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This memorandum responds to a U.S. Office of Special Counsel (OSC) email dated
January 25, 2011, requesting copies of reports referred to in a May 2009 memorandum
from Mary Kate Strawbridge, Manager, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Air
Traffic Organization (ATO) Quality Assurance, to James C. Bedow, Acting Director,
FAA ATO Quality Assurance, regarding an on-site investigation at the Detroit Wayne
County Metropolitan Airport (Detroit Metro) Air Traffic Control Tower and Terminal
Radar Approach Control (TRACON) facility. Attached are copies of five of the six
reports requested by OSC:

Attachment 1.
Attachment 2.

Attachment 3.

Attachment 4,

OIG Investigation Report Number 081 HB33H001.

FAA Air Traffic Safety Oversight (AOV) Audit of Intersecting
Runways and Non-intersecting Runways. (Note: The original audit
report includes information related to airports other than Detroit
Metro. The copy of the report produced for OSC has been redacted
to exclude information concerning those other airports,

AOV memorandum related to the March 24, 2008, unscheduled
follow-up audit of the Detroit Metro Air Traffic Control Tower
Southwest Flow Configuration,

Safety Investigations and Evaluations memorandum dated October
19, 2007, responding to AOV's Letter of Investigation. On-site
investigation conducted October 15 - 17, 2007.

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
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Attachment 5. Central Service Area Safety Assurance Group Operational
Evaluation Team's Quality Control Review report of the Detroit
TRACON. The on-site review was conducted February 18-20,
2009.

The report associated with an AOV and Safety Quality Assurance on-site investigation on
May 12, 2008, is not attached. AOV and Safety Quality Assurance are locating the
report. Once we receive it from them, we will send it to you to forward to OSC.

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
(Public availability to be determined under § U.5.C. 552, Freedom of Information Act)



OIG Investigation #109Z00021SINV
TRACON Management at Detroit Wane County Metropolitan Airport
(DI-08-3138)

ATTACHMENT 1

OIG Investigation Report Number 081HB33H001
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June 10, 2009

William E. Reukauf

Acting Special Counsel

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

Re: OSC File Nos. DI-08-0591 and DI-08-1696

Dear Mr. Reukauf:

Thank you for your correspondence of March 12, 2008, and May 20, 2008, concerning
whistleblower allegations of management improprieties at the Federal Aviation Administration’s
{(FAA) Detroit Metropolitan Airport (DTW) Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). The
complainant, Vincent Sugent. a senior controlier at DTW, raised a number of concerns, including
that DTW management operated an air traffic approach and departure configuration known as
the “Southwest Flow™ in an unsafe manner and in violation of FAA policy. Among his other
concerns, Mr. Sugent asserted that management guidance to controllers for directing traffic on
“Taxiway Quebec™ was contradictory, thus creating confusion. In addition, Mr. Sugent
expressed concern that FAA managers provided misleading information to Senator Carl Levin in
response to the Senator's inquiry about the safety of the Southwest Flow,

The former Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation, Mary Peters, delegated
responsibility for investigating Mr. Sugent’s concerns to the Department’s Inspector General,
who has concluded his investigation and provided me the enclosed memorandum report
corntaining his findings and recommendations.

In short, the Office of Inspector General (O1G) substantiated several of Mr. Sugent’s allegations, -
including that from May 2007 to October 2007, a critical segment of DTW’s Southwest Flow
operation was often non-compliant with an applicable FAA safety directive prescribing aircraft
separation standards for intersecting runways, This allowed a potentially unsafe condition to
persist. The OIG further found that DTW management failed to provide controllers with proper
instruction on the safe operation of the Southwest Flow, and management guidelines for certain
Taxiway Quebec operations were contradictory and confusing.

The OIG also concluded that DTW's Manager and then-Staff Manager provided wording for
FAA's September 17, 2007, response to Senator Levin that was, at a minimum, disingenuous. In
particular, FAA advised Senator Levin that a recent FAA audit had not found the Southwest Flow
to be unsafe. In fact, the FAA audit found non-compliance with an FAA safety Order, violations
of which necessarily pose safety implications. The FAA sent a clarifying letter to Senator Levin.in
April 2008, but only after your office referred Mr. Sugent’s concerns to the Department for

investigation.
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On April 3, 2009, OIG issued a report 1o FAA's Acting Administrator containing its findings and
recommendations in this matter. By the enciosed memorandum dated May 6, 2009, the Acting
Administrator responded to OIG, concurring with each of its recommendations, The FAA’s
corrective actions include discontinuing the Southwest Flow, completing an audit of DTW’s
controller training program by June 30, 2009, and counseling the DTW Manager and Operations
Manager for failing to ensure the Southwest Flow complied with FAA policy.

The Acting Administrator also reported that the DTW Manager and then-Staff Manager have been
counseled about the wording they provided for FAA’s September 17, 2007, letter to Senator Levin
concerning the safety of the Southwest Flow configuration. Although the Acting Administrator
concluded that these managers misunderstood information verbally briefed to them by FAA’s audit
group, and thus did not intend to mislead Senator Levin, OIG found they nonetheless waited nearly
7 months after receiving the audit report to provide Senator Levin with corrected correspondence,

The Inspector General and I have reviewed the Acting Administrator’s response and believe
FAA’s corrective actions address OIG's findings and recommendations. However, [ have
reservations about the adequacy of the administrative action for the managers who failed to
prepare a timely clarification of FAAs September 17, 2007, letter to Senator Levin, which they
principaliy authored. The FAA, through these managers, was obligated to promptly provide
Senator Levin with a straightforward correction; this did not occur for almost 7 months.
Accordingly, I will ask the new Administrator to examine these circumstances to determine
whether formal disciplinary action is warranted and to apprise you of the disposition.

Transportation safety is the Department’s top strategic goal. Transparency and accountability
are also imperative, particularly with respect to the Department’s communications with
Congress, stakeholders, and especially our Natiop'y travelers.

I appreciate Mr. Sugent’s diligence in raiging/his foncerns.

Sigcerely yours,

Ray 1.af u,-)

Enclosures: 2




Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: May 6, 2009
To: Rick Beitel, Assistant Inspector General
“Washington Investigative Operations
From: ‘ngﬁmting Administrator
Subject: Detroit Metropolitan Airport (DTW) Airport Traffic Control Tower Operations

We have reviewed the above identified OIG Report and submiit the following responses to the
recommendations contained in the report:

1. (a) Recommendation: Before DTW considers reinstating operation of the Southwest Flow, it
must consult with ATO's Office of Terminal Safety and Operations and the Air Traffic Safety
Oversight Service (AOV) to develop detailed procedures for the safe operation of this
configuration.

Response: Concur. DTW in conjunction with ATO-Terminal will review the Southwest Flow
operations to include current procedures and compliance. Modifications or changes and the
approval processes will be accomplished through the Safety Management System (SMS)
processes and completed by October 31, 2009, The SMS process will include a review by the
Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV). In addition, AOV may elect to audit any
procedures developed by the ATO whenever they deem necessary.

{(b) Recommendation: ATO conduct an audit into DTW's air traffic controller training program
to ensure that controllers are provided with thorough, consistent, and uniform training regarding
proper air traffic procedures pertaining to intersecting runways.

Response: Concur. ATO’s Office of Safety and Office of Terminal Safety and Operations
Support will jointly conduct an audit of DTW's air fraffic controller training program to ensure
that controllers are provided with thorough, consistent, and uniform training regarding proper air
traffic procedures pertaining to intersecting ranways. The audit report will be completed by June

30, 2009.

{c) Recommendation: Consider appropriate administrative action for DTW Manager Joseph
Figliuolo and DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes based on their failure to ensure that the
Southwest Flow complied with FAA Order 7110.65 (regarding the safe operation of runways
with intersecting flight paths), and their failure to ensure that controllers received adequate



training and guidance, Mr. Figliuolo and Mr. Grammes were counseled. We believe the
counseling was effective and produced the required change in procedures and understanding.

Response: Concur. Administrative action has been effective in ensuring compliance with
procedures pertaining to Southwest Flow operations. The Director of Operations for Central

~ Service Area counseled the DTW Manager. Closer supervision was provided by monthly reports
through November 2008, followed by quarterly reports to the Director., The Director will meet
with the DTW Manager on April 23, 2009 to reinforce expectations. Additionally, the Director
will require that the DTW Manager provide further follow-up to the facility staff.

2. (a) Recommendation: Consider appropriate administrative action for DTW Manager foseph
Figlivolo and former DTW Staff Manager Marcia Boliard for providing information for FAA's
inifial response to Senator Levin that was, at a minimum, disingenuous.

Response: Concur. The FAA investigated and determined that Mr. Figliuolo and Ms. Boliard
misunderstood the AGV verbal outbrief reference the Southwest Flow operations. When they
received the written response from AOV, it was recognized that it differed from their
understanding of the initial verbal briefing. Mr, Figlinolo and Ms, Boliard were counseled. We
believe the counseling was effective and produced the required change in procedures and
understanding, Reference the FAA’s response to Senator Levin, there was no intent to mislead.
The information provided to the Senator was based on DTW management’s understanding of the
AOQOV verbal briefing. The Director of Central Service Area counseled the managers on
providing information based on verbal briefings.

(b) Recommendation: The Acting Administrator apprises Senator Levin of the disposition of
actions at DTW pursuant to Mr. Sugent's concerns and our findings and recommendations.

Response: Concur. I will forward Senator Levin a copy of the response to the OIG.

3. (a) Recommendation: Promptly determine the correct location for all "hold-short" lines on
Taxiway Quebec and ensure that painted lines and lighted signs are situated correctly.

(b) modify ASDE-X in accordance with the foregoing determinations. (c) properly train
controliers on "hold-short” requirements. (d) DTW, with the review and concurrence of ATO-
Terminal's Office of Terminal Safety and Operations Support, revise Subchapter 5-7.b (1} of the
ground control chapter of its Operating Manual by changing wording from "should" to "shall.”

Response: 3 (a) Concur. ATO’s Office of Runway Safety will assist in providing an assessment
for all “hold-short” lines and lighted signs on Taxiway Quebec. We will request that Airports and
the Aurport Authority bring identified deficiencies into compliance and advise of the expected
completion date. The Office of Runway Safety will initiate these actions by May 30, 2609,

Response: 3 (b} Concur. The FAA will ensure ASDE-X and hold short requirements are
integrated pending completion of actions in 3 (a).

Response: 3 (¢) Concur. DTW will review the training on hold short requirements for Taxiway -
Quebec operations based upon any changes that result from actions addressed in 3a and 3b. Any



3
changes to training found to be appropriate following the review will be completed by June 30,
2009.

Response: 3 (d) Concur. DTW, with the review and concurrence of AJT, will revise as
necessary the subchapter 5-7 b.(11) of the ground control chapter of its Operating Manual by
changing the word "Should" to Shall". This will be completed by June 30, 2009

4. Recommendation. Require that AOV conduct a follow-up audit to ensure that DTW's
corrective measures regarding segregation of outbound jet and propeller aircraft are still being
properly trained and implemented, and are sufficient to remedy the safety concerns previcusly

identified by AOV.

Response: Once the above actions are completed, the ATO will request that AOV conduct an
audit of actions taken in response to the OIG report.
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Inspector General

The Secretary

In accordance with the statutory requirements of the U.S. Office of Special Counsel
(OSC), this presents our investigative findings and recommendations stemming from
whistleblower safety concerns disclosed by Vincent Sugent, a senior Air Traffic
Controller at FAA’s Detroit Metropolitan Airport (DTW) Air Traffic Control Tower
(ATCT). We conducted our investigation with technical assistance from FAA’s Air
Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOVY', which is independent of the Air Traffic

Organization (ATO), to which DTW reports.

Mr. Sugent raised multiple concerns regarding the safety of air traffic operations at
DTW to OSC. OSC, in turn, referred Mr. Sugent’s concerns to then-Secretary Peters
by letters dated March 12, 2008 (OSC File No. DI-08-0591), and May 20, 2008 (0SC
File No, DI-08-1696). Specifically, Mr. Sugent alleged the following:

' AOV was established on March 14, 2005, by the FAA Administrator in response to
recommendations, made by the National Civil Aviation Review Commission and the International
Civil Aviation Organization, that air traffic service providers be subject to safety oversight by an
FAA entity outside the Air Traffic Organization (ATO). AOV’s mission includes having authority
to develop or adopt safety standards, and to ensure that the ATO complies with those standards.
AOV is part of FAA's Aviation Safety Organization, and provides independent oversight of the
ATO in a manner structurafly similar to FAA’s oversight of air carriers.
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. DTW management officials operated an air traffic approach and departure
configuration known as the “Southwest Flow™ in a manner that was unsafe
because it violated an applicable FAA safety Order, and management guidance
to DTW controllers regarding this configuration was confusing and inadequate,

. FAA officials provided misleading information to Senator Carl Levin in
response to the Senator’s inquiry about the safety of the Southwest Flow.

. The “hold-short” lines on Taxiway Quebec and as depicted on controlier monitor
screens via ASDE-X.’ are insufficient for controllers to comply with DTW
guidance for directing traffic on this Taxiway. In addition, language and
guidance contained in a DTW Notice and DTW’s local Operating Manual for
directing traffic on Taxiway Quebec is contradictory, creating unnecessary
confuston for controllers.

. Management has not implemented necessary changes to written guidance
provided to controllers for segregating jet and propeller aircraft departures.

. DTW controllers were unable to use an electronic communication system when
transmitting Standard Instrument Departure (S1D) routes to aircraft traveling to
several airports in Ghio.

Secretary Peters delegated investigation of these allegations to our office. If you
accept the results of our investigation, we recommend you transmit this report to the
Special Counsel, along with FAA’s statement of corrective action in response to our
findings and recommendations.

Results in Brief

In short, our investigation substantiated several of Mr. Sugent’s concerns. Foremost,
we found that between approximately May 2007 and October 2007, a critical segment
of DTW’s *Southwest Flow"” operation was often non-compliant with an applicable
FAA safety Order, which prescribes aircraft separation standards for intersecting
runways. This allowed a potentially unsafe condition to persist, as evidenced by our

? The Southwest Flow refers to an air traffic operation in which aircraft depart or arrive from the north
and head to the south, while other aircraft on an intersecting runway depart or arrive from the east
and head t the west. This operation is not unique to DTW.

3 Airport Surface Detection Equipment, Model X (ASDE-X), is 2 runway-safety tool that enables air
traffic controllers to detect potential runway conflicts by displaying, on controlier monitor screens,
the details of aircraft and vehicle movement on runways and taxiways,

U.8. Department of Transportation ~ Office of Inspector General
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finding of at least one controller operational error directly attributable to DTW’s non-
compliant operation of the Southwest Flow.*

We concluded that DTW’s non-compliance resulted from both factors inherent to the
configuration, and DTW management’s failure to provide controllers with proper
instruction on its safe operation. We further determined that, for two months during
this period, DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes knowingly allowed the
non-compliant operation to occur. Due to the adverse safety implications, DTW
applied interim corrective measures in October 2007, but ultimately discontinued the
Southwest Flow in March 2008 because the corrective measures could not assure
compliance with FAA Order 7110.65.°

Additionally, we concluded that DTW Manager Joseph Figliuolo and then-Staff
Manager Marcia Boliard provided wording for FAA’s September 2007 response to
Senator Levin that was, at a minimum, disingenuous. FAA sent a clarifying letter to
Senator Levin in April 2008—seven months later, and only after OSC referred
Mr. Sugent’s concerns for investigation. The US Attorney’s Office, Eastern District
of Michigan, declined to consider prosecution of this matter.

We have presented our findings and recommendations in this maiter to FAA’s Acting
Administrator. Our recommendations are detailed later in this report.

Allegation 1: DTW management operated an air traffic configuration known as the
“Southwest Flow” in a manner that was unsafe because it violated an applicable FAA
safety Order, and guidance provided to DTW controllers regarding this configuration

was confusing and inadequate.

