Act) 
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Below are the details of the individual allegations and our findings. 

DETAILS: 

Allegation 1: FAA officials improperly reclassified three reported operational 
errors occurring on July 21,2008 as non-occurrences. 

FINDINGS 

FAA officials did not violate law, rule, or regulation by reclassifying the incidents 
of July 21, 2008, as non-occurrences, and DTW management has addressed the 
violations of July 21, 2008, by conducting a follow-up investigation, taking 
administrative action against the responsible front line manager, and re-briefing 
DTW local Notice N7110.156. 

DTW conducted an air traffic configuration known as the Southwest Flow during 
which aircraft depart Runways 21R and 22L, while arriving on Runways 27L and 
22R, until it suspended the operation on March 28, 2008, with Notice DTW 
N71l0.156. Among other things, this Notice provided procedures for 
transitioning between the South Flow and West Flow while not actually engaging 
in the Southwest Flow configuration. According to local Notice DTW 
N7110.156: 

(1) To transition from a South flow to West flow configuration, the 
last departure from Runways 21R or 22L shall have crossed the 
Runway 27L projected center line prior to the Runway 27L 
arrival crossing the Runway 27L ILS Final Approach Fix or 5.3 
nautical miles from the runway threshold. I 

(2) To transition from a West flow to a South flow configuration, 
the last arrival for Runway 27L shall have landed and be clear 
of Runway 27L prior to a Runway 21R or 22L departure being 
cleared for takeoff and commencing takeoff roll. 

DTW management officials issued Notice DTW N7110.156 in response to 
numerous concerns raised by controllers and FAA safety personnel (AOY and the V 
Air Traffic Organization's Office of Safety Services (A TO-Safety)) regarding the 
operation of the Southwest Flow configuration. When issued. the Notice imposed 

I The Instrument Landing System (ILS) Final Approach Fix is the point at which aircraft begin 
final approach during arrivals using ILS. which provides precision guidance during approach 
and landing. 

C.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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greater separation requirements than are required under FAA Order 7110.65; 
however a facility may issue any such additional requirements they believe 
necessary to ensure a level of safety even if such standards are higher than those 
required under the' national standard. The minimum compliance standards are 
contained in the national standard, FAA Order 7110.65. 

Training records indicate that DTW's five front line managers reviewed DTW 
Notice N7110.l56 between March 27 and April 13, and in turn, verbally briefed 
their controllers. Additionally, DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes, via an 
April 21, 2008, email, advised the facility's front line managers that the Notice 
should be used when departing heavy jets from Runway 22L. In the email, 
Mr. Grammes specifically advised that sufficient gaps should be provided for 
aircraft using Runway 27L so that the heavy jet has crossed the Runway 27L 
extended centerline before arriving aircraft have reached the Runway 27L final 
approach fix. 

The complainants alleged that three Boeing 747 Aircraft [Northwest Airlines 
(NW A) Flights 11, 69, and 71] were improperly launched by controllers on 
July 21, 2008, at the direction of front line manager Kevin Barttelt with less than 
the required separation minima identified in local Notice DTW N7110.156. 
Therefore, such events were operational errors and, according to the complainants, 
should have been classified as such. 

The complainants stated they became aware of the Boeing 747 departures on 
approximately July 22, 2008. Within a week, one of the complainants requested 
the air traffic data for July 21, 2008, from DTW's Acting Staff Manager, Gary 
Ancinec. Mr. Ancinec, in turn, conveyed the matter to the facility'S Support 
Manager for Quality Assurance and Training, Earl Grand, who led a preliminary 
investigation. Mr. Ancinec and Mr. Grand, with the assistance of DTW quality 
assurance personnel, determined the events of July 21, 2008, constituted 
operational errors and Mr. Grand reported the errors to FAA on July 30, 2008. 
According to the corresponding Preliminary Operational ErrorlDeviation 
Investigation Reports generated by FAA: (1) NW A Flight 531 crossed the 
Runway 27L landing threshold before NW A Flight 11 crossed the Runway 27L 
extended centerline in violation of FAA Order 7110.65, Paragraph 3-10-4: (2) 
Comair Flight 1284 was not clear of Runway 27L prior to NWA Flight 69 
crossing the Runway 27L extended centerline in violation of FAA Order 7110.65, 
Paragraph 3-9-8; and (3) Atlantic Southeast Airlines Flight 4508 was not clear of 
Runway 17L prior to NW A Flight 71 crossing the Runway 27L extended 
centerline in violation of Paragraph 3-9-8. 

1'.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONL Y 
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Messrs. Ancinec, Grammes. Grand, and Motown District Manager Joseph 
Figliuolo subsequently conferred among themselves and with other FAA officials, 
including Director of Central Terminal Operations Nancy Kort and then Terminal 
Quality Assurance Manager R.D. Engelke, to determine whether the events of 
July 21, 2008, constituted operational errors. On August 1, 2008, Chuck 
Chamberlain, Acting Manager, Terminal Operations and Procedures, informed 
Mr. Ancinec that AOV official Joseph Mantello had concluded the three incidents 
were a violation of DTW's standard operating procedures rather than operational 
errors. As a result, the DTW management officials considered the incidents 
violations of local Notice DTW N7110.156 and not operational errors or 
deviations. 

Consequently, in an August 5, 2008, memorandum to Ms. Kort, Mr. Figliuolo 
formally requested that the three operational errors reported to have occurred on 
July 21, 2008, be reclassified as non-events. According to his request, discussions 
with personnel from ATO-Terminal and AOV determined the events were not 
operational errors or deviations. 

Ms. Kort concurred with Mr. Figluolo's request, and forwarded the information to 
Raul Trevino, FAA's Director of Terminal Safety and Operations Support on 
September 8, 2008. In turn, on September 11, 2008, Mr. Engelke reported to 
James Bedow, Acting Director of ATO-Safety's Safety Assurance Group (Safety 
Assurance) that based upon his staff's review of the events, he supported the 
reclassification request. 

Accordingly, personnel from Safety Assurance in Washington, DC reviewed the 
request, concurred with Ms. Kort's approval decision, and changed FAA records 
to designate the three DTW events of July 21, 2008, as non-occurrences. Mary 
Strawbridge, Safety Investigations Manager for Safety Assurance. told us that she 
and her staff reviewed the audio tapes and radar replays of the events of July 21, 
2008, and concluded that because no losses of separation had occurred as defined 

4~Order 7110.65, there were no operational errors. 