Findings: DTW temporarily discontinued a critical segment of the Southwest Flow
operation in October 2007, after AOV and ATO’s Office of Safety Services (ATO-

* An “operational error” occurs when less than 90% of the minimum separation standard between two
o1 more aircraft, or between an aircraft and terrain/obstacles, is met. We determined that at teast one
operational error, which occurred on Qctober 17, 2007, was directly attributable to DTW's non-
compliant operation of the Southwest Flow, However, we were unable to determine whether
additional such operational errors occurred between May-October 2007 due to the unavailability of
radar data. Qur investigation was initiated afier DTW ceased operating the Southwest Flow, and all
relevant data had been destroyed in accordance with FAA’s 45-day radar data retention policy.

* In a subsequent OSC disclosure referral (OSC File No. DI-08-3157 and DI-08-2777), assigned to
our office in January 2009, Mr. Sugent, along with another complainant, reported that DTW
ranagement had, in effect, reinstated operation of the Southwest Flow on at least one day in
sumymer 2008, during which multiple operational errors occwred. We are separately investigating
this izsue.

U.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General
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Safety} conducted multiple audits and determined that the segment (known as the
“dependent operation”} was non-compliant with FAA Order 7110.65, Paragraph
3-9-8, which prescribes procedures for the safe operation of runways with intersecting
flight paths. In particular, DTW’s non-compliance with this Order stemmmed from
lack of adequate spacing between aircraft, as evidenced by at least one controller
operational error, occurring on October 17, 2007, directly attributable to DTW’s non-
compliant operation of the Southwest Flow. DTW ultimately discontinued the
Southwest Flow in March 2008 because the corrective measures could not assure
compliance with FAA Order 7110.65.

DTW management was first notified of its non-compliance with FAA Order 7110.65,
Paragraph 3-9-8, in August 2007, after the non-compliance was identified during an
AOV audit. A subsequent audit conducted by ATO-Safety in October 2007 also
identified non-compliance with the Order. We determined that while the non-
compliance occurred from approximately May 2007 to October 2007, DTW-
Operations Manager Kevin Grammes knowingly allowed the non-compliant operation
of the Southwest Flow to occur from August 2007 to October 2007.

Mr. Grammes, after being informed of DTW’s non-compliance in August 2007 by
AQV, failed to instruct Front Line Managers (FI.Ms) and controllers to properly
execute the Southwest Flow configuration in a manner which ensured compliance
with the Order. In fact, we determined that DTW management, on several occasions
from May 2007 to January 2008, presented controllers with inconsistent instructions
and inadequate guidance for properly executing the Southwest Flow. Although we
did not find evidence to suggest DTW Air Traffic Manager Joseph Figliuolo was
aware of DTW’s continued non-compliance, as the facility Manager, Mr. Figliuolo
bears ultimate responsibility for ensuring the facility conducts air traffic operations in
compliance with FAA Order 7110.65.

In addition to ultimately discontinuing the Southwest Flow in March 2008, because
the corrective measures could not assure compliance with FAA Order 7110.65, DTW
has taken steps to improve management-controller conununication by implementing a
new training program, and standardizing controller briefings. However, the
effectiveness of these program enhancements has not been evaluated by FAA
following implementation in mid-2008.

Recommendations: (a) Before DTW considers reinstating operation of the Southwest
Flow, it must consult with ATO’s Office of Ternunal Safety and Operations and AOV
to develop detailed procedures for the safe operation of this configuration; (b) ATO
conduct an audit into DTW’s newly-implemented - air traffic controller fraining
program to ensure that controllers are provided with thorough, consistent, and
uniform training; and (c) consider appropriate administrative action for DTW

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
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Manager Joseph Figliuolo and DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes based on
their failure to ensure that the Southwest Flow complied with FAA Order 7110.65,
and their failure to ensure that controllers received adequate training and guidance.

Allegation 2: FAA officials provided misleading information to Senator Carl Levin
in response to the Senator’s inquiry into the safety of the Southwest Flow.

Findings: By letter dated September 17, 2007, Barry Cooper, FAA’s Great Lakes
Regional Administrator, informed Senator Levin that AOV visited DTW in August
2007 to perform an audit of the Southwest Flow operation, and that “AOV did not
find this operation to be unsafe.” After OSC referred Mr. Sugent’s whistleblower
allegations to the Secretary in March 2008, Mr. Cooper sent Senator Levin a second
letter, dated April 235, 2008, clarifying his previous correspondence.

In his April 25, 2008, letter, Mr. Cooper advised Senator Levin that his previous letter
“was based on incomplete information,” and did not reflect information contained in
an audit report issued by AOV in September 2007. He further stated, “[a]s
documented by AOV, the Air Traffic Control facility at Detroit was, in fact, not
consistently compliant with a specific safety procedure when utilizing the [Southwest

Flow].”

During AOV’s August 2007 audit (which occurred prior to Mr. Cooper’s initial letter
to Senator Levin), AOV audit staff briefed DTW management that they had observed
instances of non-compliance with sections of FAA Order 7110.65 governing the
operation of air traffic on runways with intersecting flight paths. In our view,
Mr. Cooper’s initial characterization of AOV’s findings to Senator Levin was, at a
minimum, disingenuous. AQV’s audit found non-compliance with this FAA safety
Order, violations of which necessarily pose safety implications, Moreover, despite
having attended the AOV briefing in which they were informed that the facility was
non-compliant with this safety Order, Mr. Figliuolo and then-DTW Staff Manager
Marcia Boliard provided the information for Mr. Cooper’s response to Senator Levin,
omitting any reference to AOV’s finding of non-compliance with the Order.

We requested that the US Attorney’s Office (USAQ), Eastern District of Michigan,
consider criminal prosecution of anyone who provided the information contained in
Mr. Cooper’s letter to Senator Levin, on the basis that the information in the letter
was false, and thus a violation of 18 USC § 1001. However, on May 6, 2009, they
declined prosecution, indicating that the case did not have sufficient evidence to
conclude that the statements provided to Senator Levin were literally and deliberately

faise.
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Recommendations:  (a) Consider appropriate administrative action for DTW
Manager Joseph Figluolo and former DTW Staff Manager Marcia Boliard for
providing information for FAA’s initial response to Senator Levin that was, at a
minimum, disingenuous; and (b} the Acting Administrator apprise Senator Levin of
the disposition of actions at DTW pursuant to Mr. Sugent’s concerns and our findings
and recommendations.

Allegation_3: The “hold-short” lines on Taxiway Quebec, and as depicted on
controller monitor screens via ASDE-X, are insufficient for controllers to comply
with DTW guidance for directing traffic on this taxiway. In addition, language and
guidance contained in a DTW Notice and DTW’s Operating Manual for directing
traffic on Taxiway Quebec is contradictory, creating unnecessary confusion for
controilers.

Findings: The “hold-short” markings and signage on Taxiway Quebec are currently
at 750 feet on either side of the Runway 4R extended centerline. The DTW Operating
Manual, however, directs controllers to hold taffic short on Taxiway Quebec at 200
feet on either side of the extended centerline. Moreover, neither the DTW controliers
and managers we interviewed, nor the Airports Division personnel we contacted, were
able to definitively say whether one, the other, or both “hold-short” lines are currently -

required. '

We determined that differences in language contained in the “local control” chapter of
the Manual, but not included in the “ground control” chapter, are appropriate in light
of the different responsibilities of the two air traffic control tower positions.
However, a conforming change in language from “should” to *shall” is needed in the
ground control chapter to comport with the word “required” in that same chapter.

Recommendations: (a) Promptly determine the correct location for all “hold-short”
lines on Taxiway Quebec and ensure that painted lines and lighted signs are situated
correctly: (b) modify ASDE-X in accordance with the foregoing determinations;
(c) properly train controllers on “hold-short” requirements; and (d) DTW, with the
review and concurrence of ATO-Terminal’s Office of Terminal Safety and Operations
Support, revise Subchapter 5-7.b{11) of the ground control chapter of its Operating
Manual by changing language from “‘should” to “shall.”

Allegation 4: DTW management has not implemented necessary changes to written
guidance provided to controllers for segregating jet and propeller aircraft departures.

Findings: Exceptions to segregation guidance between jet and propeller aircraft
created confusion and constituted a potential safety issue until May 2008. We
determined that DTW resolved its procedural deficiencies by simplifying segregation

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
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procedures and eliminating the numerous exceptions that controllers had previously
found confusing. In August 2008, the new procedures were incorporated into a Letter
of Agreement (LOA) between DTW’s ATCT and Terminal Radar Approach Controt

(TRACON) facility.

Recommendation: AOV conduct a follow-up audit to ensure DTW has taken
sufficient action to correct the identified deficiencies.

Allegation 5: DTW controllers were unable to use an electronic communication
system when transmitting SID routes to aircraft traveling to several airports in Ohio.

Findings: We determined that if the electronic communication system fails, the
back-up procedure is for the clearance delivery controller to verbally provide the
routing information to any departing aircraft, just as DTW now does for aircraft
headed to the affected Ohio airports.

Additionally, DTW recently developed a procedure to ensure all departing aircraft,
including those traveling to the airports in Ohio at issue, receive SIDs utilizing the
electronic communication system. The proposed procedure is currently under review
with DTW management. (Mr. Sugent has reviewed and expressed satisfaction with

the proposed procedure. }

Methodology

To address to Mr. Sugent’s concerns, our investigation included a comprehensive
examination of DTW’s operation of the Southwest Flow. The OIG-led investigative
team included an OIG attorney-investigator and air traffic controllers and other
technical experts from AOV. Investigators from OIG and AOV conducted interviews
and reviewed records at DTW. We conducted 23 interviews in Detroit and

Washington, DC, including the following:

- Vincent Sugent, Complainant;

DTW Manager (and District Manager) Joseph Figliuolo III;

- DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes;

- Former DTW Staff Manager Marcia Boliard,

DTW Support Manager for Training and Quality Assurance Earl Grand;

- DTW’s five Front Line Managers (FLMs);

- Eleven DTW air traffic controllers; and

Two AQV Air Traffic Safety Inspectors who audited DTW’s operation of the
Southwest Flow in August 2007,

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
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We also reviewed numerous documents, including training records, memoranda,
letters, emails, manuals, and applicable FAA regulations and Orders. Additionally,
we reviewed findings and reports issued in prior FAA investigations and audits into
safety concerns arising from the Southwest Flow.

Findings in Detail

Finding 1: From approximately May 2007 to October 2007, DTW management
operated a critical segment of the ‘“‘Southwest Flow” configuration in non-
compliance with FAA safety Order 7110.65, thereby allowing a potentially unsafe
condition to persist. Moreover, from August 2007 to October 2007, the DIW
Operations Manager knowingly allowed the non-compliance to occur. Further,
DTW managers failed to provide FAA controllers with adequate instruction and
tfraining on the correct operation of this configuration.

We determined that while DTW had conducted the Southwest Flow on a routine basis
from approximately May 2007 until March 2008, it temporarily discontinued
operation of a critical segment of the Southwest Flow on October 17, 2007. Further,
DTW ceased the entire Southwest Flow configuration on March 23, 2008, in response
to multiple AOV and ATO-Safety audits in which inspectors voiced concern
regarding the potential safety risks posed by aircraft proximity (lack of adequate
spacing) and possible wake turbulence in the event of unplanned go-arounds. Prior
audits conducted by AOV and ATO-Safety in August 2007 and October 2007,
respectively, had identified a “safety compliance issue”; more specifically, that DTW
was non-compliant with FAA Order 7110.65, Paragraph 3-9-8, which establishes
procedures for the safe operation of runways with intersecting flight paths.

During AOV’s August 2007 audit and contemporaneous verbal briefing, DTW
management was informed that they were non-compliant with the FAA Order, and
were offered ways in which the facility could come into compliance, to include
increasing the spacing of arrivals. In response, to AOV’s briefing, we found that
DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes promptly conducted briefings with
several of the FLMs; however, he failed to provide instructions that ensured
compliance with FAA Order 7110.65, Paragraph 3-9-8. In fact, the evidence
demonstrates that Mr. Grammes failed to provide instructions differing from the
manner in which DTW had operated the Southwest Flow since May 2007, i.e., which
AQV found non-compliant. In response to our questions, Mr. Grammes told us it
would be inefficient for DTW to increase spacing between aircraft, stating that if
DTW increased the gap between aircraft arrivals from 4 to 6 miles to strictly comply
with Paragraph 3-9-8, “it’s not even advantageous for us to run this [configuration).”
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Mr. Figliuolo told us he was aware of AOV’s August 2007 non-compliance findings,
but was unaware that some controllers continued to operate the Southwest Flow in a
non-compliant manner subsequent to AOV’s August 2007 briefing. He told us if
controllers were briefed to perform in any manner less than strict adherence to the
Order, “[they were] briefed incorrectly.”

On October 15-17, 2007, ATO-Safety performed an internal audit of DTW, finding
that “[a] portion of [DTW’s] operational personnel, including the FLM’s [sic], do not
have an accurate understanding of the appropriate application of FAA Order 7110.65
paragraph 3-9-8." Therefore, DTW was still non-compliant with the Order two
months after AOV’s initial finding of non-compliance in August 2007, Significantly,
this was evidenced by at least one controller operational error, occurring on October
17, 2007, as observed by ATO-Safety during its audit, directly attributable 10 DTW’s
non-compliant operation of the Southwest Flow. When Mr. Figliuolo became aware
of the ATO-Safety audit findings, he directed Mr. Grammes to temporarily suspend
operation of the Southwest Flow, effective October 18, 2007.  Although
Mr. Grammes, in a November 7, 2007, memorandum, clarified that the “independent
operation” segment of the Southwest Flow could continue, the “dependent operation”
segment, which AOV and ATO-Safety found non-compliant, remained suspended.

We determined that on those occasions when managers offered controllers some
guidance, the managers generally briefed the controllers verbally, and provided
insufficient written instructions. As reflected in a follow-up AOV audit in March
2008, as well as information related to us during numerous interviews, considerable
controller confusion resulted due to incomplete or inaccurate briefings provided by
DTW managers. Controllers overwhelmingly told us that they were frustrated and
confused regarding the proper execution of the Southwest Flow,

In November 2007, in an effort to address the concerns of controllers and the findings
of AOV and ATO-Safety, DTW management drafted proposed guidance for
conducting both segments of the Southwest Flow (i.e., the independent and dependent
operations). The guidance, however, was never issued due to concerns that it would
not remedy the problem of non-compliance with FAA Order 7110.65.

As a result, DTW management did not take adequate corrective measures until
January 2008, when it clarified the proper operation of the Southwest Flow in Notice
7110.152 by incorporating a copy of Paragraph 3-9-8 in the Notice. AOV found the
Notice compliant with FAA Order 7110.65; however, during its follow-up audit in
March 2008, AOV found that FLMs and controllers remained confused. In particular,
AOYV found that controllers were presented four different sets of instructions on how
to conduct the Southwest Flow by several FI.Ms, resulting in varying understandings
of this configuration. Consequently, in March 2008, Mr. Figliuolo issued Notice

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
{Public availability to be determined under 3 U.S.C, 552)



10

7110.156, which superseded Notice 7110.152, directing the ATCT to cease operating
Southwest Flow in its entirety.

Further, to prevent misunderstandings, in May 2008, Mr. Figliuolo issued a formal
directive to subordinate managers to conduct face-to-face briefings with controllers
whenever guidance in writing is issued. In addition, new standardized classroom
training for operational personnel has been implemented.

Because DTW management was notified of their non-compliance with FAA Order
7110.65 in August 2007, we found that, from August 2007 until October 2007,
Mr. Grammes knowingly allowed the non-compliant operation of the Southwest Flow
and failed to provide direction that ensured compliance with the Order. Additionally,
as the DTW Air Traffic Manager, Mr. Figliuolo is ultimately responsible for ensuring
the safe operation of the Southwest Flow in compliance with FAA Order 7110.65.

Given the safety concerns, we are perplexed that it took DTW management
approximately five months from AOV's August 2007 audit to issue adequate
guidance to controllers mcorporating sufficient clarifying instructions for conducting
the Southwest Flow, and ten months to ensure controller understanding of operational
procedures and materials during face-to-face briefings.

Finding 2: DTW’s Manager and then-Staff Manager provided information for
FAA’s response to Senator Levin that was, at a minimum, disingenuous.

We reviewed Mr. Sugent’s concern that FAA provided misleading information to
Senator Carl Levin in a letter dated September 17, 2007. We found that in June 2007,
Mr. Sugent contacted Senator Carl Levin to express concern about the safety of the
Southwest Flow. In response, Senator Levin initiated an inquiry with FAA. Barry
Cooper, FAA Great Lakes Regional Administrator, responded to Senator Levin by
letter dated September 17, 2007. In the letter, Mr. Cooper stated that AQOV visited
DTW in August 2007 to perform an audit of the Southwest Flow, and that YAOV did
not find this operation to be unsafe.” The letter made no mention of AOV'’s finding
of non-compliance with an FAA safety Order, posing safety implications.

After OSC referred Mr. Sugent’s whistleblower allegations to the Secretary in March
2008, Mr. Cooper sent Senator Levin a clarifying letter, dated April 25, 2008. In the
clarifying letter, Mr. Cooper stated that his previous letter contained “incomplete
information” and did not reflect information contained in an internal safety report

issued by AOV,

Mr. Figliuolo told us that he and then-Staff Manager Marcia Boliard provided the
wording for Mr. Cooper’s September 17, 2007, letter to Senator Levin, stating AOV
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did not find DTW’s operation of the Southwest Flow unsafe. Mr. Figliuolo told us
that Ms. Boliard was responsible for including the assertion that AOV had not found
the Southwest Flow to be unsafe; he confirmed, however, that he approved the
miclusion of this statement. When interviewed, Ms. Boliard did not recall whether she
provided the wording in question, but she acknowledged that it may have originated
in correspondence she and Mr. Figliuolo sent to senior officials within FAA’s Central
Service Area for inclusion in the response to Senator Levin,

Mr. Figliuolo disagreed that the wording in Mr. Cooper’s September 17, 2007, letter
was misleading, maintaining that the Southwest Flow had not been “unsafe.” He
stated that at the time he provided Mr. Cooper with the wording for this letter, he had
not yet received a copy of AOV's August 2007 audit report. According to
Mr. Figlivolo, the AOV audit report was the first time DTW’s operation of the
Southwest Flow was deemed a “safety compliance issue.” Mr. Figliuolo asserted that
DTW management believed the statement in question to be accurate, based on the
information available to them at the time.

Kenneth Hartenstine, the AOV auditor who conducted the August 2007 audit and
subsequent briefing with DTW managers, including Mr. Figliuolo and Ms. Boliard,
considered Mr. Cooper’s September 17, 2007, letter to misrepresent AOV’s findings.
Mr. Hartenstine told us that while he did not expressly characterize the Southwest
Flow as “unsafe” when he briefed the DTW managers in Angust 2007, he clearly
informed them that he had directly observed instances of non-compliance with FAA
Order 7110.65, Paragraph 3-9-8, which governs the safe operation of this type of air
traffic configuration, and, thus for which non-compliance poses safety implications.

We requested that an Assistant U.S. Attorney (AUSA) from the USAQ, Eastern
District of Michigan consider criminal prosecution of Mr. Cooper, or anyone who
provided the information that was contained in Mr. Cooper’s letter, on the basis that
the information in the letter was false, and thus a violation of 18 USC § 1001. On
May 6, 2009, the AUSA declined to pursue prosecution of the case given that there
was insufficient evidence to conclude that the statements provided to Senator Levin

were literally and deliberately false.

In our view, FAA’s initial response to Senator Levin was, at a minimum,
disingenuous as FAA was obligated to provide Senator Levin a full and accurate
representation of AOV’s findings. Significantly, Mr. Figliuolo and Ms. Boliard were
verbally informed of DTW’s non-compliance with the FAA safety Order prior to
preparing FAA’s response to Senator Levin; therefore, they should have referenced
this key AOV finding in the September 17, 2007, response to Senator Levin.
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Finding 3: DTW’s procedural guidance for conducting traffic on Taxiway Quebec
is conflicting and confusing in certain areas.

In addition to his concerns regarding DTW’s operation of the Southwest Flow,
Mr. Sugent raised several concerns regarding DTW’s guidance for conducting air
traffic on Taxiway Quebec. Specifically, Mr. Sugent identified four principal issues
pertaining to guidance concerning Taxiway Quebec in the “local control” and “ground
control” chapters of the DTW Operating Manual: (a) “hold-short” lines on Taxiway
Quebec and the ASDE-X are insufficient, thereby preventing controllers from
properly directing traffic Taxiway Quebec; (b) DTW’s use of the word “should”
versus “shall” in Subchapter 5-7.b(11) of the “ground control” chapter of the Manual
is inconsistent with wording found elsewhere in the chapter; (¢) guidance set forth in
DTW Notice 7110.134 concerning Taxiway Quebec was fully incorporated into the
“local control” chapter but only partially incorporated into the “ground control”
chapter of the DTW Operating Manual; and (d) the Manual fails to properly delegate
control responsibility for aircraft on Taxiway Quebec.

To address Mr. Sugent’s concerns, we examined sections of DTW’s air traffic control
Operating Manual that pertain to directing traffic on Taxiway Quebec. His concerns
and our findings follow:

(a) Unclear “hold-short” requirements for aircraft on Taxiway Quebec

Mr. Sugent reported that even though the DTW Operating Manual requires controllers
to hold traffic on Taxiway Quebec short at 200 feet from either side of the Runway
4R extended centerline, the “hold-short” signs and painted lines are instead located
750 feet from either side of the extended centerline. Mr. Sugent further reported that
both the 200 and 750-foot marks appear on the ASDE-X display on controller monitor
screens in the Tower. Mr. Sugent contended that the lack of signage at the 200-foot
mark on Taxiway Quebec itself, as well as both the 200 and 750-foot marks appearing
on the ASDE-X, prevent controllers from complying with the Operating Manual’s
requirements concerning Taxiway Quebec.

We found that Taxiway Quebec has painted lines and adjacent signs demarcating a
“hold-short” area 750 feet from either side of the extended centerline of Runway 4R.
There are, however, no corresponding lines or signs for the 200-foot mark.

We determined that DTW management implemented DTW Notice 7110.134,
effective February I, 2007, which prescribed new procedures for the operation of
Taxiway Quebec, requiring controliers to keep Taxiway Quebec clear of aircraft (or
“held short™) at 200 feet on either side of Runway 4R’s extended centerline. The
requirements provided in the Notice have been incorporated in Subchapter 5-7.b(11)
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of the “ground control” chapter of DTW’s Operating Manual. This 200-foot “hold-
short” requirement is separate from the 750-foot “hold-short” mark, established
pursuant to a 1999 airspace study, which prohibits aircraft with a tail-height over 65
feet from taxiing through the runway approach area while aircraft depart from and
arrive on Runway 4R.

In issuing DTW Notice 7110.134, and incorporating its language into the facility’s
Operating Manual, DTW established the 200-foot wide “hold-short” area to ensure
that atrcraft using Taxiway Quebec do not obstruct the ability of inbound aircraft to
observe landing lights on Runway 4R when they approach from the south. However,
DTW cannot add corresponding signage or “hold-short” lines without the approval of
the Airports Division, which is responsible for ensuring signage and markings on an
airport surface meet national standards.

Despite our numerous conversations with ATCT and Airports Division Office
personnel, it is unclear whether either, or both, the 200-foot or 750-foot “hold-short”
requirements are in effect at DTW. We found that controller confusion has been
heightened by the fact that both “hold-short” marks are displayed on controller
monitor screens via ASDE-X,

(b} Use of the word “should” versus “shall” in the ground control chapter

We agree with Mr. Sugent’s recommendation that in the “ground control” chapter of
DTW’s Operating Manual, the word “should” be replaced with “shall”, to be
consistent with the word “required” in the first sentence of Subchapter 5-7.b(11) of

the ground control chapter.

{c) Differences between the “ground control” and “local control” chapters

Mr. Sugent raised concern that some language from DTW Notice 7110.134, which
contains restrictions for using Taxiway Quebec, was more comprehensively
incorporated into the “ground control” chapter of the DTW Operating Manual than it
was in the “local control” chapter of the Manual.

We determined that the disparity between wording contained in the “local control”
chapter of the manual and that included in the “ground control” chapter is appropriate
in light of the different responsibilities of the two positions.

(d) Area of contro] responsibility

According to Subchapter 5.7b(11) of the DTW Operating Manual, under certain
visibility conditions, an aircraft that must “hold-short” on Taxiway Quebec while
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another aircraft overflies the taxiway to arrive on Runway 4R, is the responsibility of
ground control. Mr. Sugent contended, however, that the aircraft on Taxiway Quebec
should either be the responsibility of local control, or that ground control should seek
permission from local control before moving the aircraft through the Taxiway’s hold-
shott area.

We found that aircraft on taxiways are typically the responsibility of ground control,
and we did not identify any enhancement in safety or operational efficiency that
would result from requiring DTW to assign local control the responsibility of
controlling aircraft on Taxiway Quebec. Further, we found that DTW’s Operating
Manual is sufficiently clear that aircraft on Taxiway Quebec are the responsibility of
ground control. Therefore, we did not substantiate this concern.

Finding 4: Exceptions to segregation guidance for jet and propeller aircraft
created confusion and constituted a potential safety issue until May 2008.

Two Fi.Ms and all ten controllers we interviewed concurred with Mr. Sugent’s
contention that the confusion created by numerous exceptions to segregation guidance
constituted a potential safety issue. Mr. Sugent stated that, between approximately
November 2007 and May 2008, controllers committed at least eight operational
deviations,6 which he believed could be attributed, at least in part, to the confusing
nature of the separation guidance. Given the number of operational deviations that
occurred, we concluded that prior to correction, this matter constituted a potential

safety issue.

We found that some of these ten controllers had raised concerns about the confusing
segregation guidance to DTW management several years earlier, before Mr. Figlinolo
and Mr. Grammes assumed their current positions; however, management did not take
action to address the segregation issue until January 2008. In January 2008, DTW
management implemented a policy to change the color of the ink used on the flight
strip’ assigned to each flight within the ATCT. According to Mr. Sugent and other
confrollers, however, this measure did not fully resolve the problem, leading
management to search for an alternate solution.

¢ An “operational deviation” occurs when an aircraft in airspace controlled by one air traffic controlier
encroaches upon, or flies into, airspace assigned to another controller without proper coordination.

7 The flight progress strip is a strip of paper, approximately 1” x 8” in size, on which refevant air
traffic information is printed, such as an aircraft’s cali sign, type, altitude, and heading.
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To clarify the matter and eliminate confusion, DTW management implemented trial
corrective measures in May 2008 that simplified the segregation procedures and
eliminated the numerous exceptions that controllers had previously found to be
confusing. The measures were incorporated into a LOA between DTW’s ATCT and
TRACON on August 15, 2008. We reviewed these measures, concluding they are
sufficient to resolve the concerns.

Finding 5: In the absence of an electronic communication system, DTW
controllers have adequate means to provide routing information to aircraft headed

to Ohio airports.

During interviews, Mr. Sugent expressed concern about the inability of controllers at
DTW 1o use an electronic communication system when providing routing information
to aircraft traveling to several airports in Ohio, subsequent to a regional airspace
reconfiguration in June 2006, Pursuant to the reconfiguration, DTW was no longer
able to electronically provide SID routes to aircraft traveling to certain airports in

Ohio.

Specifically, the controller handling clearance delivery within the DTW ATCT
typically sends the SID (which contains information such as vector, altitude, and
departure frequency) via an electronic system that displays the SID on a screen in the
outbound aircraft’s cockpit.® Since the reconfiguration, however, SIDs have not been
programmed for certain airports in Ohio. Consequently, the clearance delivery
controller at DTW must instead verbally provide the information to the pilot, who
then repeats the information back to the controller.

According to Mr. Sugent and several other controllers, this constitutes a safety issue
because incorrect information could be provided by the controller or recorded by the
pilot. Mr. Figliuolo, Mr. Grammes, and the FLMs disagreed, however, contending
this 18 a workload issue rather than a safety issue.

We did not find evidence that this condition poses a safety issue, as we determined
that if the electromc communication system fails, the standard, FAA-approved
(system-wide} back-up procedure is for the clearance delivery controller to verbally
provide the routing information to any departing aircraft, just as DTW now does for
aircraft heading to the affected Ohio airports.

¥ The specific SID provided to an aircraft depends on the runway from which it departs and its next
destination. Among other things, the SID provides the aircraft with a safe route for departing the
atrport, as well as the waypoints to the air corridor in which it will ravel.
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Moreover, DTW staff recently developed a procedure to ensure all departing aircraft,
including those traveling to the airports in Ohio at issue, receive SIDs utilizing the
electronic communication system. This proposed procedure is currently under review
with DTW management. (Mr. Sugent has reviewed and expressed his satisfaction
with the proposed procedure.) '

Recommendations

The results of our investigation into Mr, Sugent’s concerns show the need for FAA to
take a number of corrective actions to assure that the safety of air traffic control
operations at DTW is maintained. Such corrective actions include the need to improve
management-controller communication, ensure future compliance with FAA safety
Orders and other directives, and minimize the potential for safety risks at DTW.
Accordingly, as formalized in an April 3, 2009, memorandum to FAA’s Acting
Administrator, we recommended the following to FAA:

1. {(a) Before DTW considers reinstating operation of the Southwest Flow, it must
consult with ATO’s Office of Terminal Safety and Operations and AOV to
develop detailed procedures for the safe operation of this configuration;
(b) ATO conduct an audit into DTW’s air traffic controller training program to
ensure that controllers are provided with thorough, consistent, and uniform
training regarding proper air traffic procedures pertaining to mtersecting runways;
and (c) consider appropriate administrative action for DTW Manager Joseph
Figliuolo and DTW Operations Manager Kevin Grammes based on their failure to
ensure that the Southwest Flow complied with FAA Order 7110.65 (regarding the
safe operation of runways with intersecting flight paths), and their failure to ensure
that controllers received adequate training and guidance.

2. {(a) Consider appropriate administrative action for DTW Manager Joseph Figluolo
and former DTW Staff Manager Marcia Boliard for providing information for
FAA’s initial response to Senator Levin that was, at a minimum, disingenuous;
and (b) the Acting Administrator apprise Senator Levin of the disposition.of
actions at DTW pursuant to Mr. Sugent’s concerns and our findings and

recommendations.

3. (a) Promptly determine the correct location for all “hold-short” lines on Taxiway
(Quebec and ensure that painted lines and lighted signs are situated correctly,
(b) modify ASDE-X in accordance with the foregoing determinations;
{c) properly train controllers on “hold-short” requirements; and {d) DTW, with the
review and concurrence of ATO-Terminal’s Office of Terminal Safety and

- Operations Support, revise Subchapter 5-7.b(11) of the ground conirol chapter of
its Operating Manual by changing wording from “should” to *‘shall.”
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4. Require that AOV conduct a follow-up audit to ensure that DTW's corrective
measures regarding segregation of outbound jet and propeller aircraft are still being
properly trained and implemented, and are sufficient to remedy the safety concerns
previously identified by AOV.

If I can answer any questions or be of further assistance, please contact me at
(202) 366-1959, or David Dobbs, Deputy Inspector General, at (202) 366-6767.

Attachments
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OIG Investigation #109700021SINV
TRACON Management at Detroit Wane County Metropolitan Airport

(DI-08-3138)

ATTACHMENT 2

FAA Air Traffic Safety Oversight (AOV) Audit of Intersecting
Runways and Nonintersecting Runways. (Note: This audit report
included information related to several airports, including Detroit.

Thus, the audit report was redacted to exclude information
pertinent to airports other than Detroit.



Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date 0T 1 20
To: lo, Acting Vice President, Safety Services, AJS-0

Tohnson, Vice President, Terminal Services, AJT-0
From: " Ferrante. Ijirector, Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service, AOV-1

Joseph Teixeira. Manager, Air Traffic Operations Oversight Division,
Ext. 7-8169

Subject: Audit Report, Intersecting Runways and Nonintersecting Runways

Preparcd by:

The Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) conducted an audit of the Air Traffic
Organization (ATO) to determine compliance with FAA orders and separation standards when
utilizing intersecting runways or nonintersecting runways whose flight paths intersect.

AQV audited 5 of the 17 Operational Evolution Partnership (OEP) aifpm‘ts with intersecting
runway/flight path operations. The audit team focused on three specific areas: operational,
procedural, and training as it pertains to the requirements of intersecting and nonintersecting

ranways.