!J 

Ms. Strawbridge further advised that she and her staff were not aware of the 
specific procedure contained in local Notice DTW N7] 10.156 during their review 
of DTW's reclassification request. During our interview of Ms. Strawbridge, we 
showed her a copy of local Notice DTW N711 0.156. She advised that the July 2 L 
2008. events would not constitute an operational error or deviation, because the 
departures had only violated local, not national standards. In order to be classified 
as an operational error or deviation. the event must be a violation of the national. 
not locaL standard. 

U.S. Department of Transportation - Oflice of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONL Y 
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Additionally, then AOV Air Traffic Investigator Scott Proudfoot, reviewed the 
radar replay tapes and confinued that although the three alleged operational errors 
constituted a violation of local Notice DTW N7110.156, the departures did not 
constitute operational errors or deviations. 

Moreover, we learned that facilities are not required to report violations of local 
procedures to FAA headquarters or its regional service center when the facility 
reports operational errors or deviations. Ms. Strawbridge added, moreover, that 
she and her staff are only responsible for reviewing events for non-compliance 
with national standards which result in operational errors or deviations or unsafe 
conditions as defined in the national standards. She added there was no 
requirement on the national level to have reviewed the alleged violation consisting 
solely of a local procedure, even if it was reported to them. Therefore, we did not 
substantiate the allegation that FAA officials improperly reclassified the three 
alleged operational errors as non-occurrences. 

In addition, Mr. Grammes investigated Front Line Manger Kevin Barttelt, who 
was responsible for ordering the departures of the three Boeing 747 aircraft on 
July 21, 2008. We reviewed Mr. Grammes' investigation and determined that it 
was sufficient. 

The evidence indicates that although Mr. Barttelt was originally briefed regarding 
the requirements of local Notice DTW N711 0.156 on April 13, 2008, he claimed 
to have forgotten to coordinate the necessary gaps between aircraft arriving on 
Runway 27L to comply with the Notice. Although Mr. Barttelt contended this 
constituted a "mistake," he nevertheless admitted responsibility for violating DTW 
N7110.156 by failing to coordinate the requisite gaps. 

Based on Mr. Grammes' findings, he, with the concurrence of Mr. Figliuolo and 
Mr. Ancinec, took administrative action pertaining to Mr. Barttelt. Additionally, 
Mr. Grammes verbally re-briefed all five of DTW's front line managers 
concerning compliance with local Notice DTW N7110.156. According to training 
records, the re-briefings occurred between July 31 and August 6, 2008, and 
included Mr. Barttelt. 

l' .S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
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Allegation 2: FAA officials ignored and failed to investigate additional 
operational errors or deviations that occurred on July 21, 2008, concerning the 
Boeing 747 departures and Runway 27L arrivals. 

FINDINGS 

Six other violations of Notice DTW N71l0.l56 occurred on July 21, 2008, but 
were not identified by the facility. Although the violations were not operational 
errors or deviations, FAA should ensure DTW thoroughly investigates air traffic 
events and properly documents all local violations. 

The complainants allege that FAA officials ignored additional operational errors 
or deviations in violation of DTW N7110.156 that occurred on July 21, 2008. 
Specifically, they allege that: (1) NW A Flight 1682 had not cleared Runway 27L 
prior to NW A Flight II commencing its takeoff roll on Runway 22L; 
(2) NWA Flight 243 and Pinnacle Airlines Flight 2948 were inside the final 
approach fix for Runway 27L at the time NWA Flight 11 commenced its takeoff 
roll; (3) Continental Airlines Flight 1088 and NWA Flight 754 were inside the 
final approach fix for Runway 27L at the time NW A 69 commenced its takeoff 
roll on Runway 22L; (4) Mesaba Airlines Flight 3055 had not cleared Runway 
27L prior to NW A Flight 71 commencing its takeoff roll on Runway 22L; and (5) 
CommutAir Flight 8801 and Pinnacle Airlines Flight 5869 were inside the final 
approach fix for Runway 27L before NW A Flight 71 crossed the Runway 27L 
projected center line. 

During our investigation, AOV reviewed the replay tapes from July 21, 2008, 
identifying two additional violations of local Notice DTW N711 0.156 for each of 
the three previously referenced Boeing 747 departures. AOV determined, 
however, that none of the violations resulted in a loss of separation in violation of 
FAA Order 7110.65 or otherwise constituted an operational error or deviation. 

We interviewed Mr. Grand, who originally investigated and notified FAA 
Headquarters officials of the three alleged operational errors, discussed in 
Allegation 1, which occurred on July 21, 2008. Mr. Grand prepared the 
aforementioned August 5, 2008, reclassification request from Mr. Figliuolo based 
on discussions with AOV and ATO-Terminal officials who concluded that the 
incidents were not operational errors or deviations. Mr. Grand told us he could not 
specifically recall why the relevant documents mentioned only one arrival flight 
for each of the Boeing 747 departures when, in reality. three arriving aircraft 
entered the Runway 27L final approach fix before each of the Boeing 747 aircraft 
crossed the Runway 27L extended centerline. 

V.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
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However. because none of the six additional violations of local Notice DTW 
N7110.156 on July 21, 2008, resulted in operational errors or deviations, and we 
are aware of no law, rule, or regulation that requires the facility to report violations 
of a local procedure to FAA Headquarters, we did not substantiate this allegation. 

Allegation 3: FAA officials violated the wake turbulence criteria set forth in FAA 
Order 7110.65, Paragraphs 3-9-8 and 3-10-4, during the Boeing 747 departures 
and Runway 27L arrivals of July 21, 2008. 

FINDINGS 

The departures of J ul y 21, 2008, did not result in violations of the wake turbulence 
requirements of FAA Order 7110.65. 

The complainants allege that the three Boeing 747 aircraft that departed on 
July 21,2008, from Runway 22L were too close to the aircraft arriving on Runway 
27L, thereby violating the separation minima requirements of FAA Order 711 0.65, 
Paragraphs 3-9-8 and 3-10-4. According to complainants, if an aircraft landing on 
Runway 27L must execute a go-around, it may travel through the wake turbulence 
created by a heavy jet that just departed Runway 22L or that a heavy jet executing 
a go-around from Runway 27L could create dangerous wake turbulence for 
aircraft departing Runway 22L. 