As a result of this audit, a specific safety compliance issue was identified. The following safety
compliance issue will be resolved through the AOV Compliance Process in accordance with FAA
Order 8000.86. Air Traffic Safety Oversight Compliance Process. This issue requires a formal
response within 10 working days from receipt of this memorandum. The formal response should
include a comprehensive plan on how ATO will address this issue.

(1) Compliance Issue Number COMP-FY(7-07:

On August 14, 2007, the audit team found Detroit Airport Traffic Control Tower (DTW) to be
noncompliant with FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Control, Paragraph 3-9-8 and (b), which
requires to separate a departing aircraft from an aircraft using an intersecting runway or
nonintersecting runways when the flight paths intersect, by ensuring that the arrival aircraft is
clear of the landing runway, completed the landing roll, and will hold short of the intersection,
passed the intersection, or has crossed over the departure runway, This issue was briefed to the
facility during the audit and reported to ATO Safety on August 29, 2007,

Specifically at DTW, the audit team observed that aircraft A was departing one runway while
aircraft B was crossing the landing threshold of a nonintersecting runway that crossed aircraft



A’s flight path. No control instructions were given to aircraft B (the landing aireraft) to
ensure separation from aireraft A. It is important to note that DTW does not use Land and
Hold Short procedures. Also the audit team reviewed local directive DTW 7110.9A, dated
6/8/06, paragraph 6-9, which addresses runways 27L and 21R operation and found that it does
not clearly state that this operation must be used dependently, nor does it give specific

instructions for rejected landings.

The following audit findings have been identified and noted in the audit report. These findings will
be tracked and resolved through the AOV Audit Process. and require a response from ATO by

November 13, 2007.

Focus Area 2: Procedure

(1} Fifty percent of those facilities that utilize Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSO} did
not meet the full requirements of FAA Order 7110.118, Land and Hold Short Operations.
The noncompliant facilities did not have a letter of agreement with the user signatories nor
did they have a list readily available to controllers.

Focus Arga 3: Training

(1) Forty percent of the audit facilities” did not indicate specific briefing items were done
verbally as required by FAA Order 7210.3, Facility Operation and Administration. The
noncompliant facilities produced an electronic mail from their service unit providing an
interpretation, that is in contradicts to FAA Order 7210.3 Paragraph 2~2—11 which states in
part that “shall ensure that facility air traffic personnel are verbally briefed on changes”.
The interpretation explained that only major changes to the orders needed to be verbally
briefed. The interpretation went on to clarify that any notice changes, disseminated as
General Notices (GENOTS), as well as other changes to procedural directives did not have

to be verbally briefed.

ce:  Director, Safety Investigations and Evaluations, AJS-3
Director. Special Projects, AJS-8



AIR TRAFFIC SAFETY OVERSIGHT SERVICE
Audit Report

Approval: Date: 9 ;?"3/0’7

Director, Alr Traffi Safety Oversight Service, AQV-1



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At the request.of the Administrator, the Air Traffic Safety Oversight Serviee (AOV) conducted a
comprehensive audit of Operational Evolution Partnership {(OEP) airports with intersecting
runway/tiight path operations,

AUV conducted an audit that began August 13; 2007, and ended August 29, 2007, The objective
of the audit was to determine Air Traffic Organization’s (ATO) compliance with FAA orders and
separation standards when utilizing intersecting runways or nonintersecting runways whose
flight paths intersect. The andit team identitied 17 of the 35 OEP airports utilized this type of
operation. From the 17 identified airports, the following Airport Traffic Control Towers (ATCT)
were used as a representative sample for this andit; Detroit (DTW),

During the audit, the AQV audit team used standard auditing techniques and developed specific
audit checklists, and they performed operational observations and interviewed AT( management
personnel. The audif team focused on three specific areas. :

* Focus Area 1: Operation
Includes: Interseeting Runway/Flight Path Separation (arrivals and departures), Wake
Turbulence Separation, and Visual Separation procedures while conducting approaches fo
Intersecting. Runways/Flight Paths,

#  Fogus Area 2: Procedure
Includes; Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSO)

= Focus Area 3: Training
The audit team found the following:

Tweaty percent of the audited facitities were found to be noncompliant with FAA Order
7110.65, Air'Trafiic Control, Paragraph 3-9-8 u and b. Specifically, the audit team observed
aireraft were taking off from one runway while other aircraft were crossing the landing threshold
of a nonintersecting runway whose flight path crossed the departure’s runway. There wereno
control instructions given to the {anding aircrafi 1o ensuse they would hold short of, turn clear of,
or cross through the intersection of the rolling departure.

Forty percent of the facilities audited use Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSQ). Fifty
percent of those faciities that utilize LAHSO did not meet the full requirements of FAA

Order 7110.118, Land and Hold Short Operations. The specific requirement found in
noncompliance was subparagraph 11(a)(5) that requires & Letter of Agreement be signed by
those parties specified in subparagraph 13(b)(1). The subparagraph identifies the airport user
representatives as one of the parties. In addition to the above, subparagraph 13 b4 requires that a
list of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) parts 121, 125, 129 and 135 operators, anthorized to
participate in LAHSO at the airport be readily available for controllers” reference. prior to
operational use.of LAHSO procedures. The noncomphant ficilities did not have a lettet of
agreement with the user signatories nor did they have a list readily available to controllers,
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One hundred percent of the audited facilities presented the auditors.with Read and Initial (R & T)
forms 1o verify their operational personnel were briefed onchanges and notices pertaining to
intersecting runway/flight path operations. However, forty percent of the audited facilities’ R &
I forms did not indicate that the briefings were done verbally as required by FAA Order 7210.3.
It was noted that one of the noncompliant facilities produced an electronic mail from their °
service unit that provided an interpretation, which is in contradiction to FAA Order 72103
paragraph 2—2-11 that states “shall ensure that facility air traffic personnel are verbaily briefed
on changes™. The interpretation explained that only major changes to the orders needed to be.
verbally briefed. The interpretation went on {o clarify that any notice changes, disseminated as
General Notices (GENOTS), as well as other changes lo procedural directives did not have to be
verbally briefed.

Additionally, the following ebservations were made:

ADT-FY-07-010 Paged of 11



INTRODUCTION

Background

From 2006 1 2007, The Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) identified seven
incidents involving intersecting runways or nonintersecting runways whose flight paths
intersect. As a result of these incidents, AOV issued & Lettér of Investigation to the Air
Traffic Organization (ATO) regarding

Methodology

AQV used standard auditing techniques and developed specific audit checklists for this
audit. The AOV audit team performed operational observations and interviewed ATO
management personnel during the audit. The audit team focused on three different areas,
Those areas were:

= Tocus Area 1; Operation
Includes: Intersecting Runway/Flight Path Separation {arrivals and departures),
Wake Turbulence Separation, Visnal Separation procedures while conducting
approaches to Intersecting Runways/Flight Paths, and Simultaneons Converging
Instrument Approaches {SCIA).

s Focus Avea 21 Procedure
Intludes: Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSO)

= Focus Area3: Training

Scape and Obiective

The Air Ttaffic Safety Oversight Service {AQV) conducted an audit to determine the Air
Traffic Organization’s (ATO) compliance with FAA orders and separation standards
when utilizing intersecting runways or nonintersecting runways whose flight paths
intersect.

The on-site portion of the audit was conducted at the following facilities:
Audit Dates: Audit Locations:

August 13-14 Detroit ATCT (DTW)

ADT-FY-07-010 Page 4 of 11



il.

The audit team verified ATO's compliance with requirements in the following Federal
Aviation Adminigiration {FAA) orders:

FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Control

.
»  Paragraph 3-9-8, Intersecting Runway Separation
s Paragraph 3-10-4, Intersecting Runway Separation
= Change 3, paragraph 3-10-4, Intersecting Runway Separation
= Chapter 7 section 2, Visual Separation
¥ TAA Order 31204, Air Traffic Technical Ttaining
» Paragraph 2-12, Proficiency Training and Supplemental Training
» FAA Order 7210.3, Facility Operations and Administration
®  Paragraph 2-2-11, Personnel Briefings Regarding Order Changes
» FAA Order 7110.98, Simultanecus Converging Insirument Approaches (SCIA)
» FAA Order 7110.118, Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSO)
AUDIT RESULTS

This section summarizes the main findings of the audit. It addresses those findings of
noncompliance that require a response from the ATO and provides a surmmnary of the
audit results. :

Focus Area 1: Operation

a.

Description

The audit team concentrated on two types of runway configurations: intersecting
runwiays and nonintersecting runways with intersecting flight paths. The separation
requirements as stated in FAA Order 7110.65 are the same for both configurations.
The requirement does not allow an interseeting operation until air traffic control can
assure that only one aireraft will be at-the intersection at a time, This assurance can
be pbtained by having an aireraft hold short of the intersection, turh off the runway
prior to the.intersection; or cross through and clear the intersection before the other
aircraft commences-its operation.

Facilities utilizing intersecting runways/flight paths, in addition to standard separation
tules, are required to comply with the requirements of FAA Order 7110.65 for wake
turbuience separation. :

Afrcrafl may be separated by visnal means, a8 provided in FAA Order 7110.65
Chapter 7 Section 2, when other approved separation is assured before and after the
application of visual separation.
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Facilities meeting the requirements contained in FAA Order 7110,98, Simultaneous
Converging Instrument Approaches (SCIA), may operate converging approaches
when weather conditions prechude visual approaches.

h, Methodology

An interview with facility Air Traffic Management identified the existence and
location of written procedures for the audited subjects. The andit team reviewed
Standard Operation Procedure (SOP) directives as well as local facility orders and
notices. The audif team then verified application of those procedures by observing
tower operations.

¢ Requirements
7 FAA Qrder 71163, Alr Traffic Control
3~0-8 INTERSECTING RUNWAY SEPARATION

Separate departing aiveraft from an aiveraft using an infersecting runway, or

nonintersecting runways when the flight paths intersect, by ensuring that the

departure does not begin takeoff roll until one of the following exists:

a. The preceding aircraft has departed and passed the intersection, has crossed
the depariure runway, or is turning to avert any conflict.

b. A preceding arriving aircraft is ¢lear of the landing runway, completed the
landing rol! and will hold short of the intersection, passed the intersection, or
has crossed over the departure runway,

Additional requirements:

» FAA QOrder 7T110.65, Alr Teaffic Control:
*  Paragrapi 3-9-8, ¢, dand &
s Paragraph 3-10-4, cand d
#  Chapter 7, section 2 paragraph 7-2-1, Zand 3 e.

# FAA Order 7110.98, Simultaneous Converging Mstrument Approaches (SCIA):
¥ Paragraph 8 ¢ and d(3)
g Paragraph § {1,2,3 and 4)
v Paragraph 9
= Paragraph 10
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d. Findings

(1) The audit team found twenty percent (1 out of 5} of the audited facilities in
noncompliance with FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Control, paragraph 3-9-§,
Intersecting Runway Separation requirement. Specifically, the audit team

Fig | observed at one facility that aireraft A was

departing one runway while aircraft B was

g crossing the landing threshold of'a
o fionintersecting runway that crossed aircraft A's
. =&« flight path. No control instructions werg given
to aircrafl B (the landing aircraft) to ensure that
it would hold short of, turn clear of, or cross
through the intersection of aircraft A’s (the departing aircraft’s) flight path, (See
Fig 1}, This scetiario was observed with three sets-of aircraft.

e, CObservations

Focus Area 2: Procedural

a. Description

Land and Hold Short Operations (LAHSO) may be used for separating aircraft
operating on intersecting runways/flight paths. LAHSO procedures allow aircraft to
tand with a restriction to hold short of the Intersecting runway/flight path used by
another aircraft, The audit team focused on the facility’s use of LASHQ, the creation
of a locel LAHSO directive and training in the use these procedures,

b. Methodology

The audit team verified with the air traffic management that the facility uses TAHSO.
For those facilities that use LAHSO the audit tearm reviewed the locally writien
directives, In addition, the andit team reviewed FAA Form 3210-1 to verify
compliance with the training requirements. The team also visually observed the
operation in the tower.
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¢. Requirements
» FAA Order 7110.65 Air Traffic Procedures Paragraph 3-10-4, b

b, USA/USAF/USN NOT APPLICABLE™ An aircraft may be authorized to
takeoff from one runway while another aiveraft lands simultaneously on an
intersecting funway or an aireraft lands on one runway while another aireraft
lands simultaneously on an intersecting runway, or an aireraft lands to hold
short of an intersecting taxiway or some other predetermined point such as an
approach/departure flight path using procedures specified in the current
LAHSO directive, The procedure shall be approved by the air traffic manager
and be i accordance with a facility directive.

#  Additional requirements were found in FAA Order 7116118, Land and Hold
Shert Operations

d. Findings

(1Y LAHSO is utilized at 2 of the 5 audited facilities; and of which one facility did not
meet the full requirements of FAA Order 7110.118, Land and Hold Shont
Operations. The specific reguirement found in noncompliance was subparagraph
1H{a)(3) that requires a Letter of Agreement be signed by those parties specified
in subparagraph 13b1. The subparagraph identifies airport user representatives as
one of the parties. In addition to the above, subparagraph 13 b4 requires a list of
FAR parts 121, 125, 129 and 135 operators authorized to participate in LAHSO at
the airport. This list shall be readily available for controllers’ use prior to
operational use of LAHSQ. The noncompliant facilities did not have a letter of
agreement with the user signatories nor did they have a list available to
controllers.

¢. Observations
No¢ observations in this area

Focus Area 3: Training

a. Description

Changes to FAA Order 7110.65, FAA Order 7210.3 and other procedural orders
affecting the operations of a system are generated through GENOTS. notices,
memorandums and change orders. Thoss changes, as mandated by FAA Order
7210.3 and FAA Order 3120.4, require cach operational person to-receive a verbal
briefing on the subject matter prior to assuming an operational position, The audit
team reviewed changes that were pertinent (0 the intersecting runway/flight path
operation and verilied compliance with the above sited references,
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h. Methodology

The audit team verified, with facility management, that training on each notice had
been accomplished. In addition, the audit team reviewed FAA Form 3120.1 to verify
tompliance with the training requirements.

¢, Requirements

.

» FAA Order 3120.4 Air Traffic Technical Training Paragraph 2-12 (3) and
paragraph ¢

2-12. PROFICIENCY TRAINING (Refresher, Supplemental, Skill
Enhancement, Remedial).

(3} All proficiency training shall be documented in the employee’s FAA Form
3120-1.
¢. Supplemental Training, Operational personne! shali complete
supplemenial training prior to the vtilization of new/revised
procedures, regulations, or equipment.

» FAA Order 7210.3 Facility Operation And Administration Paragraph 2-2-11
2-2-11. PERSONNEL BRIEFINGS REGARDING ORDER CHANGES

Air traffic managers shall ensure that facility air traffic personnel are verbally
briefed on changes to FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Contral, FAA Order
7210.3, Facility Operation and Administration, and FAA Order 7110.10,
Flight Services, and other appropriate directives, that have
eperational/procedural significance.

# The Foliowing Changes 10 orders and Notices were reviewed:

FAA Order 7110.65 Air Traffic Control Change 3

FAA Order 7210.3 Facility Operation And Administration Change 3
Notiee N JO7110.456 Tax! into Position and Held

Notice N JO7110.465 Definition of “Directly Behind”

Notice N.JO7110.473 Takeoff Clearance

FAA Order 3120.4 Air Traffic Technical Training

8 =2 ® w o& w

d. Findings

(1y All audited facilities presented the auditors with Read and Initial (R & 1} forms to
verify operationa! personnel were briefed on the above listed items. However,
two of the audited facility’s R & I forms did not indicate whether the briefings
were done verbally as required by FAA Order 7210.3. It was noted that one of
the noncompliant facilities produced an electronic mail from their service unit that
provided an interpretation, which is in contradiction to FAA Order 7210.3
paragraph 2211 that states “shall ensure that facility air traftfic personnel are
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verbally briefed on changes”. The interpretation explained that only major

changes to the orders needed to be verbally briefed. The interpretation went on to

clarifv that any notice changes, disseminated as General Notices (GENOTS), as

well as other changes to procedural directives did not have to be verbally briefed,
e, Observations

No observations in this atea,
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APPENDIX A:

Audit Team Members:

Ken Hartenstine Team Leader

Joe Mantello Team Member
Felicia Mclntyre Team Member
Caszandra James Team Member
Joshua Armstrong  Team Member
Robin Holmes Team Member
Danielle Adamg Team Member

APPENDIX B:

Audit Requirements Checklst — see attachment
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OIG Investigation #109Z00021 SINV
TRACON Management at Detroit Wane County Metropolitan Airport
(DI-08-3138)

ATTACHMENT 3

AOV memorandum related to the March 24, 2008, unscheduled
follow-up audit of Detroit's Air Traffic Control Tower Southwest

Fiow Configuration.



Dase: APR 7 208

To: Tony Mello, Acting Vice President, Safety Services, AIS-0
D. Byuce Johnson, Vice President, Terminal Services, AJT-0
From: ony Ferrante, Director, Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service, AOV-]
Prepared by:  Joseph Teixeira, Manager, Alr Traffic Operations Oversight Division, AOV-100,
Ext. 7-8169

Subject: Follow-up to Letter of Investigation, Safety Compliance Issue, COMP-FY{7-07,
Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower Southwest Flow Configuration

R ——_—_—

The Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) conducted an audit on August 13-29, 2007, to
determine Air Traffic Organization (ATO) compliance with the separation requirements for
* intersecting ronways or non intersecting runways whose fight paths Intersact.

The audit team found the Detroit Tower Air Traffic Control Tower {DTW) noncompliant
(southwest flow configuration — arriving runway 27L while departing runway 21R) with FAA
Order 7110.65 Air Traffic Corntrol, paragraph 3-9-8, which requires air fraffic control to sepatate a
departing aircraft from an aircraft using an intersecting runway or nonintersecting runway when
the flight paths intersect, by ensuring a preceding arriving aircraft is clear of the landing runway,
completed the landing roll and will hold short of the intersection, passed the intersection or has
crossed over the departure runway.

On October 1, 2007, AQV issued a Letter of Investigation (L.O!) on safety compliance issue
COMP-FY07-07, which identified the procedures used during DTW the southwest flow
configuration as noncompliant with FAA Order 7110.65, paragraph 3-9-8.

In response to our LOI, ATO Safety Services conducted an independent investigation at DTW on
Ocetober 15-17, 2007. On October 24, 2007, ATO suspended the operations at DTW for the
southwest flow configuration. On November 21, 2007, ATO issved Notice DTW N7110.151,
which established “dependant” procedures for arriving runway 271, while departing runway 21R.
The Notice also addressed the “independent” procedures for arriving runway 271 while departing
runway 22L. AQV was informed that all personnel at DTW were briefed on the change in
procedures. On January 25, 2008, DTW issued revised Notice, DTW N 7110.152 that added

missed approach and go-around requirements. AOV was again informed that all personnel at
DTW were briefed on the change in procedures.



On March 24, 2008, AQV conducted an unscheduled follow-up andit at DTW to determine
sompliance with findihgs from the audit conducted on August 13-29, 2007, The andit team
conducted interviews with management personnel, as well as reviewed training documentation on
the changes to procedures for the southwest flow configuration,

The audit tsam found the following issues:

1)  The andit team found no objective evidence that all DT'W personnel received training
on the changes to procedures for the southwest flow configuration.

2.} Although DTW managerment personuel assured AOV the southwest flow
configuration would be suspended until procedures were developed and DTW
personnel eppropriately trained, the audit team found evidence that the operation was
still being conducted. The audit team was informed that the DTW Air Traffic
Manager permitted Front Line Managers to resume the operation when operational
necessity warranted, The audit team obtained 2 memorandum from the operations
manager to all DTW personnel, deted November 7, 2007, informing them of such.
The audit team found 2 oceasions when DTW personnel were operating the southwest
flow configuration. On October 17, 2007, operational error (DTW-T-07E-003)
oceurred while on the configuration, On December 16, 2007, the southwest flow
configuration was in operation during portions of the day. This was documentedina
memorandum, dated January 24, 2007, in response t0 an Administrator’s Hotline
Inquiry regarding the operation.

3.) Interviews with DTW management revealed inconsistencies in the proper application
of FAA Order 7110.63, paragraph 3-9-8.

The ATO has informed AOV that contractor support has recently been retained to ensure training
is condueted for all DTW persenuel on the applicable requirements and procedures associated
with DTW N 7110.152. ATO has assured AQV that this action will provide standardization and
cornsistency to the training,

AOV requests the ATO forward all training material, including but not limited to, the training
plan, training timelines, and briefing packages developed that will be used to train DTW
personnel. Additionally, AOV requests written notification and ebjective evidence when the
training is completed for all DTW personnel. '

Please respond within 10 working days from receipt of this memorandum on the current status of
the DTW operation and scheduled training dates,

ce:  Hank Krakowski, Chief Operating Officer
Director, Safety Investigations and Evaluations, AJ8-3
Director, Special Projects, AJS-8



OIG Investigation #109Z00021SINV
TRACON Management at Detroit Wane County Metropolitan Airport
(DI-08-3138)

ATTACHMENT 4

Safety Investigations and Evaluations memorandum dated
October 19, 2007, responding to AOV's Letter of Investigation.
On-site investigation conducted October 15 - 17, 2007,



Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: QOctober 22, 2007
To: Ton te, Director, Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service
From: ony Mello, Acting Vice President, Safety Services

Prepared by:  Jim Fossey, Director, Safety Services Special Projects

Subject: Response to Audit of Intersecting Runways and Nonintersecting Runways,
Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW) Safety Findings
Ref: AOV audit report, dated Oct, 1, 2007

Safety Services forwards the Final Report from our investigative team that was sent to Detroit
Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW) in response to your recent Audit Report regarding
Intersecting Runways and Nonintersecting Runways. Because our findings tend to confirm the
eartier findings from your audit team, we are seeking a timely review of the operations at DTW,
and appropriate changes to the operations when DTW is using the Southwest flow from Runways

21R and 27L.

We have requested that Terminal Services respond to your Audit Report, and the recommendations
contained in our investigative report. Briefings to the COO and the Vice President of Terminal
Services were conducted on Oct. 19, 2007 regarding this matter, We will forward any operational
changes, training accomplishments, and other safety mmgatlons to your office as we become aware

of them.

Because of the workload and background of this matter, the investigative team was led by Special
Projects. Please contact Jimn Fossey if you have further questions regarding this matter.

Atch: Safety Services final report from recent site visit; dated Oct. 19, 2007

cc: Vice President, Terminal Services
Director, Terminal Services Safety & Operations Support

e



Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: October 19, 2007
To: James Bedgw, Acting Director, Safety Investigations and Evaluations
From: M:ch, Safety Investigations '

Prepared by:  Peter Trapp, Safety Services Staff

Subject: Final Report, Intersecting Runways and Nonintersecting Runways,
Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Traffic Control Tower (DTW)

Background.

On October 1, 2007, Air Traffic Organization office of Safety Services (ATO-S) received a
Letter of Investigation (LOI) from the Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) regarding
issues identified during a compliance audit of FAA orders and separation standards when
utilizing intersecting runways or nonintersecting runways whose flight paths intersect (FAA
Order 7110.63, paragraph 3-9-8b.). Specifically, the LOI stated that DTW Air Traffic Control
Tower (ATCT) was noncompliant with the referenced paragraph when utilizing Runways 271
and 21R, Runways 271 and 21R do not intersect, but the flight paths of aircraft utilizing these
runways intersect. The audit found that an aircraft departed Runway 21R while another aircraft
was crossing the landing threshold of Runway 27L, and that no control instructions were given to
the landing aircraft to ensure separation from the Runway 21R departure. The audit also stated
that DTW ATCT does not utilize Land and Hold Short (LAHSO) procedures. The AOV audit
team also reviewed local directive DTW 7110.9A, Detroit Metro Tower Standard Operating
Procedures, which addresses the Runways 21R/27L operation, and found that it does not clearly

. state that this operation must be used dependently, nor does it provide specific instructions for
balked landings.

Summary.

An investigation was conducted ait DTW ATCT on October 15-17, 2007 as a result of issues
identified in a LOI from AQV. The investigation was conducted by a team from ATO-S led by
Jeffrey Rich, and included Brenda Stallard and Michael McFadyen. The team reviewed
documentation related to the issue, conducted interviews, reviewed automated replay data
National Offload Program (NOP) Continucus Data Recording (CDR) and observed the operation
from the tower cab. Terminal Services (ATO-T) and AOV were invited to participate and
monitor this investigation, respectfully. Neither office was able to send representatives.

Facility personnel provided an in briefing to the team regarding the current operation at DTW,
Runway 21L is closed for construction, and will reopen on or about November 21, 2007.



Facility personnel indicated that when Runway 2L reopens, the facility will return to a
configuration which utilizes Runways 21R and 22L for departures, and Runways 21L and 22R
for arrivals. The facility confirmed that the Runway 21R departure/Runway 27L configuration
could be utilized when weather conditions favor the operation, but the facility is restricted to
using this configuration no more than 6% of the time as written in the environmental Record of

Decision.

The team reviewed order DTW 7110.9A, Detroit Metro Tower Standard Operating Procedures,
paragraph 6-9, Runways 21R/27L Operations, and found that it did not provide explicit guidance
for the issuance of instructions for aircraft on a missed approach. The paragraph provided basic
weather minima and local operational requirements for conducting the operation, but did not
provide guidance that would be more restrictive than that in FAA Order 7110.65. The team
noted that compliance with FAA Order 7110.65 paragraph 3-9-8 dictates that the operation is
conducted as a dependent operation.

The facility requirements for this runway configuration are: “Tower-visibility of 4 miles or
greater, ceiling of 2000 (feet) or greater.” The revised weather minimums ensure that visual
separation can be provided in-lien of radar separation for arrivals and departures.

A review of the order also revealed a discrepancy between a pen-and-ink change of the ceiling
requirement and notice DTW N7110.139, which revised the weather minima required to conduct
the operation. The facility manager was briefed on this discrepancy on October 16, 2007.

Observations.

The team observed tower cab operations on October 15, 2007 from 1815-2015 Coordinated
Universal Time (UTC) while the airport was in the Runway 21R/27L configuration. The
following positions were in use at the time of the observation: Local Control Northwest
{combined with Local Control Southwest); Local Control Northeast {combined with Local
Control Southeast); Ground Control northeast (combined with Ground Control Southeast);
Ground Control Northwest; Ground Control Southwest; Flight Data; Clearance Delivery; Traffic
Management Coordinator; and the Front Line Manager (FI.M) position,

Traffic for Runways 21R and 27L were controlled by one controller (Local Control Northeast
position) as required by paragraph 6-9a.(1) of order DTW 7110.9A, Detroit Metro Tower
Standard Operating Procedures, Weather minima at the time of the operation exceeded the
minima required by order DTW 7110.9A paragraph 6-9a.(2), ‘

Arrivals to Runway 27L were spaced approximately 4-5 miles in trail and departures from
Runway 21R were sequenced between the Runway 27L arrivals. The team observed that the
controllers appropriately and correctly applied the separation standards required by FAA Order
7110.65, paragraph 3-9-8(b). .

The team continued monitoring the operation from 1625-1725 UTC on October 16, 2007, and
observed noncompliance with 7110.65 paragraph 3-9-8. Specifically, some aircraft departing
Runway 21R were issued a take-off clearance while arrival ajrcraft to Runway 271 were
completing the landing roll. The arrival aircraft, after landing and decelerating, were not clear of
the landing runway, were not instructed to hold short of any intersection, and had not passed the



flightpath intersection. It was apparent to ATO-S personnel! that the local controller withheld
takeoff clearance to the Runway 21R departure until the Runway 27L arrival had completed its
landing and was decelerating on the runway, thus ensuring that the arrival aircraft had not

executed a balked landing.

ATOQ-8 personnel noted that the distance from the departure end of Runway 21R to the centerline
of Runway 27L is approximately 3700 feet; the distance to parallel taxiway T is 3000 feet; and
the distance to parallel taxiway J is 2600 feet. Aircraft operating on Runway 27L remain clear of
the Runway 2IR safety area (RSA) and the obstacle free zone (OFZ). ATO-S personnel noted
that while it is not permissible to depart an aircraft on Runway 21R until the arrival aircraft to
Runway 27L has landed, decelerated, and is at taxi speed, it is permissible for an aircraft to
depart Runway 21R while aircraft are taxiing on Taxiway T or J (parallel and closer to the
departing aircraft).

The facility was briefed on the noncompliance issue on October 16, 2007. During the briefing,
the facility indicated that strict compliance with paragraph 3-9-8 would result in a reduced arrival
and departure rate as operational personnel modified their control actions, Discussions with
facility management, ATO-S investigators and the Director of Special Projects, AJS-8, revealed
that the technical non-compliance with the paragraph presented no more of an operational safety
risk than that of an aircraft departing Runway 21R while an aircraft was taxiing on inner parallel
taxiways T or J; thus, the facility was not instructed to modify the operation. ATO-5
investigators believe that requiring the facility to maintain strict compliance with the paragraph
3-9-8 would not provide any added safety benefit so long as the arrival aircraft has fully landed

and bepgun to fransition to taxi.

ATO-S personnel continued to monitor the operation on October 17, 2007 from 1750-1900 UTC.
During this monitor time, it was observed that the Local Control Northeast controlier did not
comply with paragraph 3-9-8. The controller was observed issuing takeoff clearances to aircraft
departing Runway 21R while aircraft were on short final, landing or completing the landing roll
out on Runway 27L. During the monitor session, the controller was relieved at approximately
1830 UTC. The relieving controller, after receiving a relief briefing, was also observed to issue
takeoff clearances while aircraft were arriving Runway 27L in the same manner as the previous
controller, The FLM on duty in the tower cab was seated in the tower cab, was not monitoring
the operation, and did not intervene in the operation.

The acting facility manager was briefed on the ATO-S observations of the operation at
approximately 1845 UTC. The acting manager contacted the FLM in the tower and gave clear
direction to have the Local Controller “hit the gap,” meaning the'Runway 21R departures would
be sequenced between the Runway 27L arrivals. The FLM was also instructed to monitor the
Runway 21R/27L operation very closely. The acting manager and ATO-S personnel then
attempted to review Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS) data to confirm the
observations, but Technical Operations personnel were unable to replay the data because of an
automation issue. Technical Operations personnel stated that the data would be available to

review on October 18, 2007.

ATO-S personnel and the acting manager reviewed NOP CDR data to validate the ATO-S
observations. The replay did not depict a definitive loss of separation because of radar



limitations, but the replay provided enough information to warrant an investigation using
AMASS data. The acting manager stated that the data review would take place on October 18,
2007 and that any reportable incidents would be properly investigatéed.

The acting manager contacted the Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) Operations
Manager {OM) at approximately 2000 UTC and explained the issue regarding the departures on
Runway 21R. The acting manager then instructed the TRACON OM 1o increase the spacing on
the Runway 271 final approach course from four to five miles to allow the Local Control
Northeast controller more spacing for Runway 21R departures, The acting manager then
contacted the FL.M and emphasized that the operation was to be conducted in strict accordance
with paragraph 3-9-8. .

Actions Taken,

The facility was briefed by the AQV audit team during the week of August 14, 2007 regarding
potential compliance issues with FAA Order 7110.65 paragraph 3-9-8. In response to the AOV
finding, the facility developed a verbal briefing package on August 21, 2007 for all personnel
regarding the affected operation and related separation standards; the briefings were completed
by September 1, 2007.

The verbal briefing to alt operational personnel covered the following areas:
1. The Runways 21R/27L operation is a dependent operation
2. FAA Order 7110.65, paragraphs 3-9-8 and 3-10-4 requirements
3.  Weather minima required for the operation

4. Visual separation is the responsibility of the locai controller until radar separation can
be applied between a departure aircraft and an aircraft on a balked landing

5. Considerations regarding initial headings assigned to a Runway 271, missed approach

6. A “go or no-go” point to consider when issuing a take-off clearance for a Runway 21R
departure when traffic is on final approach for Runway 27L.