Paragraph 3-9-8 of FAA Order 7110.65 requires arr traffic control staff to 
"separate departing aircraft from an aircraft using an intersecting runway, or 
nonintersecting runways when the flight paths intersect [ .J" According to the 
"Wake Turbulence Application" of the Paragraph, air traffic control staff must not 
depart aircraft utilizing Instrument Flight Rules (lFR) or Visual Flight Rules 
(VFR) until two minutes after a heavy jet departs from: (1) crossing runways if 
projected flight paths will cross or (2) a parallel runway separated by at least 2.500 
if the projected flight paths will cross. 

Similarly, Paragraph 3-10-4 of FAA Order 7110.65 requires air traffic control staff 
to "separate arriving aircraft using one runway from another aircraft using an 
intersecting runway or a nonintersecting runway when the flight paths intersect[.]" 
According to the Paragraph's "Wake Turbulence Application," air traffic control 
staff must "[s]eparate IFRNFR aircraft landing behind a departing [heavy jet] on a 
crossing runway if the arrival will fly through the airborne path of the departure 
[by] 2 minutes or the appropriate radar separation minima." 

U.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Given the configuration of DTW, however. Runway 22L and Runway 27L do not 
physically intersect nor do their flight paths intersect. Consequently, the events of 
July 21, 2008, did not violate FAA Order7110.65 because Paragraphs 3-9-8 and 
3-10-4 do not apply to Runway 22L departures and Runway 27L arrivals. 
Moreover, because no go-arounds occurred that day, the complainants' concerns 
regarding that possibility are not applicable to the events of July 21, 2008. 

Allegation 4: The ASOS and TDWR wind speed indicators at DTW frequently 
show significantly different wind speed readings. 

FINDINGS 

The ASOS and TDWR have shown contradictory results since at least July 2006. 
Detroit airport officials have repeatedly attempted to address this problem and are 
currently awaiting funding to remedy the problem. 

According to the complainants, as often as two to three times a week, the ASOS 
and TDWR, which are the primary wind speed indicators at DTW, show different 
wind speed readings. Given the allegedly inaccurate readings of the TDWR, the 
complainants contend that controllers lack confidence in relying on the TDWR in 
the event of ASOS failure, as is required in the facility's standard operating 
procedures. The complainants allege that providing pilots with an incorrect wind 
speed could compromise the safety of aircraft and undermine the facility's ability 
to designate the proper air traffic flow. 

The evidence indicates that as early as July 31, 2006, Detroit's Tower Support 
Specialist Rodney Harris sought advice from an official at Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport regarding how that facility solved the problem of the TDWR 
not matching the ASOS or other wind sources. Later, DTW's Support Manager 
for Operations (Operations Support Manager). Patricia Bynum, in an August 14, 
2006, written announcement to all DTW personnel, advised that the centerfield 
TDWR had been found inaccurate and logged out of service. 

In a follow-up written announcement on August 15.2006. Ms. Bynum announced 
that effective on that date, the ASOS was now the official primary wind source. 
The announcement also advised that the TDWR would serve as the primary wind 
shear and micro burst source and would. in the event the ASOS is unavailable, 
become the official wind source. Per the terms of facility notice DTW N711 0.133. 
which was attached to the announcement the change was incorporated at Chapter 
2-17 of DTW' s standard operating procedures. 

u.s. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
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In an October 13. 2006. email Ms. Bynum sought assistance from Joseph 
Jirschele. Manager of Terminal Requirements at the FAA Central Service Area 
Planning & Requirements Group in Fort Worth. Texas, advising that DTW had 
determined the TDWR unreliable and unable to detect gusts. Ms. Bynum also 
stated in the email that although this constitutes a safety issue, DTW's Technical 
Support Center had not tried anything to address the issue because tests conducted 
by the unit's staff determined the TDWR was properly calibrated. Then, on 
March 5, 2007, Ms. Bynum reminded DTW's front line managers that the ASOS 
was the primary wind source and that if the ASOS fails and the TDWR was not 
reliable, they were to estimate wind (which is done at DTW by observing a 
windsock). 

In a March 23, 2007, email to Ms. Bynum and Mr. Figliuolo, then DTW System 
Support Center (SSC) Manager John Chamberlain, advised that the ASOS and 
TDWR "will never agree with one another." In a reply email to Mr. Chamberlain 
later that day, Mr. Figliuolo stated that despite repeated requests from the DTW 
Tower to address the issue, "ALL we ever hear is that they will not agree." 
Mr. Figliuolo also asked in his email that a recent example of the discrepancy be 
sent to "whoever keeps telling us that they will not agree but it is okay[,]" as DTW 
Tower officials believed the discrepancy constituted a safety issue for the facility. 

During our interviews, more than one DTW management official advised us that 
Mr. Chamberlain was not readily helpful in addressing their concerns about the 
discrepancy between the ASOS and TDWR. However, Mr. Chamberlain has since 
retired from FAA. 

Between May and July 2007, various DTW personnel continued to look into the 
concern, and Detroit Technical Support Center official Dave Dethloff suggested 
that lowering the TDWR may prove successful. Although Andrew McMurry, 
Senior Operations Engineer from the Operations Support Center in Chicago, 
concurred with this suggestion, Mr. Jirschele advised it would be difficult to 
justify moving wind instruments when the instruments were over a mile apart and 
the data from both had been certified as accurate and acceptable. 

Nevertheless. DTW officials worked with FAA engineering personnel and decided 
to address the discrepancy by lowering the Wind Measuring Equipment (WME) 
component of the TDWR from 85 to 30 feet and moving the ASOS to a more 
central location. Although Detroit Technical Support Center official Thomas 
Porter submitted funding requests for each of these actions on February 22. 2008. 
the requests were not forwarded above the district level until April 29, 2008. 
because the then Eastern Michigan General National Airspace System (GNAS) 
Manager Rojelio Reyes. failed to promptly provide his approval. Mr. Reyes has 

U.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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since retired from FAA, and the facility is still awaiting higher-level approval to 
fund the requests. 

Notwithstanding the budget requests, there is some debate within the facility 
whether the location of the TDWR is solely causing the discrepancy, as it is 
located at a centerfield location unobstructed by buildings or other raised features. 
Mr. Ancinec, for example, expressed doubt that the location of the TDWR was 
problematic, as did Mr. Proudfoot, the AOV Investigator who participated in this 
investigation. Additionally, Ms. Bynum advised us that the algorithms used by the 
TDWR to compute average wind speed over a set amount of time may need 
improvement. 