The facility is in the process revising order DTW 7710.9A, paragraph 6-9 and 6-10. The
proposed changes include language that provide more explicit guidance and information
regatding the Runway 21R/271. operation and balked landings on Runway 27L. The revision
also indicates that the operation is dependent. The facility offered to forward the changes to
ATO-S after consulting with tower personnel.

Conclusions:

Several operational personnel were observed to conduct operations to Runway 21R/27L contrary
to the requirements of FAA Order 7110.65 paragraph 3-9-8.



At least one FLM did not intervene in the operation when the incorrect application of the
requirements of paragraph 3-9-8 was observed.

A portion of the operational personnel, including FLM’s, do niot have an accurate understanding
of the appropriate application of FAA Order 7110.65 paragraph 3-9-8.

The facility briefing that took place after the AOV audit was a verbal face-to-face briefing did
not include copies of paragraph 3-9-8 or paragraph 6-9 of Order DTW 7110.9A, which
potentially contributed to the non-standardized operation of the Runways 21R/27L operation.

Recommendations;

The DTW Operations Manager and FLM’s review the correct application of paragraph 3-9-8 and
the requirements of DTW SOP paragraph 6-9 including copies of the specific paragraphs for all

operational personnel to review within 14 days.

When necessary, DTW TRACON should provide appropriate spacing to Runway 27L arrivals to
allow the proper application of paragraph 3-9-8 effective immediately.

ATO-S conducts a follow-up review and monitors the operations at DTW during the next 30
days.

ATO-T revises FAA Order 7110.65, paragraphs 3-9-8 and 3-10-4, to permit the issuance of a
takeoff clearance to a departure aircraft after ensuring that an arrival to a non-intersecting
runway has not executed a balked landing,

Atch: DTW airfield diagram
DTW 7110.9A standard operating procedures (paragraphs 6-9 & 6-10 only)
DTW N7110.139 change to standard operating procedures for Runway 21R/27L
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06/08/06 DTW 7110.9A CHG 2

b. For authorlzation to cross an active runway, state the word "CROSS" foliowed by the
designator and the intersection /point of ¢rossing.

¢. Red strips containing each runway deslgnator shall by used as *memory joggers” for active
runway crossings as follows: '

(1)  When approval is given for Ground Controf to cross or enter an active runway, place
the red strip of the runway refinquished in the active column of the Local Control pedium.

(2}  Rernove the red strip from the active column when Ground Controd reports clear of the
runway. .

6-6. UTILIZING A RUNWAY NOT DESIGNATED AS ACTIVE

a. Coordinate with all Ground Controllers and the other Local Controller, prior to
landing/departing on a runway not designated as active,

b, Advise all affected positions when an operation on a runway not designated as active Is
complete,

6-7. MEMORY JOGGERS

a. The following memory joggers are used at DTW Tower and shall be placed on the
controllers podium for the dencted purpose:

(1) RED- denotes runway crossings.

{2) ORANGE- denoles runway closures,

{3} YELLOW- denotes a departure release.

(4) GREEN- denotes assignment of departure airspacs.

{5) BLUE- denotes “Taxi Into Position and Hold” {TIPH) clearance.
68, REDUCED SEPARATION ON FINAL

Raduced separation on final is authorized, per FAAQ 7110.65 par. 5-5-4g, for runways 214, 38 and 22L
only.

§-8, RUNWAY'S 21R/27L OPERATIONS
a. Procedures for departing Runway 21R, Arriving Runway 27L are:

(1) Traffic for RY's 21R and 270 shall be worked by one controller at either LNE or LSE
position, and on one frequency.

(2} The following weather criteria shali exist

{a) Wind Parameters - Wind direction shall be from 190 degrees clockwise to 350
dagrees or a wind component of less than & knots,

{b) Minimums ~ Visibility of 4 miles or greater, ceilings of 3000 or greater.

{3) The local controlier should consider aircraft performance and characteristics, when a
potential conflict exists with RY 270 arrivals executing a missed approach.

{.ocal Control 83
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6-10. MISSED APPROACH AND GO-AROUND REQUIREMENTS

The Local Controller shall hand-off or modify the STARS data block to the appropriate Departure
Cortrolier's position and verbally coordinate.

SECTION 2. ARRIVAL INFORMATION

6-11. ARRIVAL INSTRUCTIONS

a. Local Control shall perform the following procedures prior to assuming controd of approach
sequenced arrival aircraft:

(1) Scan scratch pad information to correlate the type approach and runway assignment
for each arrival. .

(2) Ensure arrival aircraft are “quick looked" to the tower CTRD and that full data blocks
are displayed.

NOTE: When the STARS or Tower CTRD displays are out of setvice, ensure inbound information is
obtainad from the Cab Coordinator.

{3)  When transfer of communications Is completed, Local Control shall confirm the radar
identification of each arrival by posilion correlation, or If necessary, by “ident* method,

b. Local Control assumes control of arrdving aircraft sequenced by approach controf:
(1}  Parallel Dependent ILS approaches({Staggered) - at the final approach fix (FAF)
(2)  Visual Approaches - from the final approach fix (FAF).
{3} Simultaneous Independent ILS Approachas-Dual{Simultaneous) - one mile finai.

¢. The TRACON shall ensure aircraft are transferred to the Tower prior to the FAF and aircraft
are:

(1) Atcompatible airspeeds.
(2) Provided appropriate longitudinal separation.

NOTE: Appropriate spacing for aircraft éstablished on adjacent localizers for parafie! dependent ILS
approaches is:

(a) 21 L & 22R - 2NM
{b) 21L & 22L - 2NM
{c) 22L 8 22R —1.5NM
(d) 4L & 3R — 2NM

{e) 4R & 3R — 2NM

(f) 4L & 4R - 1.5NM

6-4 Local Control



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION DTW N7110.139
DETROIT METRC ATCT '

~ NOTICE

Cancellation Date: 2/11/08

SUBJ: RUNWAY’S 21R/271, OPERATIONS

1. PURPOSE, The purpose of this notice is to add new weather criteria for Runway 21R/Z7L
Operations in the DTW 7110.9, Standard Operating Procedures.

2. DISTRIBUTION, Centra! Terminal Service Area, Support Manager, DTW Tower, and
Facility Files,

3. ACTION. Operations Managers shall ensure all air traffic control personnel are briefed on this
procedure prior to working on operational position.

4. EFFECTIVE DATE, February 11, 2007
5. PROCEDURE. The following weather criteria shall exist:
(a) Wind Parameters ~ In conformance with appendix 3 (pg A-3-4).

(b) Minimums ~ Tower visibility of 4 miles or greater, ceilings of 2000 or greater.

Joseph Figliuolo 01
Air Traffic Manager
Detroit Metro ATCT

pistribution; Tower, Facility Files, AGL 530 Initiated By: DTW-4



OIG Investigation #109Z00021SINV
TRACON Management at Detroit Wane County Metropolitan Airport
(DI-08-3138)

ATTACHMENT 5

Central Service Area Safety Assurance Group Operational
Evaluation Team's Quality Control Review report of the Detroit
Metro TRACO. The on-site review was conducted February 18-
20, 2009.
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&émm@stmﬂaﬁ
. Memm*andum
Date: . . _
o Ten 305eph Fighuolo D:stﬂc: Manager Moiown D:smcr
o o ’ ‘- »"',,._,»t.. {f’(-:wm
. Frony Nancy B. Drrector iermma Uperahons (‘emmi Tcrmmai Sarvwe A:ea

'Prjt;pared-by, . Dorothy M Davis, Taam Manager Central Service Area -
-Subjeci-. Deétroit Metro TRACGN_Quah%y Comro_! Rev:ew{QCR_)Rehﬁri" i

. The Cemral Semce Area (CSA} Safety Assmance Group Operauonar Evaiuauon Team (SAG)
' has compieied B Quahly C‘omroi Review {Q{’R) of the operation at Detroit Metro TRA(‘ON
D21} -The review was congducted in response to aﬂegmions ra;sed about operational safeny
being mmpmmsaé at the facmty “The on-site portion of the review was mnducted
Febmary 18—2{1 2009 mtached isd copy of the QCR Report ' o

By April 4, 2009 wimm youf plan for addressmg, and reso!vang the 1ssues :dem:f' ed m the
‘report. The plan should be sibmitred to me thmugh the SAG.. All actions in the pian must S
| identify a specific date for oomp!ettoa and & management control thar will ensire the issue doss .
- . not resurface. Aﬂer the pian s approvw prowde a momhty s{alus updale m me. thmugh the -
SAG o

The SAG w;ii conduct on-gomg foiiow—up 16 venfy stions ldenuf’ ed in the plan are ei’fecmvely KR

S addrcssmg the targeted concerns To this end, each quarter the SAG will conduct a follow-up
" review to assess pmgress “These reviews will include an ‘audit of:he momhly rando audits -~

;conducted by the f‘ac:hiy They will also mc!udearandom audu af Quahty As:surance Revsews S
{QAR) mmated at the facuizty o PR Y

j ,'i encourage you 1o wmacz t‘he CSA Operatscms Suppan Gfﬁup ( OSG} k}r resouz-ces and then‘
- agsistance with obzamm!, rmerpretatzons andfor mnducnng, the review of D21's airspace: and
- procedures [ also want to remind you that resources are available at the service center to mppon :
+ your efforts o a.ddress she safety culmre 1 ain 'also avaﬂab!e to su;}port you in ahm eﬁ‘ons

' -'ijyou have any quesnons, or would l:i-.e addumnal mf‘ormatmﬁ pleasc coritact Do_rothy M

= - Davis, Tesm Manager CSA Operanonal E»atuatmn Team az (81‘?} 222~5553

- Aﬁﬁchsﬁ'ent



Detroit Metro TRACON Quality Contro] Review Report
Cemra Sérvice Center, Safety Assurance Group, Operations Evaluation Team
February 10-20, 2009

- INTRODUCTION
-Gn Y‘ebruary 10, I?.UG‘) at thi request of this (.entral Servide Area’s (L‘%A} Director Icrmmal o
© Operations, the Safety Assurasice (rroup (SAG) mmaled a Quahty Coutrol Rewew (QC R) of tht.
Detroit Metro TRACON(D21) operation. The review is in response 10 alicbauon.», misedbya
- member of D21 s management tean, The issues raised cover a period as far bick as, 3002 and
refale o eperat;onaf safety being comprdmrscd The QCR has been wmim-t«.d 10 gyscsh ehc
. vahdity of lhc operauenai snfely tssuzs raised.-

A I 4] Tcrmmat Opcranom wore notified of‘ thei mstsauon c! 1he rcwev. by the (“%A Terminal
- Divector of Operations, A’ 10 Safety authorized events identified during the revivw o be

- reported as System cvents: i.e. AJSHRY- (I-I}*{)Q-LID!RXXX The [acility s covered uuder !‘A() "

7210669 Air Traffic Safety Acnon Prugram {ATSAP} rherel‘ore cvents mdenuf“ ed mli be
N pmcessed axccordmgiv ' ,

' SC&PE _ _
i“hx. CBA SAG Quaiz:y Conlrol Rewew asse&wd the Ioiiowmg at- Dctron Meéiro l' RACUN

e Sa{'ci> Culture around ev ént repomng,
R TN ﬂectwencsq ui‘ Qua!u) Assuraﬁce Program Overs:bhl

e iCemphancc with Staudard ngcranng, Pmcedures {bOP} aud Lettem of A;,regmmt {I ()A}
' chmremcnh . e e -

e ':_f\dr:quacy of 1}22 sAsrspaLe Dcs:gn '
e a ‘Vahdazwn af Runwm Occupam.v “ime iez* Runv.a\ 4R!22L

o METHODOLOGY |

. On Fcbmar} 18-20; "009 lhc CSCSAG Operauons Evaiuannn Icam conductr.:d an. un—mte visit
to galher information and review data. The air traffic manager. quality assurance manager, 2.
aperations managers. | immvh ne mignager (F1L.M). 1 centified prof‘cs:,ional coniroller {( PCY and

CINATCA rcpresenmnvcs wire interviewed, The NATCA reprosentatives. FLM and CPC
B requr.stz:d 10 meet with the tzam. The NATCA represemazwes provided letrers smm mcnly-ugl it
I)"l empioyees i‘he majoruy of ihﬁse mdmduais are current cmp{oyccs hul mme are feired.

ﬁ:c Lcam reviewed D"} ‘% Saietv Msumnw Order’ ‘Sunda:d Opemnng chcduras and other-
tocal documents. Avaﬁabahz} of radar and voice data for specific tvents idéntified in the
.' af!e;,atxons WAS Itmued dug 1o agency ‘docunseny and data’ setention requirements,’ Howm (HEEN _
BRE m W wais conducwd of radar and vmcc data from thx, 45 dugs pr:or tothe feant’sy ISII Rudar .



I'he majority of the events identified during our review involve boundary or jetter of agrecmen
violations. Considerable discussion 100k place with interviewees about these eveiits and rules
mivolved. ltwas sharcd several times how difficult it is for contmiiers 1o tell f aireraft are boss
than 1.5 NM fmm the baundar) As it was stated by an OM, ™ There is good i.ha.a!mg, and there
s bad cheating... apps.ars to refleet culivral nons arouiid event repcmug The leans dods not
jbehcve the reporting culture has been: created by controllers. It appnars manag,ema.nz has gm,n' '
its tacit approvai of the eperauons as observed.

HH Dtccmhgr 7008. lhc {acility way covored umicr the Air TrafTic Sal‘ex;’ Acuou Pro;_,ram =
{ATSAPY. {he team believes & shifl will take place inthe repnnmg cuhum At D”! a8 the
_pmbram miatures and becomes msmuhunah?cd .

5! Qaaltty Assumnce ngmm Oversight -
' 'Thc fac:my 5 Safécy A,ssurance Progmm d:recnw. DTW?"IO SGA as wrmcn. ﬂppn.am iV b:. m

‘ compixam:e with I'AA Ordir 7210,56; z’m- Trat‘ﬁc Quahty Aasuranct. requsremems for the
-+ handling, pfﬂﬂﬁSSlné, !rackmg and foliaw—up on Quiality. Assurance Reévicws (QAR ) and Random
“ Monihly Audits.’ lhconsistencies weie found in'the f'ac:ht} $'daily logs. Imai QAR Forms, and
'dam wmmncd in ihe facﬂny s QAR Tracking Sy:,tem o

- i'ar the ATC system 10 be ef‘fcciwt: it is ussentmI 1hat all syStum dehmencm b zdcnniwd and
' corrcmed ‘Serious systenr deficiencies may be involved in air wafiic incidenty that fall oumdg. of
the definitions and corrective procedures for OF/QD's. QAR pmwdc an oppoﬂurnaty for the -~
_ -rdenuncarmn. m\fcsugatmn. and resoiunan throut,h corrécnw {ramm;, s of xuch dt‘:r u::ncws. o

A QAR Loggmg ic team Tov :ﬁwed i)’?l § ['AA !-orm 7730—4 I'Jml) ] ngs, fur zhc -'!-a-r Lo ¥
o _daw heg,tmung, Decembcr 28. 2008 thru ¥ “shrisany 10, 2009, The !ua,s contnined 55 Q cmm.s
- Howas unc!ear in many instancés what, if any, actions wen. taken 1o nestigate cwms : S
' Numcmus flems indicated "QAR Imuatcd" followed shorily aftcrwards by -“QAR Cosicluded
“Attimes. ~“ATC services normal or routine with no performance defici cieiicies” was e %i
appeared. "peraunal ohservation™ of comrol!:,r pcrf'onnancc by OMIC s, FLMIC s, ur( s way,
the sole method uscd to investigate events, h was also unciem' tf & Feiiovs ~up- M{ew \\ax B

- o canducted by the Q‘k offu,e.