Further, the aforementioned certifications that indicated the equipment was 
accurate entailed using a computer to electronically input wind speed into a relay 
unit located on the ground next to the pole containing the WME. Because the 
wind speed recorded during these certifications came from the computer rather 
than the WME itself, a malfunction within the WME or in the connection between 
the WME and the relay unit is possible. 

DTW Technical Operations personnel replaced the WME for the TDWR during 
our site visit on March 12, 2009. After the site visit, one of the complainants 
informed us via emails sent on March 29-30 and April 16-17, 2009, that the ASOS 
and TDWR were now reporting the same or similar wind speed and wind 
direction. Thus, these similarities suggest equipment may have played a role in 
the ASOS and TDWR discrepancies. The complainant noted, however, that 
although the wind speed issue appeared to have been remedied, the ASOS 
reported gusts which the TDWR still was not reporting. 

Although DTW has been aware of the discrepancy between the ASOS and TDWR 
since at least July 31, 2006, the facility has continually attempted to resolve the 
safety concern. The evidence indicates the delay results not from lack of attention, 
but from the complexity of the problem, several potential reasons for the 
discrepancy, layers of review within FAA, the actions and inactions of former 
FAA officials, and budgetary constraints. 

# 
cc : FAA Administrator 

V.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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ATTACHMENT1: METHODOLOGY 

We conducted our investigation with an OIG investigator. who received technical 
assistance from an FAA Air Traffic Investigator (also certified as an Air Traffic 
Control Specialist) assigned to AOV. To address the complainants' concerns, we 
interviewed and held discussions with the following individuals: 

• Paul Mueller, Detroit Air Traffic Control Specialist 
• Vincent Sugent, Detroit Air Traffic Control Specialist 
• Two current DTW controllers (whom we are not identifying to protect their 

confidentiality) 
• Kevin Barttelt, Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower Front Line Manager 
• Kevin Grammes, then Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower Operations 

Manager 
• Patricia Bynum, Detroit Support Manager 
• Shirlee Coppo, then Acting Eastern Michigan General National Airspace 

System Manager 
• Earl Grand, Detroit Support Manager for Quality Assurance and Training 
• Tina Siebertz, Detroit System Support Center Manager 
• Gary Ancinec, Acting Detroit Staff Manager 
• Joseph Figliuolo. District Manager for the Motown District 
• Mary Strawbridge, ATO-Safety Quality Assurance Manager 

In addition, our investigative team reviewed numerous records and documents 
obtained from the Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower and FAA; these included: 
memoranda, emails. airport diagrams, quality assurance review reports, problem 
reports, FAA regulations, orders, and notices, selected training records, and 
relevant radar data. 

The team also toured the Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower to better understand 
operations and accompanied maintenance personnel to replace meteorological 
equipment on the airport grounds. 

V.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

(Public availability to be determined under 5 U.S.C. 552, Freedom of Information Act) 



Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Memorandum 
Date: DEC 1 4 2009 

To: Mr. Robert Westbrooks, Acting Assistant Inspector General 
for Special Investigations and Analysis 

From: 

Subject: 

J. Randolph Babbitt, AdministratorX:::cr. ~b~ IV... ' 

Response to Office of the Inspect(~eral (DIG) Investigation 
Case #109Z0000011SINV at Detroit Wayne County Metropolitan Airport 
Traffic Control Tower (DTW) dated December 4,2009. 

The Federal Aviation Administration has reviewed the above identified OIG Report and submits 
the following responses to the findings and recommendations: 

Allegation 1: FAA officials improperly reclassified as non-occurrences the three reported 
operational errors of July 21, 2008. Finding: FAA officials did not violate law, rule, or 
regulation by reclassifying the incidents of July 21, 2008, as non-occurrences, and DTW 
management has addressed the violation of July 21,2008, by conducting afollow-up 
investigation, laking administrative action against the responsible frontline manager, and re
briefing DTW local Notice N7110.156. 

Response: Concur. The FAA response to the events of July 21, 2008 was thorough and 
no further actions are warranted. 

Allegation 2: FAA officials ignored and failed to investigate additional operational errors or 
deviations that occurred on July 21, 2008, concerning the Boeing 747 departures and Runway 
27L arrivals. Finding: Six other violations of Notice DTW N711 0.156 occurred on July 21. 
2008, but were not identified by the facility. Although the violations were not operational errors 
or deviations, FAA should ensure DTW thoroughly investigates air traffic events and properly 
documents all local violations. 

Response: Concur. The FAA's implementation ofa Safety Management System, which 
includes greater emphasis on improving our "safety culture" (or a pervasive emphasis on 
safety), will help to ensure that future incidents are reported, investigated, and corrective 
actions taken. 
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Allegation 3: FAA officials failed to report violations of the wake turbulence criteria set forth 
in FAA Order 7110.65, Paragraphs 3-9-8 and 3-10-4, that occurred concerning the Boeing 747 
departures and Runway 27L arrivals of July 21, 2008. Finding: The departures of July 21. 2008, 
did not result in violations of the wake turbulence requirements of FAA Order 7110.65. 

Response: Concur. No further actions are warranted. 

Allegation 4: The Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS) and Terminal Doppler 
Weather Radar (TDWR) at DTW frequently show significantly different wind speed readings. 
Findings: The ASOS and TDWR have shown contradictory results since at least July 2006. 
Detroit airport officials have repeatedly attempted to address this problem and are currently 
awaitingfunding to remedy the problem. Although DTW has been aware of the discrepancy 
between the ASOS and TD WR since at least July 31, 2006, the facility has continually attempted 
to resolve the safety concern. The evidence indicates the delay results not from lack of attention, 
but from the complexity of the problem, several potential reasons for the discrepancy. layers of 
review within FAA, the actions and inactions offormer FAA officials, and budgetary constraints. 

Response: Concur with qualifications. The FAA's ASOS wind sensor used by Detroit 
Metro airport as the primary airport wind source is located approximately 1000 feet 
northeast of the Runway 21 R threshold. The area within a 500 foot radius of the sensor is 
free of obstructions. However, a hangar and other multi-story building are located about 
600 feet to the east. The ASOS wind sensor is mounted on a thirty foot high pole and the 
ASOS produces a 2-minute average wind speed and direction with gust information. 

The TDWR wind measuring equipment (WME) is actually the former LL WAS-2 center 
field wind sensor. Thewind sensor is mounted on an eighty-five foot high pole near the 
center of the airport - approximately one mile from the ASOS sensor. The WME sends a 
2-minute average wind speed and direction measurement to the TDWR, but the sensor 
algorithm does not produce wind gust information. The TDWR forwards the WME sensor 
data to the ribbon displays without modification, where it becomes the "airport wind" at 
most TDWR airports. If, as in DTW (and MSP), the controllers use ASOS instead of 
TDWR as the source of airport winds, the infonnation comes from a different display 
because ASOS has not been integrated with the TDWR at any TDWR airport. 

The ASOS wind sensor and the TDWR wind measuring equipment (a fonner LL W AS-2) 
center field wind sensor) are located one mile apart and measure wind at different height 
(85 feet versus 30 feet). Based on the differences in sensor height and location, occasional 
discrepancies between the wind measurements can be expected, especially in gusty wind 
conditions. As noted above, the ASOS is the primary wind source for DTW. 

At DTW. controllers may estimate the wind using the airport windsock if the TDWR WME 
is considered not reliable. As noted in the OlO's draft report, the disagreement between 
the ASOS and the TDWR WME was largely resolved when the WME sensor was replaced 
on March J 2, 2009, while the 010 investigative team was on site at DTW. The equipment 
is functioning as designed; therefore, no additional funding has been requested. 



The predominant issue is the difference in how the two systems calculate wind gusts. 
These concerns are best addressed with better education of air traffic personnel in regards 
to the differences of the wind sensor equipment at the DTW airport. The education on the 
wind sensors will be accomplished through a mandatory briefing item intended for all 
DTW air traffic personnel by March 31, 20 I O. 

If additional information is needed, please contact Bob Tarter, Vice President for the Office of 
Safety for the Air Traffic Organization at 202-267-3341. 

Atch: (MSP instructions to operational personnel regarding use of wind sensors) 

cc: Senior Vice President, Operations, Air Traffic Operations (AJN) 
Chief Counsel, Audits & Evaluations (AAE) 
Office of Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) 
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From the Front Office 

Thanks to Tom Kuhn, Tammy Smith, and Deidre 
Hatchard for their assistance with some recent 
training classes and labs. Their efforts are 
helping to clear up the backlog in training 
program. 

Glenn Quinn and Terry Keefe will be joining the 
training department on a temporary basis. They 
will also be helping out with some classroom and 
albs. 

The most recent Class B airspace proposal is in 
the read binders for your perusal. I also included 
the Ad Hoc Committee ' s final report. The next 
step in the process is for the public meetings, 
which will be held around the area during July. 
Kudos to John Hoelscher and Tim Funari for 
their hard work on this project. We have also 
had a lot of support from Roger McGrath and 
Sue Ruddy from the Central Service Area office. 

The Mold Team held a series of meetings on 
Thursday to discuss the temporary elevator 
project to be used during the remediation. It 
appears that the building will indeed support the 
elevator, but the engineers need to crunch the 
numbers just to make sure. The next step is to 
draw up a proposal for bids, secure the permits, 
work out the wrinkles to make OSHA happy, and 
then see who is awarded the contract. We hope 
to have this up and running by early June to keep 

the elevator use limited to summer and early fall 
weather. 

The temporary repairs to stop water from 
entering into the building will occur Friday night 
into Saturday morning. Foam will be injected 
into some joints on the exterior of the cab. 
N A TCA has agreed to the use of the foam 
product and there should be no impact on 
operations. 

Thanks for all of your hard work and have an 
excellent weekend. 

Gary 

From the Training Dept 

Welcome aboard to Matt Arington (DTW CPC
in-Training). Matt comes to us from Addison 
ATCT in Texas. 

From the QA Dept 

021 experienced an Operational Deviation on 
3/5/10. FLG3825 (CRJ2) was inbound to DTW 
on the GEMNI Two Arrival at 12,000 feet. 
The East Feeder controller instructed FLG3825 
to reduce speed to 190 knots then descend and 
maintain 11,000 feet. FLG3825 read back the 
speed correctly, but incorrectly replied 10,000 
feet. The controller did not hear the incorrect 
altitude read back and FLG3825 descended 
below 11,000 feet and entered East Jet Departure 
airspace without coordination. 

On 3/9/ I 0, D21 filed a Pilot Deviation on 
DAL210 I. Aircraft was cleared for a visual 
approach to Runway 21 L and instructed to 
maintain 170 knots or greater until PUKLE (the 
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final approach fix for runway 21 L). DAL21 0 I 
was then instructed to contact DTW tower. 
The approach controller observed DAL21 0 I 
reduce below his assigned speed and asked the 
Tower to ask DAL21 0 I his speed as he 
approached PUKLE. DAL2101 replied 130 
knots . 

DTW experienced an Operational Deviation on 
3111110. Ground NE taxied DAL7377, a 
ROSEWOOD departure, to runway 21R. 
The Tower FLM had previously coordinated that 
PISTON, ROSEWOOD, and RICHMOND 
departures would be Westbound. DAL 7377 
requested runway 21L for departure and GNE 
changed the departure runway. 
At 1525, Local NE issued a takeoff clearance to 
DAL7377 with a 190 heading. The heading 
should have been 220. DAL 7377 entered East Jet 
airspace without coordination. The strip had not 
been updated by Ground NE or Local NE to 
change DAL 7377 to a west jet departure 
heading. .. ...... 

Traffic Stats within our District 
for the week 

March 12 -18,2010 

Towers (Total Operations) 
The Rank is nationally out of 508 Facilities 

# 11 DTW 8,554 
#165 BTL 1,986 
#173 PTK 1,909 
#228 DET 1,510 
#234 GRR 1,488 
#235 TVC 1,481 
#237 YIP 1,468 
#282 AZO 1,236 
#308 MKG 1,124 
#321 ARB 1,055 
#336 LAN 982 
#338 FNT 974 
#405 JXN 750 
#453 SAW 526 
#470 MBS 446 

As a District, the Towers totaled 25,489 
operations, which equaled 2.5 % of the nation's 
traffic (1,033,403 operations). 
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TRACON Operations 
The Rank is nationally out of 165 Facilities 

#17 021 10,741 
#97 GRR 1,941 
#105 LAN 1,795 
#117 AZO 1,606 
# 129 MKG 1,402 
#136 FNT 1,225 
#156 MBS 713 

As a District, the TRACONS totaled 19,423 
operations, which equaled 2.6 % of the nation's 
traffic (751,896 operations). 
Have a wonderful weekend. 