B QAR Locaﬂ ?urm and Foﬂsw-up ch i:} "Q“ chiries shoun on the dax!y lags onh

e ‘cnmamed S'events thai uerc docums.mcd using the facility” sQuahq Asgurance Review borm. .
DTWILI0-6 {Appendl.\ 2. The criterion for the OM” sAELMSICIC s dedision tousé the form s

' undear ihe form dxd nm conmm :mimcuons that cnver how i sbould bn: wmplcu,d 'ﬂw S

' 'As an emmple @ QAR comamed zhc taﬁowmg Evcnt Summaw and Conchsron

_ Evem Sﬂmmary' 'ﬂ( AS RA Losy of separaiion D 15437, Ajfer reviey mg the np!m' wargers.
diddn't merge - Towaver, ﬁom my observations of f!:e sifuation ard the repluy.-ihe conrolfer -

“etiher didn’t thivk MES was a factor o ihe dicht 7 see rire .00 inboiind. A frer a disvission’ mh’r '

e empmyee $hut elelss 1 see MES @) -6.000 until sepuiation becunie an 1ssue Ste ffwn quﬁ
zunun It he!p mmgaw the c:r:.ums:anc:.s Nu A unher muon taf\en -

Lk



Cdn‘e'iu's'ion‘-' ““No Confroller deficiencies identified. ™

The dacumem did not contain an awetdft call-sign of type. event descnpuon. reason for the

TCAS RA- Loss of . separauan. or informiation about the closest. proximity. There wis alsona
controller actibn ‘or any other facts prowdl.d about the event. It wias rioted that an FAA Farm
802011, Incident chort was vompleted for the event, However: there was to md:cauun onthe

QAR or facility’s FAA Form 7210- 4 of the action.

o QAR Tracking & Trend Anaﬂysls- D21's Safety Assurance Programy directivi :.imes
- “The Qualily Asswrance Deparinient will assist as needed and irack the QAR's and 'suppomn*f
o ducumcmauon ‘The facahty s QAR Trackmg Log for Jnnuary Iy 009 (hirt Februar) 2.2009.
iwas reviewed.- The report cummncd &0 events Jor the tinie penod It showed | Pmmmuy' i“vem
being lilod: however: ATO-§ was unable to locate ' copy.: OF the 60 events, 1hese were 10 1hai
e captured on'a AR Foim. Only two of the fornis noicd comrolier defi ielencies. nfaet
“Not relau,d to Lhe mc:dcm wis: noted cn one of the Form*: itt the section for dei‘ czenu;:s

Of the r}O avems Eeg,g.}.d 49 events Tndicated’ Persanai (}bscrvmmn WS the methcd of - _
:memgmwn ‘It was not clear what analysis ot {ollow-up was conducted by the QA Depanmcm .
for the events. A fequest was itvade for a copy of the Technical Training Repon that should be™
prepared for the ATM covering raining ass:bned 1hroug._,h the 1 ‘cchrical Training Dnsgu%mn '

o pmcess. ‘but 'was fiot prov;ded

- 8. ‘Random Msnﬁﬂy Audﬁs:. The teani- rcv:cwed radar data retained in «.on;unumn vntl
~the’ prwr 12 months® Randnm ‘Alidits, The feam reqtz::ste:d voice data assogiated with. l.:

e opérations’ that eccurred prior 1o November 208, The voice data had not been rcaamcd
o I'heretore it wuld nm be descnmned :f reqmramemg wen: rnet Eor the l3 npcratmns

Qe of thr: evems appeared w0 mvolw: app!scauen oi‘ wsuai separauon beiw&.ﬂ two dxrcrnﬁ 'i'?u, T
~other events, involved applicaiion for visual approaches while on a South Flow Conisguranon t
: appcared aircralt were being wrned on 10 the final approach course welt friside 4.0 NMof the
Tunway . The DIUDTW Leuer oft A},rc;men! requ:res the ﬁﬂr]} wrn on to he coordmmcd \Mlh

o the lowf:r

S ,-_h should bc no(ed in November 2008 AlS idemiﬁcd faclhuca Wcre nm :;avm;__ \mce data \\ﬂh
e radar data reviewed for Monthly Random Audits. T‘ha. fac:iu} oW saves both vador aisd

i voice data for Random Mamhiy Audits.

.!H. Szax&darﬂ Gperatwg Pracedures {SOP} and Lester of Agreement (LOA) Reqmremem-: -

ok appeat:-. that D”I g S{}? does nm cans&atamiy wmply mth ru;uzremems sc: fnrih i i AN

T Order 7110.85. Air Traffic (‘cmmﬁ and FAA Order ?"30 3. i‘ac:lny Opuatwna and

: Admlmstmtmn.

' A. SGP Requaremems. The tac:!zty $ S0P c.omams "9 l’rcnarrangcd Caardmat;un

. ?mc.edums (PACP). Radar data for several days. when D21 wais‘operating on the Nortl Hou _

~ Configuration was revicwed. Numerous departuré aircraft were obsérved not meeting ator o
‘above altitude restrictions agsodiaied with PACP. A;mfaiz were alw obseu ed inthe dcparlun, R

A -wmdors bul less than L5 NI\I from sector haundarrc: .



Voice data was rcwewcd but did not contain coordination for pomt-mtts on the traffic. Thery:
imay have been an agrecment beiween controllers "o watch ahd miss” each other's traﬂ;c.
However. the voice data also did nov ¢ontain such coordmancn or was unavaz}ab

B. LOA Reqwremems: it ope:auonai devnatwua were reported during this QCR ‘%c\era!
- ovents involved aircraft bcmg vectored to the final approach course within 4 NM of 1hc darpurl‘ .
- Thie DTWID2E LOA establishes the requitement, Correct apphc.auon of the tequirement his
‘been debated in the facility for years. Clearly ¢ 0pposing views exist ahout the nicaning und -
intent. Yet. no action has been taken to nhtam an ofﬁczal interpretation fromt ATO»[ or remuw B
‘thc requirement from the LOA. _ .

A »ecand sétaf issues involve satellite a:rpw; operanons One involves reqmrcmcni for misséd
apnmach procedures at Troy Airport (VLL). The published approach and missed approach
procedure are both off of the Pontiac VOR (PTK}. Two questions were raised. “Docs the missed
upproach for VLL conllics with the operation at PTK dirpﬂﬂ" And. “What néads o be prmech,d e
- if a missed approach is execuied ar VLL?" There appears to be & long standimyg debaie in the
fauht} about whéther aiy altémate missed approach pmccdure is required to be publubhed e
‘order 1o be issued, However, o action appears o hdve beon taken io obzam c!nnﬁcauon or :

mzerprezazmns

o E"he mdxvxdua! rmsmb, the al!eg,atmns that aré herem bem;, rcwmcd hais ited adcimundl tssues,
The facitity appears 1o have had open debate about them. but has not obtained Lfﬂﬁ“t(ﬂi(ﬂb oF
e mturpremmm from the appmprsale office. T full st is altm:hed ahd will bc gwen to- ﬂu. ¢ \( o
: ()puamms Support (;roup for follow-np with the mc:hzy . o

S A2 Adequacy D21 Airspace Design

Da1s ‘Alrspace does naz appcar 10 bc desrgned o erisure. mavemem of tmt‘ﬁc ﬂmvs H

" through the Detroit Metro Airspace withowt comiollers being burdcn with mmpk,tmg, addmon.si

- coordination with each other. The proxifmity of tmf“ﬁc flows 1o séctor boundaries appcars' 10

- routinely require contvollers 1o make mishtiple potit-outs oF énter into “special agrccmcms with
- each other to ensure compl:mma with FA:‘: Ordcr 711065, Coordmmmn of use of‘ mrspage

i _f'requu'ements

e A;,am the f‘ac:lny has at Ieasr 29 PACE in pldce 73 mmgate coordination asmcmled W uﬁ pmm» o
puits Tor established traffic flows. Individuals mterwcmd indicate chanu.a Ar&‘ in pmg_.rcsa ﬁmt :

i _'mvniw,s adding an addnmnni PACP.
e V ‘v’ahdatmn of Ruxm uy Occupancy Tlme fcr -%R!zzi,

| '.--'_';Gn Fcbruary "4 '?(}U9 lhc team n:qucsu,d 8 copy of the documenmlmn for. D"I sTY. "008
- 4R/A2L Runway Ocetipancy Time (ROT) documentation. On March 3, 2009, a!ter compieim;_.
©.an extensive search, the facﬂﬂy advised the documenxslmn could nol b !bund T

i} he air {raﬁ' te mauag,u took 1mmcdmtc action 10 suspend the use oi lhe n,duced scparalmn
requirement for the 4R/22L. Gpa,rauon The operation will remain suspcnded umil awaverage
- 4R/22L ROT is validated based on new data,. The f)‘a‘ wathic mandgemcm ol‘hccr is gathermb

i date complete the- validation process.

L7 T
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| Mmiinisétrtaﬁm | o
- Memmandum
Date:” _
. "1‘-;:': ~ Nangy B. Kort. Director Termmai Oparauons, Ceniral Terminal Service  Ares MK
. 'Frém: Hzﬁd P Medm& Group Manager Cen!rai Semce Arca '
B -‘Pjrr.:pmfed by Domthy M Dawe Team Managcr Cemmi Saemce Arca _
S Subjest: l}ctmu Metro TRACON Quality Contrcl Rewew T‘eam Repon

As per your mquest. thc (.emrai bcn'u.e Aren (C SA) bafcty As‘;urmn.e (;roup Opemtmnai

o FEvaluation Tearn has cnmp]etcd Iy Quahiy Comml Review {QCR)yof the Operazmn at Detroit

‘Metro TRACON (D213 The review s in response 73 alicgations | raised by an empiayee at D”l
The empioyee ailuged that opera!mmi gatfety'is bemg compresed at the' tacx!niy The: Q(_ R

feam’s repur! is atiached.

" .'Dn Fchmary 20, 009 the Dasmcl Managcr was Vcrbaily bneﬁ:d dunng an out bnef by 1he team
:'Smcc that time severa% actions haw: been mmared b}* the Drsmcz Manager to address many if

“notal), of zhe issties. udem:ﬁed inv the réport.

o if 5ou hmc any quesm}ns. or would hkc addmonat mfarmatma plaaw comact Dom{hy M
s ,E)aws Team Managcr (.SA Operanonai Evatuatmn Team {817} 222 5553



Issues Given To D21 QCR Team

Interpretations:

. Faciliey mterpmtataons condone the use of “Look-and—go. and informal prearranged

eoovdination: This is coordination in which two controllers agree to blanket pomt-euv. similar '

to prearranged coordination without the required facility directive. “Rclennce you're miffic I
will descend 19 Four thousand ot (he downwind fof runway: 2707 ot m going fo he out 1he
back of the dump zone, will you miss my 1raf’f‘ o7 or *These aircral sre climbing slow, canl -

force Lhe data block and use your almpacc" ‘Whie § understand that verbal coordination vida - - |

“block™ of a designated portion of airspacé would be apprupnate smprmaaed Proay rani.ed

'_(onrdmatmn withoilt the safeguards of the mandated faeility directive und aswuaud
'rcqmremems would seem to be’ prohsb:tcd by 71 IG 65 Chapter 5. sectmn +

"71 (6.65 requirementa for use of reduced separation a{forde{i b} Samu!tancous

. 'llndcpcndent s Afmmaches.

B

3

a. Reference paragraph 5-9- 7[‘54 The facility dces frot reqmre the apphmnon of this ruie e
~ Aircralt are ofien initercepting the final approach course in a . and mziwut ihe b m:ir: ;
of straight Hight Additionally, aircrafl that :mercept thic final appmach at an alumdg '
above the glide stope and do nut have an opportinity to level befa re the appmpnazc
'stcp»dovs i X have been routinely aliowed 1o cnntmue the appro.n.h ,

b Rcf‘ercnce paragraph 5-9-752: The fact!ny routmc}) executes mew apprc:u:.hu:, “hen the
- DME portion of the 1LS is OTS. With the decommissioning of most markers. his
resuits in verbal notification of (he imtial step down fix and FAF 1o nun-RNAV dlﬂ:!af{
and ; appears o conflict wuh the requirement that thi ELS hx. operatmg, m‘srma!iy

¢ Reference deviations on lhe m)n-N'l/ side of the fi nﬂi appmaeh wnrsc* Fac:!m RS
guidance is that there is no limit to fiow for the aireratt may dev iate, only g requircment
for the monitor controller 1o keep the aircraft oui o the NTZ. This coutd resull in the:
- igsuancé of a tum-oh contraty 16 5-9-7al’ iummg an airetaft awny frony m:ltu: o1 (iw '
- parallel final approach COurse 1o Leep it out of the N1/ is uniderstaridablé executing
‘what aniounts to a turi-on by mmmg the aircrafl wowards iraff’ ic withoiit 4lmudc S
' separatwn :cems mappropna&:. The ’H 10 65 is szlml oit thﬁ iRgue:

d. Refcn.mc paragmph 5-9.7al. Aasocmu:d wﬂh the p: e uma chsw:.smn fauln) ﬂmdmwc-'
“has been provided that the. “¢stablished” requ:remcm is not rcqmmd for independent
ILS approaches 1t is asgericd thai this is only &' rcqu:rcmx.n!. for dc;:re.ndem approathc.
Thit requirement for independent approaches. I'have been advised. is to be o the
. tower/monitor {requency before the loss u! separauon }hu, appears to dmcil; wnﬂ:ci o
with thc cited paragraph, : . . : Sl

Read back prucccE iares per 2-4»3 do fioi feqmrcd a demﬁed read bm.k of ciuaranci:a i does

however, require a controllei to ensure thiat & réad back is correct atid: t:ompiuu 1 an nent 1§

- ‘read back. This s6cms to be in contradiction to mterpmazmns issued by .zppwprmw auihnrm

o read back daes not need 16 he comph,tc on y the poman of thc cleamnce that is read b'tcl\



must be correct). 1S the m%erpreialzon current? 1f so. the 7 10.65 néeds 1o be. amcnd :d 6
réflect the current interpretation.

7110.65 5-3-2, Pmmary Radar !dennﬁcat;on Methods: subpamgraph a. atlows: for the radar
identification of an aircraft based on the nbsérvance of the primary target within Ini of the
“akeolf runway end”™ &l airports with an operating comm! tower. This would assuie that the

| depanu:e comrcller is aware ef the "takeoﬂ“ runway Ai D‘?l thss :s nol always knov«n %ur _

' parallel runwya. hie/she usually does not Rnaw which om: !s the 7110, 6:3 satisfied fiv this.

case? Simultaneous dapartures uff of paraHel rinways would seem 1] ‘dictate the fequirement

- to know which tunway your aircraft dcpartcd in order to apyity this primary method of

identifi ication. Also, the 7110,65 requires 4 verbul or nonverbal milmgiboundm notification

for cach depanurc At D2}, Letter of Ag,n:ements ‘have been execated that state: “Consider the -
D21 Run Down acceptance entry (IFR release) asa mi}mg call if the aireraftis. roiling Wwithin

“two (2) mintites ol (he time reieascd by D21, “Roltmg is defined as whn the aircrafl

' phys:ca!fy begma its takeofY roll.” This scents to alter'the 7110.65 rcqu:rcmcm by ma&m;_., it

less restrictive. An‘arbitrary 1o ‘mirinte intent to roli vs, a rotlmg notification is the LOA
requirement, Would this nat require the prior apptoval of Vice Presidént, System Operalmns '
Services per 71 10.65 paragraph 1-1<107 o

7110.68 paragrsph Saé-Ze divtates tlie pmws;on of “radar navagauonal ;,urdance N hi.'
rac:ltt} interpretation is that. since pam,{._,raph 4-2-523 allows the phraseclogy “cleared direct
{Hix).” tadar navigational fauidance is poy requived, | do not believe ihis is an securate .
mterpretataen Chapter 4 deals with IFR aircrafi, but not neceasani} thasa being pmwded raday
services, While the phmseq!ugy can be used in'd radar environimeit, it does not relieve thiy:
controller of the n.sponstbimy 1o provide radar navz;,atmnai guidanee.  Yor instance, it wauld

© be wtally appropnatc o uise the “cleared direct” phraseology if the aircraft was already:

estabhshed orofs hemimg, ; that wni “in & reasonable distance™. mterccpz the nion-radur réutc )
1o be flown. 1t would not be apprcprmte outside of those paramciers. In'the fzmcr ey ::mu.ﬂ::x. o
a headmg mnst be lssued until :he mrcran zs ab}e zo pmceez} direet m thc f‘ 5. R

. The LOA Ewmeen 021 and mw wqunms D"I 0 ?ransfer commumcat:on to the mwcr pm)r:- ' B '
o the TCP. Does fafiure to do so constiwte an ()D" i{'s50. how does tl’us d:ﬂer trony the - '

7110065 requirement 10 transtur communications pricr to cnwnng thc rccc;vmg comrciicr s
© - airspace (paragraph 2-1-17a)? 1 havié seen prehmmar} op rEpOrts | that include a radar .
. controller's faihire 10 forward sniormaimn rcqutrcd in an LOA. which is u,hm gor'me thmi.m;,. E
i1 this direction. : .