Earl 

Astronomy Day-Kalamazoo 

The Kalamazoo Astronomical Society is pleased 
to announce that retired NASA astronaut Story 
Musgrave will be our special guest at Astronomy 
Day 2010 on Saturday, April 24th. Story was the 
payload commander on the first and most 
important Hubble Space Telescope servicing 
mission in 1993 . If you've seen him speak before 
then you know what a big deal this is, so I hope 
those of you that haven't seen him before will be 
able to attend. 

In addition to Story, we'll have an entire day of 
activities. Our other special guest is Michael 
Francis. Last year he portrayed GaliJeo and 
this year he'll be "The Stargazer's Apprentice". 
This program ideal for children in grades K - 3. 

Please check out our special Astronomy Day 
2010 website for all the details: 

http :.!astrodav.kason line. o[& 

From Fedweek 

Unused Leave Investment Proposal Expected 
TSP officials have said they expect that a 
bipartisan bill will be offered soon in the House 
to allow federal employees to invest the value of 
unused annual leave in their accounts, an idea 
that began circulating last year. Some 
comparable private sector savings plans offer 
that option, but making the change in the TSP 
would require legislation. The value of regular 
payroll withholdings and any invested leave 
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value still would be subject to the same total 
annual investment limits that currently apply
this year, $16,500 plus another $5 ,500 for those 
age 50 or older. Similar proposals have been 
raised in the past to allow investment of other 
forms of compensation such as bonuses, but 
never have advanced. 

Expert's View: Retirement Application ~ . 

Processing 
OPM has been criticized recently for slowness in 
processing retirement applications, writes 
benefits expert Reg Jones. "OPM's director, John 
Berry, has promised to give modernization of the 
process a high priority. But then so has every 
director over the last 20 years," he writes. You'll 
find his column at www.fedweek.com 

FOCUSFAA 

Alert Controller Helps Air Force Plane Land 
Safely 
March 8, 2010 -
When Tony Manzione, a front-line manager at 
Washington Center, plugged in one day in late 
January trying to acquire his currency time, he 
ended the shift with a little more experience than 
be bargained for. At about 2 p.m .. an Air Force 
C-I 7 transport lost radio contact with the 
controller. Then, the plane lost its transponder. 
Efforts to contact the pilot on emergency 
channels failed . Manzione started contacting 
planes in his sector, which covered an area north 
of Philadelphia. Eventually he was able to get a 
pilot on a Southwest Airlines commercial flight 
to make contact with the Air Force transport. 
The pilot from the struggling plane reported that 
the craft was experiencing major electrical 
problems and needed a vector to Dover Air 
Force Base. " It seemed like it was starting to get 
worse," Manzione said. "And we were actually 
fairly busy at the time." In a rather complicated 
game of "telephone," Manzione continued to 
relay information on headings to the pilot in 
distress through the Southwest captain. There 
was only one problem: The Southwest flight was 
getting ready to leave Manzione's sector. 
"My sector's only about 80 miles long. It doesn' t 
take very long for an altitude airliner to fly 
through," Manzione said. "So I'm having to 
continually keep trying to go back and forth with 
different airplanes . It was a total absolute pain 
and a heck ofa workload." Finally, a general 
aviation pilot flying southeast of Philadelphia, 
who had been listening the whole time, contacted 
Washington Center. He told Manzione that he 
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had experience on the C-17 and would be willing 
to help. Further, he assured the controller that he 
would stay in the sector until the issue was 
resolved. With a string of planes being fed into 
New York Center for LaGuardia approaches, it 
was difficult for Manzione to find enough room 
for the C-17 to maneuver. "Finally it got to the 
point where I had to stop all inbound traffic and 
sterilize the airspace just long enough to get this 
guy turned around and get him down to altitude 
where he could get into the airport," Manzione 
said. "It was very congested up where he was." 
It appeared the situation was nearing its 
conclusion, when the C-17 pilot radioed and said 
he needed another airport because of a problem 
he had with the Dover runway. He decided at the 
last second to go to McGuire Air Force Base in 
New Jersey instead. The reveal of how bad the 
situation was came the next day, when the pilot 
called Manzione to thank him and discuss what 
happened. Apparently, after the pilot lost his 
radio, he went through the protocol to get it 
working again. During that process he lost the 
transponder. In the process of trying to get that 
restarted the lane lost other functions as well. 

Tony Manzione, a front-line manager at 
Washington Center, helped a C-17 military 
transport land safely after the plane experienced 
major electrical problems over Northeast skies. 
"The more they tried to fix things, the more the 
airplane was breaking," Manzione said. "He 
finally stopped and didn't mess with anything 
else and just went back to flying the plane. None 
of us really realized how serious it was. But it 
worked out very well." Manzione credits the 
other controllers in Washington Center who 
helped him through the process, and is trying to 
see if the FAA gives out awards to those - like 
the general aviation pilot - who assist the 
agency with a save. "It was a big team work kind 
of thing," he said. "It's part of our job, the way I 
look at it." The pilot of the C-17 praised 
Manzione and the agency team who helped him 
navigate through the problems. "He was hugely 
thankful," Manzione said. 
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Aviation! Aerospace History 
,;. 

Insight: Women's History Month 
March 18,2010 -
In honor of Women's History Month, Focus FAA 
invited agency historian Terry Kraus to write 
about some of the women pioneers who worked 
for the FAA and its predecessor agencies. 

Women have always played an important role in 
aviation. Most of us are familiar with some of the 
earliest female aviators -· Bessie Coleman 
Harriet Quimby, and Amelia Earhart come 'to 
mind - but do you know the names of some of 
the FAA's (and its predecessor agencies') 
groundbreaking female employees? 
Prior to World War II, women held more 
traditional jobs with the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration (CAA). They served as 
administrative assistants, secretaries, 
stenographers, typists, and receptionists. But 
several women during this era stand out. Mabel 
Harris, for example, joined the Aeronautics 
Branch of the Department of Commerce in 
February 1928. She became the supervisor of 
aircraft and airman records in the Washington, 
D.C. office. She transferred to Oklahoma City 
when her office moved there . She retired in 1963 
with more than 44 years in the Aeronautics 
Branch, the Bureau of Air Commerce, the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, Federal Aviation 
Agency, and the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

Blanche Noyes 

Blanche Noyes left a promising theater and 
movie career to marry an airmail pilot who 
taught her how to fly . She flew as a 
demonstration pilot for Standard Oil in 1931 and 
continued flying with various corporations until 
1935. Following the death of her husband, Noyes 
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joined the Air Marking Group of the Bureau of 
Air Commerce in 1936. She is believed to be the 
first woman pilot to have a career in the U.S. 
government, and for many years, was the only 
woman allowed to fly a government aircraft. She 
spent 35 years working for the CAAJF AA, and 
became the first woman to receive a gold medal 
from the Commerce Department. In addition to 
her federal accomplishments, Noyes won the 
1936 Bendix Air Race as Louise Thaden's co
pilot, belped establish the Ninety-Nines, Inc., and 
was inducted into the Aviation Hall of Fame in 
1970. During World War II, women began to 
take over positions generally occupied by men. 
Elizabeth DeCremer, for example, served as one 
of the first civilian female air traffic controllers 
hired by the CAA. She completed CAA training 
as a flight service specialist in 1942 and worked 
for the CAAfF AA for 29 years before retiring in 
1971. Mary VanScyoc was another one of the 
first female controllers . She began her career as a 
controller in the Denver Airway Traffic Control 
Center in July 1942. By 1945, she held 
commercial, instrument, and instructor pilot 
ratings. Betty Verrett Miller joined the CAA in 
1944 and worked as a communicator, leaving the 
agency in 1952. In 1963 she became the first 
woman in history to fly solo across the Pacific 
7,400 miles from Oakland, Calif. , to Sydney, 
Australia. 

Willa Brown, circa 1939 

The well-known black aviator of the 1930s. 
Willa Brown, became a lieutenant and adj~tant in 
the Civil Air Patrol (CAP) and became the first 
black woman officer in the organization. Based 
in her native Chicago, Brown taught aviation 
courses in the high schools and organized a CAP 
squadron. During World War II , she served as 
the coordinator ofthe war-training service for the 
CAA, and she ran the Coffey School of 
Aeronautics, the school selected by the Army and 
the CAA to "conduct the experiments" that 
resulted in the admission of blacks into the Army 
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Air Forces. Later, Coffey became a feeder school 
for the Army Air Forces' program for black 
aviators at Tuskegee Institute. After the war, 
women held an even wider variety of positions in 
the CAAIF AA. Mary Healy, for example, joined 
the CAA in 1946 as a budget analyst and worked 
her way up the ladder. In 1965, she became the 
FAA's highest-ranking woman to date. As deputy 
manager of the Office of Headquarters 
operations, she served as the FAA representative 
overseeing the construction of and move into the 
new FAA Headquarters building in 1963 . 
Mary Barr learned to fly in a Piper Cub in 
Lorain, Ohio. She moved to New York to attend 
aircraft mechanic's school and worked on planes 
during World War II. During her varied career, 
she served as a FAA pilot examiner and accident
prevention counselor, and in a variety of 
positions within the U.S. Forest Service, 
including the first woman pilot and 
smokejumper. She earned several FAA 
certificates and ratings including: commercial, 
airline transport pilot, flight instructor, 
instrument, and glider. She was also a ground 
instructor and airplane and power plant 
mechanic. 

Female controllers were hired during WWII 

It wasn't just the pilots and controllers making 
names for themselves in the post-war CAAIF AA. 
Some of the "Pennsylvania Girls," as they 
became known, may still be at the agency. After 
the War, FAA began recruiting women from 
Pennsylvania to fill administrative positions. 
Between 1956 and 1962 when she retired, 
Headquarters personnel specialist Audrey Mill 
personally recruited 1,300 high school graduates 
from Pennsylvania. These women, for a time, 
made up two-thirds of the Headquarters 
secretarial staff. 
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Helen Tully began her career with the CAA in 
1957 as a secretary at the Airways Facilities 
Shop in Fort Worth, Texas. She moved to 
Oklahoma City when her office was transferred 
there. In 1958, the FAA conducted scientific 
"voice tests" to select someone to be the voice of 
the omni-range radio stations. Helen was selected 
over the other 12 speakers. In addition to her 
secretarial duties, Helen recorded messages for 
the omni range stations from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific. By 1965, the FAA employed 
approximately 5,700 women - 13 percent of the 
total FAA workforce. The female employees held 
positions in a wide variety of administrative, 
professional, and technical disciplines. In 
addition to working as clerks, stenographers, 
secretaries, realty specialists, public affairs 
specialists, librarians, nurses, air traffic 
controllers, flight service specialists, and even 
draftsmen, women were also working as 
mathematicians, engineers, contract specialists, 
economists, technical writers, project analysts, 
procurement officers , management analysts, 
doctors, pharmacologists, and lawyers. Aimie 
Kuun, for example, was one of the early female 
engineers hired into the FAA. She joined the 
FAA after graduating from Virginia Tech in 
1958. Jacqueline L. Smith joined the Navy right 
after high school to become an air traffic 
controller. After the Navy she joined the FAA as 
a controller. During her 30-year career, she 
moved into the management ranks, becoming the 
first woman manager of an air route traffic 
control center and eventually becoming a FAA 
regional administrator. In 1968, she and Sue 
Mostert (Townsend) founded Professional 
Women Controllers, Inc. Elinor Williams is 
believed to be the first black air traffic controller. 
She began her career as a clerk stenographer in 
the Alaska Region. She became a controller in 
1968 at the Anchorage Center. She was the third 
woman controller at the facility; the other two 
had been there since World War II. During her 
career, Williams held a number of positions at 
the FAA: a supervisor at the San Juan Center; 
supervisor in the San Juan Combined Center 
Radar Approach Control Facility; an airspace 
analyst in the Southern Region headquarters; 
team supervisor at the Anchorage Center; a 
specialist in the Air Traffic Obstruction 
Evaluation Branch at FAA Headquarters; and an 
area manager at the Kansas City Center. 
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Wally Funk 