;. After D21 handb off an nirevaft to Z{)B at arclumbmg to 13,080 feci thc uppcr izmu of I)"’l} L
airspace, and executes & frequency change, we cohtinie to utilize the Mode-C for u.paratmn o
“purposes (specifically. afler abserving the Made-C stiowing the aireraft ci:mbmg out-of 13,000,

~we ofimb other traffic that s piny not be longitodinally sepaiated) to that altitade. Is thzs agarrect
use of Mode-C data? If yes, I ‘would add his 10 the BCp catcg)w e sithaiion can oceur: as

it sometimes hias, that the aireraft anded off 10 ZOB iy show & climb that. was ot issued (in

 the insiance where the pilot overshodts his assigned althude, for instancey; butwe wuuid not b

. aware of this, since th. aircraft is not on our irequency This could resuh ina 3055 of!
i sepamtmn : o S

1 Lo



;l)%'ocﬁmen? Change Proposals:

3.

~

. 7110.65 paragraph 5-4-3al allows fora procedure that makes accurately identifying system
cvents and their causes impossible. [T no verbal coordination is required. as the paragraph
intimates. and, if recorded ¢oordination is optional theére would 2xist rio verifiable mechanism
to determine if dn event occarred, whal Lype of event occurred ang’ wha: caused the event. This
secms 10 be in conflict with thevevwly smerging reporting culture, | propose 1 change the’
document 1o reflect ihic necessity that all toordination related 1o the separation u{ .nrz:ran be

recorded,

Additional assignments to this éategory would depend on the inwerpretations rendered.

A:rspace and Procedure Revsew,

1,

Aurspaee Buundary separatson Our arrspace deieganon!depscuon is not. euﬂ‘ cient in ‘many.
greas (o allow the costroller 16 mainiain airspoce boundary separation as required by 7110.3
paragraph 3-5- 10. mtempted compliance resulls in repeated pomtaeauis and/or numerous”
special agreements. ‘%peuﬁc instiatices include. bt may not be limited 1o those identified
below. Additionally, gaps in boundary depictions or boundaries that exist, hut ure rot depu.to.d

i

-~ prohibit the identification of cemplsaucc

On & south Aow confi gurauon the final approach dourse for YIP RWYZSL evei u
1.5nm from the adjacent West Fina] airspace (it appears to be lass), mandatcs the
necesssty of a pomt out for cvery mrcmft on the' appmach o

‘i’he drea veferrad to as the “gage™ (an area ap prox:ma{e%; 4nm W 1du to allow wansit of
traffic over the DTW finals) alows for only 3 1nm wide area to po:-,sléon araffie so as 1o
avold the nteessity oi‘ a pomt out o one of the ad}acant sectors. - -

- Qurjéi dupanure procedures mciudc & t(}nm crossing restmnon that is auppos«.d 0

ensure that the jet depdﬂurcs do niet:f1y into satellitc controller airspace. - The' restrivtion
is not sufficient 10 do so. however.’ On 4 south flow configuration the apphcah!c '

‘boundary is less than |Onm from the DXO VO& and, subtracting the reqlired 1.5nm
boufidacy separation requirement, a crossing restriction closer 1o 7mm would be
indicated (I do not have the exact numbers with me at this w rmng }. !n warmu wwthcr .

this creatcs the need ﬁ::r muiu;:le point-ouls..

The mmal depanure dlspersaI arca for 3et depa:lures S 01 W ide enough in mnn}
weaaher condxtmns to aiims t’or the four headmgs o wh:ch we atk:mpx (5] dncrge lhx.

: Departure. as well as bctw::ers Jet Departure and adjacem Smdkie aml Amwi azfspm.e L

~ Ona narth ﬂox\ conﬁ;,urauon. ast Jei Departure atmpacc sfeps up abo“. sutellite .
'atrspace in 3,000 and 6,000 foot shelves. During other than cold w eauwr. normal elimb

rate is not sufficient (o consistenily top this airspace.

The downwind wmdors of Feedc:r mmpacc. i several areas, arc 0o nam)w 0 -

_effectively contain direraft in feeder a:rs;mcc with constderanon ior ampace boundm

Chas



2.

- reguired, Addmonally‘, we utilize this Snm spacing for aireraft on visual approachc‘s, wht rale o
are we utilizing to cnsure separation? Furiher. | have been told of controliers who. lhmhng thiv

6

separauen Additionally. the deseent arga from 11,000 to 10,000, with considération inr
airspace boundary séparation. is short envugh to maké the timing of the descent over
‘critical,

Facility Standard Operating Procedures do not adequately transtate 711065 separation
requirements into facility application based on alrspace de!egahon. This applies
specifically to the Final Positions during any approach scenario (Dependent. [LS; Indépendent -
iLS. Visual appraaches} The nirspace boundary that cxists between East and West Final
Positions, for instance. is not addressed. A$ written, when miore ihan one arrival position is
opan. evcry arrival aircrafl shemhi require coordination. :

Prop depamwes off of DTW rouﬁneb ﬂy through .}et Depanure airspace wilhont the
appmpwate point-aut. The wp of towsr assigned airspace is 2.500 fect. Jet Depariuge pans
the airspace above that, However. these prop departures routine Lhmb ahovc 2500 befory
proceeding far exiough on their tower assigned heading 10 enter the a‘ppropna:c ww}iaie o
conirollcr airspace. Notice D21 7110.161, designed to correct this issue, is cssentially an oftort

al instituting a Prenrmngud Cﬁordma‘uan Procedure but does not speczty all that is required for - :'
'w:ame : ‘ e

' ’i‘here A7 AUMErous LOM&O? am:ssmnsiirregularatiﬁ Same examga és include:a

procf:dure with ZOB 10 handoff PIK departures routed via 'SCORR and CAVVS 1o ENT seetor
which is pot redaced 1o writing: D2UDTW LOA with regard to Arga 31 LOAs with satelliie
towers thai do ot requite the issuance of the FDIO generated clearance: o D2I/DTW LOA that

“assigns airspace 10 the tower A{)B 2 500 but dnes not hrmi the use h*om OOG-Z.SGO 03 Vi R
- airerafl; :

. The facility does not know why we are providing 5 v 3 nm separation to nireraft iaﬁdmg,

- VFR towered controlled airports when on differing radar sites, Many years ago. ] was told

- the Snm réquirement was due 10 the lack of sufficicnt radar coverage, necessuating the: useol -

“ihe non-radar pracedure; a timed appraach {71 10.63. pa‘rag,raph 6-7-10). However ifthisis . _
stil) the case: we are not complying with this directive: We do not constraim its use wht.n thc L

visibility is belbw the highest ciscling minimuri and we do not terminate radar seriices a5

is simply 2 LOA requiremient 1o altow for tower depamzres. negotiawc fora diminished spaving
Lastly. the need (o apply the increased separation (at YIP or DTW, for instance. whenonthe
back-up site) is not knowable mnce we do not Rnov. why weare dmng, s0. wheie we dre dmnb o
s0, to begm with, .

?g'earranga! C@o?dinaimn P%‘aceﬁures'

4. Areas exist iny preierence 16 am;}aee re-delegauon aven lhnugh the contml!er mto W host! G :
' alrspace the prearmn;,:d coordination apphes avoids the mrspacc. . :

b, Areas that are msr.xfﬁctem w accommcdata the pmarmnged mondmaiwn mihauz the add;.d -
useof a poun-out : .

¢ Aréas created more for convenicnee than necessity.
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(A Memorandum

U.S. Bepartment of
Transportation

Office of the Secretary
of Transportation

Cffice of Inspector General

subjec.  INFORMATION: OIG Investigation Date:  February 16, 2011
#109Z00021SINV, Re: TRACON Management
at Detroit Wayne County Metropolitan Airport
(D1-08-3138) '

From: Ronald C. Engler Z@J/ Reply to
Director Attn. of: X6-4189

Special Investigations, JI-3

To:  Judith S. Kaleta
Assistant General Counsel for General Law
Office of General Counsel

This supplements my February 3, 2011, memorandum. Attached is a report from FAA
Air Traffic Organization (ATO) Safety Investigations and Evaluations, dated May 19,
2008, concerning an audit of the Southwest Flow at the Detroit Wayne County
Metropolitan Airport Air Traffic Control Tower. We note that although Strawbridge's
May 2009 memorandum references an investigation by FAA's Office of Air Traffic
Safety Oversight (AOV), neither AOV nor ATO Safety is able to locate any record of an
investigation by AQV at Detroit Metro on May 12, 2008,

U.S. Department of Transportation — Office of Inspector General
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
(Public availability to be determined under § U.8.C. 552, Freedom of Informatien Act)



Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: May 19, 2008

To: James Bedow, Acting Director, Safety Investigations and Evaluations
From: QYMP\J effrey M. Rich, Safety Investigations

Prepared by: Peter Trapp, Safety Services

Subject: Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Traffic Control Tower Southwest
Flow and Training Audit

Background.

An audit of Southwest Flow operations and facility training was conducted at Detroit
Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Tratfic Control Tower (DTW ATCT) on May 12-14, 2008
by Jeffrey M. Rich, Michael McFadyen and Jon Jones of the ATO Office of Safety Services,
ATO-S. The audit was conducted at the request of ATO-S. The group interviewed nine DTW
personnel and reviewed Nationai Offload Program (NOP) radar data, facility-training records,
briefing items, and documentation related to DTW’s use of the Southwest Flow. The Air Traffic
Manager was briefed on the results of the audit and provided recommendations on

May 14, 2008.

Audit Resuits.
Southwest Flow,

The group was briefed on the Southwest Flow configuration by facility management on

May 12, 2008. Facility management stated that the Southwest Flow configuration was
discontinued at DTW in November 2007 because of the misapplication of the separation
requirements of paragraph 3-9-8 of FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Control, and the confusion
associated with the facility briefings following audits by the FAA's Air Traffic Safety Oversight
Service, (AOV), in August 2007 and ATO-S in October 2007. The Air Traffic Manager
indicated that since the suspension of the procedure, there were two instances where aircraft
departed Runway 21R and arrived Runway 27L at the direction of the Front Line Manager on
duty because of extenuating circumstances involving winter weather operations. -



2
The group randomly selected three dates during April 2008 where the airport configuration was
favoring the Southwest Flow (arriving Runways 221/22R and departing Runway 21R). NOP
data was utilized to monitor arrivals and departures for 24 hours and 45 minutes, and the group
cbserved one arrival to Runway 271 on April 23, 2008. A review of FAA Form 7230-4, Daily
Record of Facility Operation, indicated that the event was recorded as a Quality Assurance
Review, and that the arrival aircraft was given priority because of a blown nose wheel tire. The
FLM elected to utilize Runway 27 so as not to impact the primary arrival runways in the event of
arunway closure. The operation was conducted in accordance with the requirements of par. 3-9-
8, and the group found no other arrivals to Runway 271 during the monitored sessions.

The group interviewed five Front Line Managers (FLMs) regarding the Southwest Flow. The
FLMs stated that the procedure was discontinued in November 2007 because of the workforce’s
misunderstanding of the separation requirements. When asked to provide an explanation of the
separation requirements of paragraph 3-9-8 of FAA Order 7110.65, the FLMs provided three
distinctly different interpretations of the rule. Examples of the responses included,

“If the Runway 27L arrival is inside the final approach fix, don’t clear the Runway 21R
aircraft for departure;”

“The Runway 27L arrival is rolling out before you can depart Runway 21L:" and

“The Runway 27L arrival has rolled through the centerline of Runway 21R or the Runway
27 arrival is on the ground and turned off the runway before you depart Runway 217

Training Records,

The group reviewed 13 randomly selected FAA Forms 3120-1, Training and Proficiency
Records, from 36 assigned tower controllers. The review revealed that all but one of the TRAX
sheets contained employee and supervisory signatures, and all signatures appeared to be genuine.
The following discrepancies with TRAX entries were noted:

Duplicate entries were found on several of the TRAX sheets due to overlapping time
periods between separate TRAX printouts.

Entries were listed differently on the overlapping pages. For example, an entry titled
“Southwest Flow Briefing” on one TRAX printout was listed as “Southwest Flow Briefing
DTW-08-058” on the overlapping printout.

Duplicate entries in separate TRAX sheets from the same FAA Form 3120-1 regarding a
mandatory briefing item indicated different completion dates for the same briefing.

One briefing item listed the same completion date for all 36 tower personnel.

TRAX certification signatures were recorded more than 90 days following the month in
which the training was completed.



The team specifically reviewed training provided on DTW Notice 7110.151, Procedures For
Conducting Southwest Flow, and found that training was not recorded for three employees in
TRAX sheets, and that five employees completed the training after the effective date of the
notice. During interviews with the FLMs, one specifically stated that, “T didn’t brief it {(Notice
7110.151) because it wasn’t going to happen.”

The investigation team reviewed the content of three briefing items including DTW Notices
7110.151, 7110.152 and the “North/East Flow Procedure.” Although Notices 7110.151 and 152
addressed similar topics, there was a marked difference in the content of the two briefing
packages. The briefing package for N7110.151 contained only the notice itself, while the
package for N7110.152 contained the Notice, applicable paragraphs from FAA Order 7110.65,
and two runway photographs that had graphics added to highlight the areas addressed by the
notice. The briefing item labeled “North/East Flow Procedure,” made necessary by the closure
of Runway 21L/3R on April 21, 2008, was disseminated on April 23, 2008, and the following
handwritten words were written in red marking pen at the top of the folder, “Read before
Working!” The briefing consisted of nine pages of excerpts from Order DTW 7110.9, Detroit
Metro Standard Operating Procedures. Facility personnel also stated that the original briefing
was distributed with two of three sections missing, and was recalled so that the pertinent items
could be included. The group compared the tracking sheet and the completion dates with
empioyee work schedules in Cru-ART, and found that eight employees worked operational
positions after the briefing was distributed and prior to completing the briefing.

Interviews with facility staff managers and FL.Ms indicated that briefing items are developed by
offices of primary interest and FLMs. Staff managers stated that briefing items are normally
routed through facility management, staff offices, and the tower Operations Manager for
accuracy and comment when adequate time permits. The Support Manager for Training stated
that his office distributes items that require TRAX entries, but does not normally review or track
iterns that do not require a TRAX entry. FLMSs have the authority to develop and distribute
briefing items that dynamically occur after administrative hours or on weekends, such as
navigational aid outages or runway closures.

The FLMs discussed the process used to complete briefing items with operational personnel.
With respect to the briefing of Notice 7110.151, four FLLMs stated that they received the briefing
verbally from the Operations Manager, and subsequently briefed the controller workforce; the
fifth FLM received the briefing from a peer FLM. A portion of the controller briefings took
place in the tower cab as employees entered on duty, and others were completed during FILM
team briefings. Two of the FLMs stated that it was their practice to initial the tracking sheet for
the employee who received the briefing, and a third stated that the employees were required to
enter his/her own initials. FLMs stated that if controllers posed questions requiring clarification
of vartous aspects of the briefing information, the FEMs would pass the questions to the
Operations Manager if they were unable o provide a suitable answer.

Recommendations.

1. The facility should designate one office or position that would function as the central
distribution/tracking office and repository for all current briefing items.



. The facility should designate one office or staff position to conduct all face-to-face
briefings to ensure the accuracy and consistency of the information provided.

The facility should conduct an immediate andit of the training department record keeping
and TRAX entries, and periodically review these records for completeness and accuracy.

The facility should formalize a process to prioritize briefings (must read, informational,
ete) and the means by which priority briefings are accomplished face-to-face.

The facility should brief those personnel responsible for making TRAX entries in FAA
Forms 3120-1 on the requirements for making entries and obtaining required signatures.

. The facility should consider designating one or more FLMs from the ATCT to review
operational briefing items for quality and content prior to finalization and distribution.