The 1970s witnessed even more firsts for FAA's 
women employees. In 1971, Wally Funk became 
the first female FAA inspector and, in 1973, 
became the first female in the FAA's System 
Airworthiness Analysis Program. Funk moved on 
to the NTSB in 1974, where she became one of 
the board's first female air safety investigators. In 
1971, there were two other important "firsts" for 
FAA women. In April, Ruth Dennis became the 
first women chief of a Flight Service Station in 
San Diego, and in May, Gene Sims became first 

female tower chief when she took over the new 
tower at the Cuyahoga County Airport in Ohio. 
In 1988, Arlene Feldman became the FAA's 
highest ranking, non-politically appointed 
woman to date when she became the New 
England regional administrator. She had begun 
her FAA career in 1984 as the deputy director of 
the Technical Center. Two years later, she 
became the deputy director of the FAA's Western 
Pacific Region in Los Angeles, CA. In 1994, she 
became the regional administrator for the Eastern 

Barbara McConnell Barrett 

Barbara McConnell Barrett became the FAA's 
first female deputy administrator in April 1988. 
Born in Indiana County, Pa., Barrett earned three 
degrees from Arizona State University (B.S., 
1972; M.B.A, 1975; J.D., 1978). In 1982, she 
became executive assistant to the chairman of the 
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Civil Aeronautics Board and served as the 
board's vice chairman from 1983-84. 
Jane Garvey became the first woman 
administrator of the FAA in August 1997, and 
she was the first administrator to be confirmed by 
the Senate for a 5-year term. Prior to becoming 
FAA administrator, Garvey was acting 
administrator, and before that, deputy 
administrator of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A). Before joining FHW A 
in 1993, she served as director of Boston's Logan 
International Airport, and from 1988 to 1991. she 
was commissioner of the Massachusetts . 
Department of Public Works. 

On This DayJ 

Fri-1982 National Guard jet tanker crashes 
killing 27 

Sat-1934 Test of practical radar apparatus made 
by Rudolf Kuhnold in Kiel Germany 

Sun-1952 Alan Freed presents Moondog 
Coronation Ball at old Cleveland Arena, 25,000 
attend I st rock & roll concert ever 

Mon-1992 US Air New York to Cleveland 
crashes on take off at La Guardia, 27 die 

Tue-1952 Rangers with less than 14 minutes to 
go blow a 6-2 lead, losing 7-6 to Chicago Black 
Hawks; Mosienko scores 3 times in 21 seconds 

Wed-1962 Mick Jagger & Keith Richards 
perform as Little Boy Blue & Blue Boys 

Thur-1934 I st Golf Masters Championship: 
Horton Smith wins, shooting a 284 

Aviation/Aerospace News 

CONGRESS AIMS TO CHANGE FAA 
AIRPORT ACCESS POLICY 
Bills are now under consideration in both the 
House and Senate to amend a recent FAA policy 
that restricts airport access. 

Milestones 

Birthdays 
John Teuber 

Brian Harcula 
Lanna Rawls 

Happy Birthday! 
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Editor's Comments 
Jeff 'TROUT' Szelag-Editor in Chief 

Answer to the Name This Plane: KC-135 Strato
Tanker 

March 19, 2010 
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The Recipe BoxIVault 
rrom the vault 

Rocket's Recipe 
I've been asked to include some Weight Watcher Recipes due to a number of us trying to lose some excess 

poundage. Here's my first installment. 

Spicy Shrimp and Lobster Linguine 
Ingredients: 
• 1 Tablespoon olive oil 
• 3 onions, chopped 
• 6 garlic cloves, chopped 
• 1 (28-ounce) can diced tomatoes (try the ones with Jalapefios for an extra kick) 
• 1/4 cup dry red wine 
• 2 Tablespoons chopped fresh oregano, or 2 teaspoons dried 
• 112 teaspoon crushed red pepper flakes 
• 112 teaspoon salt 
• 114 teaspoon sugar 
• 1/4 teaspoon coarse-ground black pepper 
• 1 lobster tail (about 112 pound) 
• 1 pound large shrimp, peeled and deveined with tails removed 
• 3/4 pound dried linguine 
• 114 cup chopped fresh parsley 

Directions: 
Heat olive oil in very large nonstick skillet over medium-high heat, then add onions and 
garlic. Saute 10 minutes until golden. Add tomatoes, wine, oregano, crushed pepper, salt, 
sugar, and ground pepper; bring to a boil. Reduce heat and simmer, uncovered, 15 
minutes until flavors are blended and sauce is slightly thickened. 

Meanwhile, remove meat from lobster tail and cut it into 1I2-inch pieces (to pry meat out, 
cut away soft undercover with scissors and ease away meat from shell with your fingers). 
Add lobster and shrimp to sauce and simmer, uncovered, 5 minutes until just opaque. 

Meanwhile, cook linguine according to package directions; drain and place in a large 
serving bowl. Toss at once with sauce and sprinkle with parsley. 

Per serving: 7 points, 375 calories, 9 percent calories from fat, 25 grams protein, 58 grams carbohydrates, 5 
grams total fiber. 4 grams total fat, I gram saturated fat, 98 milligrams cholesterol, 641 milligrams sodium. 

Yield: 6 servings. 
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On 3~11 /10 there was a tower Operational Deviation involving an incorrect 
heading. Two locals and two ground positions were providing OJT. 

At 1519, the tower OSIC coordinated PISTN, RID, ROD departures westbound. 

At 1525, Local Northeast issued a takeoff clearance to DAL 7377. 

1AL7377 

DC93/W 

7 5~ 11111111111111 

153 

1345 

1
340 

KDTW KDTW ROD2 ROD J43 DACOS 0:; 1----+----+

.- J43 VXV J46 AttG AttG2 KJAX" 

ONRP 

Local Northeast developmental issued a 190 heading instead of a 220 heading. 
DAL 7377 entered East Jet airspace without coordination. The strip was never 
updated to change DAL 7377 to a west jet. This resulted in the TRACON initially 
stopping SCORR departures then stopping west jets. (See attached radar screen 
capture) 

DTW7110.9, DTW Standard Operating Procedures, provides the following: 

Flight Data Par 3-5. Review Strips for accuracy. 

Clearance Delivery Par. 4-1. Scan strip bay to identify any updates or changes 
that need to be made. 

Ground Control Par 5-1. Ensure computer entries and strip marking are 
completed for instructions or clearances issued or received, including current 
ATIS code and weather. 



Local Control Par 6-28. Local Control should ensure strip marking is. 
completed for instructions or clearances issued or received. 

and 

Watch Supervision Par 9-1. Situational Awareness of all operational 
information shall be utilized to direct and anticipate future events. & This 
information shall be disseminated to the affected operational tower 
positions. 

It is particularly important, when training on multiple positions, to ensure that 
information is both shared and utilized. Heads up to aiL .. 
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